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FEDERAL  SALARIES  AND  FRINGE  BENEFITS 


MONDAY,  MARCH  7,  1966 

House  of  Representatives, 

Subcommittee  on  Compensation  of  the 
Committee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service, 

Washington,  D.C. 

The  subcommittee  met  at  2  p.m.  in  room  346,  Cannon  Building, 
Hon.  Morris  K.  Udall  (chairman  of  the  subcommittee)  presiding. 

Mr.  Udall.  The  Subcommittee  on  Compensation  will  come  to 
order. 

This  session  was  called  todav  for  consideration  of  H.R.  12094  and 
related  bills  H.R.  12240,  H.R.'  12288,  H.R.  12489,  H.R.  12824,  and 
H.R.  12838.  From  time  to  time  I  am  sure  we  will  be  receiving  other 
legislation  relating  to  Federal  compensation  and  related  proposals  for 
the  year  1966. 

It  became  apparent  in  the  last  few  days,  after  these  hearings  had 
been  scheduled,  that  the  recommendations  of  the  administration  this 
year  might  well  include  some  improvements  and  changes  relating  to 
retirement,  insurance,  and  other  features  of  compensation,  other  than 
direct  compensation. 

For  this  reason  the  various  members  of  the  committee  consulted 
and  agreed  it  would  be  helpful  and  fair  and  desirable  and  necessary 
to  have  sitting  with  us  at  these  hearings  the  members  of  the  Sub¬ 
committee  on  Retirement,  Insurance,  and  Health  Benefits,  one  of  our 
most  active  and  able  subcommittees,  headed  by  the  gentleman  from 
New  Jersey,  Mr.  Daniels.  So  I  wanted  to  announce  that  in  the 
beginning. 

Mr.  Daniels  and  members  of  his  subcommittee  will  be  full  partici¬ 
pants  in  these  hearings.  We  welcome  them.  They  will  have  all  of 
the  rights  and  privileges  of  the  members  of  the  Subcommittee  on 
Compensation,  which  originally  called  these  hearings.  And  we  will 
work  out  their  participation  in  the  development  of  whatever  finally 
emerges  from  these  hearings. 

The  Chair  wishes  to  announce  that  there  have  been  a  number  of 
changes  in  the  scheduling  of  our  hearings.  It  is  the  intention  of  the 
Chair  to  proceed  rapidly,  but  with  due  diligence  and  consideration  of 
all  points  of  view  of  those  who  wish  to  be  heard  here,  with  a  view  in 
mind  of  trying  to  conclude  these  hearings  in  about  3  weeks. 

So,  I  warn  the  members  of  the  two  subcommittees  that  hearings 
will  be  frequent  and  fairly  regular,  to  try  to  get  the  job  of  writing  the 
record  and  taking  all  of  the  testimony  that  there  is  to  be  taken  within 
the  next  3  weeks  or  so  if  we  can. 

We  had  to  reschedule  Mr.  Macy’s  testimony,  which  we  will  hear 
this  afternoon.  It  was  originally  scheduled  for  this  morning  at  10 
o’clock.  Mr.  Murphy,  the  Assistant  Postmaster  General,  Bureau  of 
Personnel,  agreed  to  present  his  testimony  tomorrow  instead  of  today. 
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The  schedule  is  as  follows:  Today  we  will  hear  Mr.  Macy.  Tomor¬ 
row  morning  at  10  o’clock  we  will  hear  Mr.  Murphy,  from  the  Post 
Office  Department,  to  present  that  Department’s  views  on  the  pending 
legislation. 

I  would  caution  those  who  are  interested  that  tomorrow  morning’s 
hearing  will  not  be  in  this  room.  It  will  be  in  room  215  in  this  build¬ 
ing,  which  is  the  old  committee  hearing  room. 

On  Wednesday  we  will  be  back  in  this  room  at  10  a.m.  We  have 
scheduled  President  Jerome  J.  Keating  of  the  National  Association 
of  Letter  Carriers  as  the  leadoff  witness  that  morning. 

On  Friday  of  this  week  we  will  have  another  session  here,  so  only 
tomorrow  morning’s  session  will  be  in  room  215. 

With  these  opening  announcements,  we  will  proceed  without  delay 
to  the  testimony  of  Hon.  John  W.  Macy,  Jr.,  Chairman  of  the  U.S. 
Civil  Service  Commission.  Mr.  Macy,  we  are  happy  to  have  you 
with  us  today.  I  understand  you  have  a  prepared  statement. 

Mr.  Daniels.  Mr.  Chairman,  may  I  be  recognized? 

Mr.  Udall.  Just  a  moment. 

Mr.  Macy,  you  have  a  prepared  statement  consisting  of  14  pages. 
Do  you  prefer  to  read  it  or  have  it  inserted  in  the  record  as  though 
read  and  then  summarize  it? 

Mr.  Macy.  I  would  appreciate  it  if  I  could  read  it  in  full,  Mr. 
Chairman. 

Mr.  Udall.  Fine.  I  am  sure  it  is  important.  It  might  be  well 
to  take  that  time. 

The  gentleman  from  New  Jersey. 

Mr.  Daniels.  As  chairman  of  the  Subcommittee  on  Retirement, 
Insurance,  and  Health  Benefits,  I  would  like  to  mention  that  while  I 
had  knowledge  of  this  meeting  being  scheduled  for  today,  it  was 
scheduled  for  10  o’clock  this  morning,  and  then  postponed  to  2  o’clock 
this  afternoon.  I  want  to  compliment  the  gentleman  from  Arizona 
on  proceeding  diligently  and  without  delay,  in  his  usual  manner,  but 
I  wish  to  make  the  observation,  in  all  fairness  to  the  subcommittees 
involved  in  this  legislation,  that  we  were  not  furnished  with  copies  of 
any  statements. 

The  only  statement  I  have  had  prior  to  this  hearing  was  the  state¬ 
ment  that  was  sent  by  the  President,  Lyndon  B.  Johnson,  to  the  House 
of  Representatives  today,  which  was  read  by  the  Clerk.  In  that 
statement  the  President  refers  to  the  fact  that  his  recommendations 
should  be  taken  into  consideration  with  other  studies- — one,  the 
report  of  the  Cabinet  Committee  on  Federal  Staff  Retirement  System, 
and  two  other  reports,  one  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  to  the  President 
and  also  one  by  Mr.  Macy  of  the  Civil  Service  Commission  to  the 
President. 

Now  I  imagine  from  what  I  have  heard  that  these  reports  are 
voluminous,  but  I  have  no  knowledge  of  what  they  contain.  I  don’t 
know  what  recommendations  have  been  made,  and  I  don’t  see  how 
we  can  properly  question  Mr.  Macy  or  any  of  the  witnesses  appearing 
on  behalf  of  any  of  the  Government  agencies  here  until  we  have  had 
an  opportunity  to  read  these  reports,  to  study  them,  and  to  really 
analyze  what  recommendations  are  being  made  to  this  committee. 

So,  if  it  is  the  Chair’s  opinion  that  he  should  proceed  with  dispatch 
today,  then  I  respectfully  request  that  I  and  the  other  members  of 
the  committee  be  given  ample  opportunity  to  question  Mr.  Macy 
and  the  other  Government  witnesses,  and,  since  we  are  not  in  a  posi- 


FEDERAL  SALARIES  AND  FRINGE  BENEFITS  3 

tion  to  do  that  today,  that  they  be  instructed  to  return  here  at  some 
future  date  so  we  will  have  that  opportunity. 

Mr.  Udall.  The  Chair  appreciates  the  gentleman  from  New 
Jersey,  who  is  a  real  authority  on  this  subject,  raising  this  question 
publicly  as  he  did  privately  with  me  a  moment  ago. 

Mr.  Macy  has  been  most  cooperative  and  I  am  sure  he  wouldn’t 
want  us  to  begin  to  legislate  until  we  have  had  a  full  opportunity  to 
study  the  documents  the  gentleman  refers  to. 

I  am  also  sure  that,  if  after  studying  them  the  gentleman  from 
New  Jersey  wants  to  ask  further  questions,  Mr.  Macy  would  be 
delighted  to  return.  The  Chair  will  certainly  see  that  the  gentleman 
from  New  Jersey  has  every  opportunity  of  that  nature. 

Mr.  Daniels.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Udall.  Mr.  Macy,  I  am  told  that  on  page  13  of  your  state¬ 
ment,  in  the  first  line,  the  date  January  1,  1968,  should  read  January 
1,  1967.  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  Macy.  That  is  correct,  yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Udall.  I  have  corrected  my  copy  accordingly.  The  official 
reporter  will  do  so,  and  I  am  sure  the  members  wish  to  do  so.  On 
page  13,  in  the  first  line,  change  1968  to  1967. 

You  may  proceed,  Mr.  Macy. 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  JOHN  W.  MACY,  JR.,  CHAIRMAN, 

U.S.  CIVIL  SERVICE  COMMISSION 

Mr.  Macy.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I  want  to,  at  the  outset,  express  my  appreciation  to  you  for  your 
courtesy  in  arranging  the  schedule  for  this  hearing  to  permit  the 
President’s  message  to  be  received.  I  also  want  to  respond  to  Chair¬ 
man  Daniels’  point  with  respect  to  the  magnitude  of  the  documents 
that  are  before  you  with  respect  to  this  legislation. 

Let  me  assure  you  that  I  would  be  happy  to  return  for  whatever 
questioning  or  discussion  is  desired  by  any  member  of  the  committee. 
I  recognize  fully  that  this  is  a  very  substantial  program  that  is  ad¬ 
vanced  here,  and  it  is  the  desire  of  the  administration  that  there  be  the 
fullest  possible  response  to  any  questions  that  may  be  raised  concerning 
it. 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee,  I  appreciate  this 
opportunity  to  open  your  hearings  on  the  1966  proposals  for  Federal 
employee  pay  and  benefits  and  to  present  the  President’s  program 
in  this  important  field. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  believe  you  have  before  you  the  President’s  mes¬ 
sage  of  this  date.  It  may  be  that  you  would  wish  to  insert  this  message 
in  the  record  at  this  point. 

Mr.  Udall.  The  Chair  will  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  mes¬ 
sage  of  the  President  of  the  United  States,  dated  today,  March  7, 
referred  to  by  the  witness,  appear  in  the  record  at  this  point.  Without 
objection  it  is  so  ordered. 

(The  President’s  message  follows:) 

The  White  House, 

March  7,  1966. 

To  the  Congress  of  the  United  States: 

Among  the  many  blessings  which  Americans  can  count  is  a  corps  of  Federal 
civil  servants  that  is  unequaled  anywhere  in  the  world.  Honest,  intelligent, 
efficient,  and — above  all — dedicated,  these  men  and  women  represent  a  national 
resource  and  a  national  asset. 
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America  expects  much  of  these  public  servants.  We  have  made  vigorous  de¬ 
mands  on  their  time  and  energy.  We  have  exacted  from  them  high  standards  of 
work  and  conduct. 

In  recent  years,  we  have  moved  steadily  to  compensate  these  men  and  women 
equitably  and  competitively  for  their  quality  performance  in  the  public  interest. 
To  that  end,  the  administration  prepared  and  the  Congress  enacted,  the  Federal 
Salary  Reform  Act  of  1962.  We  established  the  principle  that  Government  work¬ 
ers  are  entitled  to  a  pay  scale  which  compares  favorably  with  pay  in  private 
industry. 

Such  a  pay  scale  is  as  much  in  the  national  interest  as  it  is  in  the  interest  of 
Government  employees.  I  said  when  signing  the  Government  Employees 
Salary  Reform  Act  of  1964: 

“America’s  challenges  cannot  be  met  in  this  modern  world  by  mediocrity,  at 
any  level,  public  or  private.  All  through  our  society  we  must  search  for  bril¬ 
liance,  welcome  genius,  strive  for  excellence.” 

We  have  been  true  to  the  principle  of  comparability.  Since  1961,  the  pay  of 
Federal  employees  has  increased  by  over  16  percent. 

In  the  brief  period  since  I  have  been  President,  employees  of  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  have  enjoyed  pay  increases  amounting  to  nearly  12  percent.  These 
increases  have  done  much  to  close  the  gap  between  compensation  for  Government 
employees  and  those  in  private  enterprise. 

The  increases  in  basic  pay,  however,  were  not  accompanied  by  any  significant 
benefits  in  forms  other  than  salary.  Yet  pay,  retirement,  and  other  fringe  benefits 
are  all  parts  of  an  employee’s  total  compensation.  Recognition  of  this  basic  fact 
is  crucial  in  developing  a  rational  and  equitable  system  of  compensation.  Neither 
pay,  nor  retirement,  nor  other  fringe  benefits  can  be  considered  in  isolation.  For 
all  of  them  together  represent  the  worker’s  real  reward. 

The  proposals  which  I  am  making  today  reflect  th:s  consideration. 

I  propose  increases  in  Federal  compensation  of  $485  million  per  year. 

I  am  asking  the  Congress  to  enact  legislation  which  will  provide  an  average 
increase  for  Federal  civilian  employees  amounting  to  3.2  percent  of  total  com¬ 
pensation. 

On  the  average,  direct  salary  increases  will  amount  to  2.85  percent.  The  other 
increases  are  for  fringe  benefits  to  assist  the  Government  employee  in  providing 
for  his  own  economic  security. 

In  considering  these  proposals,  I  urge  careful  study  of  the  supporting  data  and 
background  information  contained  in  the  two  reports  transmitted  with  this 
message: 

1.  The  report  of  the  Cabinet  Committee  on  Federal  Staff  Retirement  Systems, 
prepared  in  response  to  my  request  of  February  1,  1965,  for  a  review  of  Federal 
retirement  policies  and  benefits. 

2.  The  annual  report  to  the  President  of  the  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  and  the  Chairman  of  the  Civil  Service  Commission  on  the  comparison 
between  Federal  civilian  pay  levels  and  those  in  private  enterprise — as  required 
by  law. 

I  also  urge  the  Congress  to  take  into  account  two  other  considerations  of 
utmost  importance  to  the  Federal  employee — and  all  wage  earners — and  the 
Nation  as  a  whole: 

The  wage-price  guideposts  which  are  key  weapons  in  our  defense  against 
inflation,  and 

Sound  and  responsible  Federal  fiscal  policy. 

Both  of  these  considerations  weighed  heavily  in  my  mind  as  I  studied  various 
possible  recommendations  to  make  to  the  Congress  this  year.  For  nothing  will 
destroy  the  progress  of  the  Federal  employee  in  his  efforts  to  achieve  comparability 
more  effectively  than  the  erosion  of  inflation. 

PAY 

I  recommend  to  the  Congress  the  enactment  of  a  pay  raise  for  Federal 
employees- — effective  January  1,  1967 — ranging  from  1  to  4J4  percent. 

With  these  increases,  nearly  1  million  of  the  1.8  million  employees  affected 
will  achieve  pay  comparability  with  private  enterprise.  These  employees 
include  about  88  percent  of  all  postal  workers  and  the  more  than  47,0000  Classi¬ 
fication  Act  employees  in  grades  GS-1  through  GS-5. 

The  smallest  increase  of  approximately  1  percent  will  go  to  the  lowest  of  the 
two  grades  of  the  classification  system  which  are  already  above  comparability. 
The  modestly  higher  increases  will  go  to  the  relatively  few  upper  grades  where 
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the  current  comparability  difference  is  larger  and  where,  accordingly,  our  recruiting 
difficulties  are  greatest. 

RETIREMENT 

I  shall  not  detail  in  this  message  all  of  the  changes  recommended  by  the  Cab¬ 
inet  Committee  on  Federal  Staff  Retirement  Systems.  The  report  speaks  for 
itself  clearly  and  succinctly.  I  endorse  it. 

I  call  particular  attention  to  three  proposals  which  I  believe  to  be  most  urgent. 
These  are: 

1.  Those  who  reach  age  55  with  30  years  of  service,  should  be  allowed  to 
retire  without  reduction  in  annuity.  The  Government  should  also  have  the 
option  to  retire  involuntarily,  at  age  55,  employees  in  grades  GS-13  and 
above  who  have  30  or  more  years  of  service. 

2.  We  should  guarantee  that  retirement,  disability,  and  survivor  benefits 
are  at  least  equal  to  benefits  payable  under  the  old-age  and  survivors  dis¬ 
ability  insurance  program  of  the  social  security  system. 

3.  We  should  provide  for  the  transfer  to  the  social  security  system  of 
service  credits  of  employees  who  die,  become  disabled,  or  leave  Federal  em¬ 
ployment  before  becoming  eligible  for  Federal  retirement  system  benefits. 

I  recommend  that  these  three  proposals,  like  the  basic  pay  increases,  be  made 
effective  January  1,  1967. 

I  also  recommend: 

The  enactment  into  law  of  a  clear  statement  of  retirement  policy,  as  set 
forth  in  detail  on  pages  10  and  11  of  the  Cabinet  Committee’s  report. 

Adjustments  between  the  civil  service  and  the  foreign  service  retirement 
systems. 

The  ultimate  costs  of  all  of  the  proposed  changes  in  the  retirement  systems 
are  set  forth  in  tabular  form  on  pages  21  and  22  of  the  Committee’s  report.  This 
report  also  contains  a  sound  financing  plan.  It  is  essential  that  we  place  our 
retirement  system  on  a  sound  basis  of  financing  as  soon  as  possible. 

I  recommend  that  financing  provisions  be  enacted  as  a  part  of  the  retirement 
legislation,  including  a  0.5-percent  increase  in  contributions  of  both  agencies 
and  employees,  effective  January  1,  1967. 

The  report  of  the  Cabinet  Committee  does  not  deal  with  changes  in  the  military 
retirement  system.  Although  the  Committee  reviewed  important  aspects  of 
military  retirement,  it  agreed  with  the  Secretary  of  Defense  that  recommenda¬ 
tions  for  fundamental  changes  should  wait  completion  of  a  broad  management 
study  now  underway  in  the  Department  of  Defense. 

The  retirement  report  and  the  recommendations  for  legislation  presented  by 
it  are  major  steps  forward  in  our  continuing  efforts  to  improve  the  compensation 
system  for  Federal  employees.  In  my  judgment,  they  are  equal  in  importance  to 
the  1962  Federal  Salary  Reform  Act. 

OTHER  BENEFITS 

I  recommend  a  phased  2-year  increase  in  the  Government’s  contribution  to  our 
civilian  health  benefits  program. 

The  first  increase  should  be  effective  on  January  1,  1967 ;  the  second  on  Jan¬ 
uary  1,  1968.  These  increases  would  restore  the  ratio  of  costs  to  the  Government 
and  costs  to  the  employee  established  by  the  original  Health  Benefits  Act,  of  1959. 

The  effective  date  of  other  important  adjustments  in  our  retirement  system 
should  be  deferred  for  at  least  another  year.  The  most  important  of  these  are  to : 

1.  Extend  medicare  to  Federal  civilian  employees. 

2.  Continue  benefits  until  age  22  for  those  surviving  children  of  deceased 
Federal  employees  who  are  continuing  their  education. 

3.  Compute  benefits  on  the  basis  of  a  guaranteed  disability  minimum  to 
widows  of  employees  who  die  after  retirement  for  disability. 

4.  Continue  benefits  for  a  surviving  widow  if  she  remarries  after  age  60. 

NEED  FOR  NEW  KNOWLEDGE 

If  we  are  to  continue  to  modernize  our  policy  of  total  compensation,  we  need 
better  information  than  is  now  available.  We  must  examine  all  of  the  fringe 
benefits  in  our  compensation  system.  These  include  leave,  holiday  pay,  special 
pay  differentials,  unemployment  insurance,  Federal  Employees’  Compensation 
Act  benefits  for  duty-related  accidents  and  illness,  health  benefits,  life  insurance, 
and  counterpart  benefits  prevailing  elsewhere  in  our  economy. 
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I  am  recommending  that  the  Congress  appropriate  funds  for  collection  and 
evaluation  of  information  on  non-Fecleral  fringe  benefits  in  the  budget  of  the 
Department  of  Labor  for  1967. 

CONCLUSION 

The  measures  I  am  proposing  meet  the  test  of  fairness  to  our  employees.  They 
also  meet  the  test  of  economic  responsibility. 

For  the  past  many  months,  the  Government  has  appealed  to  labor  and  industry 
alike  to  hold  price  and  wage  increases  within  the  guideposts  established  by  the 
Council  of  Economic  Advisers. 

If  our  Government  is  to  exercise  continued  leadership  in  the  fight  for  price 
stability,  then  we  must  continue  to  practice  what  we  preach.  The  Government 
has  the  added  responsibility  of  not  contributing  to  inflation  by  its  own  actions. 

With  5  years  of  unprecedented  economic  expansion,  our  industry  is  now  operat¬ 
ing  near  the  peak  of  its  capacity.  Added  to  this,  we  now  have  the  obligation 
to  support  our  fighting  men  in  Vietnam  and  our  commitment  to  freedom  there. 

This  administration  has  already  proved  that  our  Nation  does  not  have  to  live 
with  depression  or  recession.  Now  we  must  prove  that  we  can  remain  both 
strong  and  prosperous  without  endangering  our  economic  stability. 

Goverment  employees  have  a  direct  stake  in  this  effort.  For  none  is  more 
harmed  by  inflation — and  harmed  more  quickly — than  the  wage  earner  and  the 
salaried  employee.  It  is  of  small  value  to  him  if  the  extra  dollar  he  earns  buys 
less  and  less  with  every  passing  week. 

We  are  the  wealthiest  nation  in  history.  We  can  afford  whatever  is  necessary 
for  both  our  welfare  at  home  and  our  common  defense  abroad.  But  we  can  do 
this  only  by  the  exercise  of  fiscal  prudence  and  economic  responsibility  during 
times  when  special  demands  are  being  made  on  our  economy  by  the  military 
needs  of  Vietnam. 

I  am  certain  that  both  Government  employees  and  the  leaders  of  their  organi¬ 
zations  will  recognize  that  restraint  serves  both  their  cause  and  the  national 
interest.  They  will  recognize  that  these  proposals  meet  three  essential  require¬ 
ments: 

First,  that  taken  together,  pay,  retirement,  and  health  benefits  amount 
to  an  increase  of  the  maximum  total  compensation  increase  within  the  wage- 
price  guidelines. 

Second,  that  the  major  increases  will  go  to  those  Federal  workers  whose 
compensation  is  least  compatible  with  private  enterprise. 

And  third,  that  these  proposals  move  the  entire  pay  scale  toward  full 
comparability  in  an  orderly  manner. 

The  annual  cost  of  these  proposals  will  amount  to  $485  million.  If  they  are 
made  effective  on  January  1,  1967 — which  I  urgently  recommend — the  cost  for  the 
next  fiscal  year  will  be  $240  million.  These  costs  are  fully  provided  for  in  the 
budget  which  I  submitted  to  the  Congress  in  January. 

The  Federal  Government  is  the  largest  employer  in  the  Nation.  The  largest 
employer  has  an  undeniable  responsibility  to  lead,  and  not  merely  to  follow,  in 
instituting  and  adhering  to  model  employment  practices. 

A  model  employer  can  demand  excellence  in  performance.  A  model  employer 
can  demand  continuing  awareness  of  the  need  for  greater  productivity,  more 
imaginative  conduct  of  Government  programs,  and  substantial  cost  reduction. 
We  have  made  those  demands. 

Federal  officers  and  employees  at  all  levels  have  responded  with  enthusiasm  and 
skill.  If  they  had  not  been  determined  to  improve  the  efficiency  and  economy  of 
Government  operations,  budget  costs  in  both  1966  and  1967  would  be  some  $3 
billion  higher  than  they  are. 

By  the  close  of  this  fiscal  year,  the  total  compensation  for  our  2J4  million  Federal 
civilian  employees  will  be  $20.4  billion  a  year.  With  expenditures  of  such  magni¬ 
tude,  the  President,  the  Congress,  and  Federal  employees  themselves,  cannot  fail 
to  give  the  most  careful  consideration  to  every  adjustment  in  pay,  retirement,  and 
health  benefits.  Each  proposed  adjustment  must  not  only  be  merited,  it  should 
also  be  consistent  with  the  principles  of  sound  government. 

Lyndon  B. Johnson. 

Mr.  Macy.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

At  the  President’s  request,  I  shall  shortly  transmit  the  drafts  of  the 
legislation  necessary  for  placing  this  program  into  effect. 
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GROSS  COMPENSATION 

The  proposals  affect  both  salary  and  supplementary  benefits, 
which  are  the  elements  of  gross  compensation  of  the  Government’s 
personnel.  I  should  like  to  emphasize  at  this  point  the  interrelation¬ 
ship  of  all  forms  of  compensation  and  the  necessity  from  now  on  for 
considering  the  effect  on  gross  compensation  whenever  a  change  is 
proposed  in  any  of  its  elements.  With  supplemental  benefits  becom¬ 
ing  an  ever  larger  portion  of  the  total  compensation  of  employees  and 
of  total  labor  costs,  in  Government  as  in  industry,  we  can  no  longer 
disassociate  salary  and  the  other  elements  of  the  total  reward  of  the 
worker. 

In  adjusting  the  compensation  of  its  employees,  the  Government  is 
acting  as  an  employer,  and  as  the  country’s  largest  employer.  It  is 
essential  that  the  Government’s  actions  in  this  capacity  conform  with 
national  policies  which  other  employers  are  expected  to  follow.  The 
President’s  Federal  pay  proposals  have  been  carefully  drawn  so  as  to 
be  within  the  economic  guidepost  that  total  compensation  increases  in 
private  enterprise  are  expected  to  follow  in  the  interest  of  a  stable 
economy.  This  feature  of  the  proposals  will  be  discussed  further  by 
the  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  when  he  appears  before  you. 

The  administration’s  1966  compensation  proposals  consist  of  three 
key  elements: 

1.  Statutory  salaries. 

2.  Health  benefits. 

3.  Retirement  benefits. 

First,  I  shall  address  myself  to  the  proposed  adjustment  of  Federal 
statutory  salary  schedules  in  accordance  with  policies  and  procedures 
of  the  Federal  Salary  Reform  Act  of  1962. 

I.  Adjustment  of  Statutory  Salary  Schedules 

Present  Classification  Act  salaries  are  somewhat  above  or  equivalent 
to  1964  private  enterprise  salary  levels  at  the  lower  grades,  up  through 
GS-5;  they  then  gradually  drop  back  below  private  enterprise  levels 
at  the  middle  and  upper  GS  grades. 

The  adjustment  proposed  by  the  President  would  continue  to 
maintain  full  comparability  at  grades  up  through  GS-5,  bringing 
those  rates  up  to  private  enterprise  salary  levels  most  recently  re¬ 
ported  by  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics,  in  the  survey  report  released 
in  November  1965.  At  grades  above  GS-5,  where  comparability 
was  not  attained  in  the  1965  adjustment,  the  new  schedule  would 
move  part  way  toward  private  enterprise  levels. 

For  the  most  part,  from  grade  GS-9  through  grade  GS-14,  the 
increases  amount  to  37.5  percent  of  the  difference  between  present 
Federal  and  private  enterprise  rates.  Because  of  the  enlarging 
difference,  the  percentage  increases  become  greater  at  the  higher 
grades  in  this  span.  Proposed  increases  become  smaller  at  GS-16, 
GS-17,  and  GS-18,  however,  because  of  the  proximity  of  their  present 
salaries  to  level  V  of  the  Federal  executive  salary  schedule. 

Thus  the  percentage  increases  at  the  various  grades  range  from  1 
percent  at  grades  GS-1  and  GS-2  to  4.5  percent  at  GS-15,  then  drop 
to  a  lower  rate  at  the  top  three  grades.  These  increases  would  result 
in  Classification  Act  salaries  equivalent  to  private  enterprise  rates 
at  grades  up  through  GS-5. 
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The  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  report  released  in  November  1965 
shows  greater  increases  in  private  enterprise  pay  for  professional  and 
administrative  occupations  than  for  clerical  workers.  This  has  been 
a  continuing  trend  over  the  past  4  years.  The  1965  BLS  report  sum¬ 
marizes  the  4-year  trend  of  private  company  pay  rates  for  three  occu¬ 
pational  groupings  as  follows: 


Increase  in  salaries,  1961-65  Percent 

Clerical _  10.  6 

Lower  professional  and  administrative _  13.  7 

Higher  professional  and  administrative _  15.  2 


Comparisons  of  Federal  salary  levels  with  those  in  private  firms  as 
shown  in  the  latest  BLS  findings  take  this  trend  into  account.  To  do 
so  involves  changing  slightly  the  pattern  of  grade-to-grade  salary 
progression  in  developing  the  Classification  Act  salary  rates  which 
would  represent  full  comparability  with  private  enterprise  rates.  The 
new  pattern  fits  more  closely  the  rates  reported  by  BLS  for  work 
levels  in  private  industry  equating  with  grade  levels  of  the  Classifi¬ 
cation  Act. 

Comparable  adjustments  are  proposed  for  the  postal  service, 
Foreign  Service,  and  Veterans’  Administration  medical  pay  schedules. 

Proposed  schedules  would  bring  postal  salary  scales  fully  up  to  the 
private  enterprise  standard  at  all  leA  els  up  through  PFS-4.  These 
levels  include  about  88  percent  of  all  postal  employees.  In  addition, 
pay  for  more  than  470,000  Classification  Act  employees  in  grades  up 
through  GS-5  would  also  meet  this  standard.  Altogether,  nearly 
,1  million  employees  of  the  approximately  1,800,000  affected  by  the 
President’s  proposals  would  achieve  full  pay  comparability  with 
private  enterprise. 

PAY  SUMMARY 

The  proposed  adjustment  of  salary  schedules  would  provide  an 
average  increase  of  2.85  percent  over  all  schedules.  Thus  the  adjust¬ 
ment  approximates  the  average  difference  between  private  enterprise 
pay  levels  shown  in  the  most  recent  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  sur¬ 
vey  report,  for  1965,  and  private  enterprise  levels  shown  in  the  1964 
survey  report,  which  was  the  latest  available  when  current  statutory 
schedules  were  enacted.  The  increases  would  be  distributed  among 
Federal  grade  levels  consistently  with  the  differing  rates  of  increases 
at  different  salary  levels  in  private  enterprise  repeatedly  shown  by 
Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  annual  surveys. 

The  annual  cost  of  the  proposed  pay  adjustment  totals  approxi¬ 
mately  $379  million.  This  total  includes  $261.8  million  for  the  Classi¬ 
fication  Act,  $103.8  million  for  the  Postal  Field  Sendee,  $6.1  million 
for  the  Foreign  Service,  and  $7.6  million  for  the  Veterans’  Administra¬ 
tion  medical  pay  system. 

For  budgetary  reasons  in  the  face  of  increased  expenditures  for 
Vietnam  operations,  the  President  asks  an  effective  date  of  Jan¬ 
uary  1,  1967,  for  the  salary  adjustment. 

II.  Increased  Government  Contribution  for  Health  Benefits 

When  the  Federal  Employees’  Health  Benefits  Act  was  passed  in 
1959,  it  provided  that  the  Government  contribution  would  be  in  a 
dollar  amount  which  would  be  one-half  of  the  cost  of  the  less  ex¬ 
pensive  of  the  low  options  of  the  two  Government-wide  plans.  On 
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this  basis,  the  Government’s  contribution  has  been  pegged  at  $6.76 
per  month  for  a  self  and  family  enrollment,  which  is  one-half  the 
cost  of  the  low  option  of  the  Government-wide  Indemnity  Benefit 
plan. 

Because  the  cost  experience  of  this  option  has  been  favorable, 
and  because  improvements  in  its  benefits  have  been  largely  of  a 
perfecting  nature,  the  premium  for  this  option  has  not  increased 
since  the  beginning  of  the  program.  The  same  cannot  be  said  of  the 
high  options  in  which  85  percent  of  participating  employees  are 
enrolled.  Needed  improvement  of  benefit  provisions  and,  more 
importantly,  a  steady  increase  in  the  costs  of  medical  care  generally 
have  driven  up  the  cost  of  these  plans  year  by  year  since  the  pro¬ 
gram  started  in  1960.  Whereas  in  1960  the  Government  contri¬ 
bution  was,  on  the  average,  about  38  percent  of  the  total  cost  of  the 
program,  it  amounts  today  to  less  than  30  percent. 

The  President  is  proposing  that  the  original  ratio  of  cost  sharing 
between  the  Government  and  the  employee  be  restored  in  two  annual 
steps.  Half  of  the  present  gap  would  be  closed  effective  January  1, 
1967,  and  the  other  half  on  January  1,  1968.  This  would  increase 
the  Government’s  contribution  from  today’s  figure  of  $155  million 
to  about  $203  million,  an  increase  of  $48  million.  Of  this  increase, 
some  $34  million  would  be  for  employees  under  the  four  statutory 
salary  systems  covered  by  these  hearings.  This  $34  million,  in  turn, 
would  be  divided  equally  so  that  $17  million  would  be  added  in  1967 
and  the  other  $17  million  in  1968;  therefore,  in  1967  the  monthly 
Government  contribution  would  be  increased  for  self  and  family 
enrollments,  high  option,  from  $6.76  to  $7.82,  and  in  1968  to  $8.88. 

I  would  add  this  observation:  Mr.  Chairman,  increases  in  health 
insurance  premiums  are  inevitable;  they  are  caused  by  the  increasing 
cost  and  the  increasing  use  of  medical  care;  neither  of  which  the  Com¬ 
mission  can  control.  In  the  absence  of  an  increase  in  the  Govern¬ 
ment’s  contribution,  an  increase  in  premium  would  be  paid  entirely 
by  the  employee  and  it  would  reduce  his  take-home  pay.  To  the 
extent  that  the  Government’s  contribution  is  increased,  the  employee’s 
take-home  pay  is  increased. 

III.  Improvements  in  the  Retirement  System 

The  Cabinet  Committee  on  Federal  Staff  Retirement  System  has 
recommended,  and  the  President  has  endorsed,  as  he  indicated  in  his 
message  today,  a  number  of  measures  to  improve  the  civil  service  re¬ 
tirement  system.  These  consist  of  recommendations  to  increase 
protection  for  employees;  revise  age-service  requirements  for  retire¬ 
ment;  and,  improve  financing  and  funding  of  the  retirement  system. 

In  order  that  these  improvements  may  be  achieved  in  conformity 
with  the  President’s  economic  guidepost,  it  is  recommended  that  they 
be  phased  over  a  3-year  period  beginning  next  January. 

IMPROVED  PROTECTION  FOR  EMPLOYEES 

Two  retirement  recommendations  of  major  importance  are  designed 
to  shore  up  the  protection  of  employees  and  their  families,  for  those 
whose  Federal  service  is  short  and  for  those  who  shift  between  Federal 
and  non-Federal  employment.  The  principle  underlying  these  two 
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recommendations  is  that  the  retirement  system  should  assure,  for 
Federal  civilian  employees  and  their  families,  a  benefit  that,  combined 
with  any  social  security  benefit  available  to  them  from  other  employ¬ 
ment  at  least  equals  the  amount  that  would  be  available  if  their 
Federal  employment  had  been  covered  by  social  security. 

The  first  of  the  recommendations  is  for  a  transfer-of-credit  arrange¬ 
ment  with  social  security.  Whenever  a  civil  service  employee  or 
members  of  his  family  are  ineligible  for  civil  service  retirement  benefits 
at  the  time  he  dies,  becomes  disabled,  or  reaches  retirement  age,  his 
credits  would  be  transferred  to  social  security  and  his  Federal  em¬ 
ployment  would  be  treated  as  if  it  had  been  performed  under  social 
security.  This  proposal  would  eliminate  the  possibility  that  an 
employee  who  works  for  the  Government  only  a  short  time  will  receive 
neither  civil  service  nor  social  security  credit  for  his  Federal  employ¬ 
ment. 

The  second  recommendation  is  that  employees  and  their  survivors 
who  do  become  eligible  for  civil  service  retirement  benefits  are  guar¬ 
anteed  an  amount  from  the  civil  service  retirement  system,  or,  if  they 
are  also  eligible  for  social  security  benefits,  from  civil  service  and 
social  security  together,  at  least  equal  to  the  amount  which  would  be 
payable  if  the  Federal  service  had  been  covered  under  social  security. 
This  proposal  would  correct  the  existing  situation  under  which  a 
Federal  employee  who  has  contributed  more  toward  the  cost  of  his. 
retirement  than  have  those  under  the  social  security  system  may 
receive  far  lower,  and  frequently  inadequate,  benefits. 

Mr.  Corbett.  Mr.  Chairman,  may  I  ask  a  question  at  this  point?' 

Mr.  Udall.  The  Chair  would  prefer  that  the  witness  finish  the 
statement  in  full.  I  am  afraid  if  I  allow  the  gentleman  from  Pennsyl¬ 
vania  to  interrupt,  all  of  the  other  members - - 

Mr.  Corbett.  I  won’t  do  it  again,  but  the  question  has  to  do  with 
an  understanding  of  what  was  just  read. 

Mr.  Udall.  The  Chair  will,  with  some  reluctance,  admit  the  in¬ 
quiry  without  setting  a  precedent. 

Mr.  Ellsworth.  This  is  a  ranking  Republican  member. 

Mr.  Corbett.  Mr.  Macy,  I  have  had  a  number  of  situations 
reported  to  me  recently  of  people  who  might  have  6,  7,  or  8  years  of 
Federal  service,  and  then  they  go  into  non-Federal  service.  At  what 
point  in  time  would  tills  breakoff  come,  whereby  such  people  could 
transfer  credits  to  social  security?  Now,  6-,  7-,  or  8-year  people  might 
have  been  in  the  low  salary  groups,  or  something  of  the  sort.  Would 
this  be  an  optional  transfer,  or  is  there  a  cutoff  date  at  5  years,  or  what 
is  the  plan? 

Mr.  Macy.  At  5  years,  Mr.  Corbett,  the  civil  service  retirement 
system  invests  for  the  employee,  so  he  acquires  all  of  the  benefits 
under  the  civil  service  retirement  system.  What  is  proposed  here 
is  that  during  those  first  5  years  he  also  acquires  eligibility  for  social 
security.  So  that  in  the  event  that  he  loses  his  life  during  that  period, 
the  survivorship  benefits  under  social  security  would  be  available  to 
his  survivors. 

It  also  means  that  if  he  moves  from  Federal  employment  prior  to 
the  end  of  5  years  he  will  not  lose  coverage  for  that  period,  but  would 
carry  it  over  with  him  as  a  part  of  his  eligibility  for  social  security, 
and  that  the  funds  placed  in  the  civil  service  retirement  fund  during 
that  time  would  be  transferred  to  the  social  security  account  in  order 
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to  cover  bis  social  security  eligibility  either  at  the  time  of  retirement 
or  in  the  event  of  the  need  for  survivorship  benefits. 

Mr.  Corbett.  Then  the  answer  to  the  question  is  that  the  5-year 
period  is  the  breakoff  point?  Persons  with  7  or  8  years  of  Federal 
service  would  not  have  this  option;  they  woidd  have  to  take  their 
civil  service  retirement  plus  whatever  they  might  get  from  social 
security  for  private  employment? 

Mr.  Macy.  But  conceivably  they  might  leave  Federal  service,  even 
after  the  6  or  7  years,  and  remain  in  social  security  until  retirement 
and  under  this  arrangement,  these  credits  would  be  transferred  for 
the  social  security  annuity,  and  the  individual  would  receive  a  civil 
service  annuity  at  age  62  if  he  had  left  his  money  in  the  civil  service 
account.  So  he  would  be  drawing  two  annuity  payments. 

Mr.  Corbett.  Yes.  There  is  no  option  on  the  part  of  that  person 
to  put  it  all  under  social  security? 

Mr.  Macy.  No.  But  you  see,  under  this  proposal,  there  would  be 
a  benefit  which  we  have  described  as  the  social  security  minimum, 
so  that  no  one  under  the  combination  of  these  two  systems  would 
ever  receive  less  than  the  social  security  minimum  as  a  benefit. 

If  he  remained  in  civil  service  retirement  long  enough  to  accumu¬ 
late  benefits,  and  those  benefits  were  at  a  higher  level  than  the  social 
security  minimum,  would  obviously  receive  those. 

Mr.  Corbett.  And  he  woidd  obviously  want  to  stay  in  the  civil 
service  retirement  system. 

Mr.  Macy.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  Corbett.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Macy,  and  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man.  I  wdl  not  indulge  again. 

Mr.  Udall.  The  witness  wdl  proceed  and  the  Chair  has  charged 
the  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  with  5  minutes  against  the  allot¬ 
ment  he  will  receive  later  on. 

Mr.  Corbett.  I  have  learned  all  about  deficit  financing,  and  I 
suppose  it  will  apply  to  time,  too. 

REVISED  AGE-SERVICE  PROVISIONS 

Mr.  Macy.  For  many  years  employees  and  employee  organiza¬ 
tions  have  sought  retirement  on  full  annuity  at  age  55  with  30  years 
of  service.  The  Commission  has  consistently  opposed  such  unilateral 
proposals  because  retirement  at  this  age  can  work  to  the  detriment 
of  Government  in  some  cases,  yet  previous  proposals  have  afforded 
Government,  as  employer,  no  compensating  benefits.  We  now 
recommend  that  optional  retirement  on  full  annuity  be  permitted 
beginning  at  age  55  after  30  years  of  service,  and  that  Government, 
as  employer,  be  allowed  to  initiate  the  option  for  employees  at  GS-13 
and  above.  We  also  propose  retirement  age  at  60  after  20  years  of 
service. 

IMPROVED  RETIREMENT  FINANCING 

The  most  far  reaching  of  the  recommendations  is  one  designed  to 
improve  financing  and  funding  of  the  civil  service  retirement  system. 
This  goal,  too,  has  become  very  important  to  employees  and  their 
leaders;  it  is  equally  important  to  Government,  which  must  plan 
ahead  and  make  orderly  arrangements  to  meet  the  benefit  payments 
as  they  become  due.  Financing  methods  have,  therefore,  been  the 
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subject  of  extensive  discussion  with  appropriate  committees  of 
Congress  in  the  past.  The  President’s  recommendation  for  financing 
the  system  is  a  key  one  and  is  based  on  these  fundamental  premises: 

Government  and  employees  should  share  equally  the  normal  costs 
of  retirement,  including  normal  costs  of  future  liberalizations  in  the 
system; 

Employee  contributions  and  matching  agency  contributions  should 
be  raised  as  required  to  cover  normal  costs  of  future  liberalizations; 
and 

Government  should  meet  remaining  costs  through  special  ap¬ 
propriations  and  through  specific  action  to  peg  the  trust  fund  at  a 
predetermined  level  sufficient  to  assure  prompt  payment  of  all  an¬ 
nuities  as  they  become  due  in  the  future. 

In  previous  presentations  the  Commission  has  pointed  out  that 
unless  additional  financing  is  provided,  prospective  trust  fund 
resources  will  become  inadequate  to  cover  the  system’s  future  benefit 
obligations  as  they  become  due.  Thereafter,  in  order  to  meet  benefit 
disbursement,  direct  appropriations  in  substantial  and  progressively 
increasing  amounts  will  be  required  annually.  The  financing  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Cabinet  Committee  are  intended  to  avoid  this 
eventuality  and  to  preserve  effectively  the  integrity  of  the  system, 
and  at  the  same  time  avoid: 

First.  The  normal  cost  of  existing  benefits  and  future  liberalizations 
would  be  shared  equally  through  employee-agency  contributions. 
Changes  designed  solely  to  improve  personnel  management  would 
require  an  increase  in  agency  contributions  sufficient  to  cover  the 
normal  cost  of  such  changes  without  increasing  employee  contribu¬ 
tions.  Thus,  through  normal  cost  financing,  current  annual  con¬ 
tributions  would  cover  the  cost  of  accrued  benefits  that  result  from 
each  year  of  active  employment.  It  is  quite  appropriate  to  assess  the 
Government’s  share  of  normal  cost  against  current  operating  costs 
and  to  reflect  them  each  year  in  agency  budget  requests. 

Second.  The  unfunded  liability — past  service  cost — that  would 
result  from  future  benefit  liberalizations,  wage  increases,  extension 
of  coverage  to  new  groups  of  employees,  increases  granted  to 
annuitants — other  than  Consumer  Price  Index  adjustments — or 
management  changes  would  be  financed  entirely  by  Government, 
through  direct  appropriations  rather  than  through  agency  budgets. 

Authorization  for  annual  appropriations  in  accordance  with  a 
30-year  amortization  schedule  would  be  specifically  pro  Added  in  all 
future  pay  raise  or  liberalizing  legislation.  The  annual  amounts 
requested  would  increase  arithmetically  in  a  manner  roughly  similar  to 
the  increases  in  benefit  payments  that  would  generally  occur  as  a 
result  of  such  liberalizations,  pay  raises,  and  the  like. 

Third.  Permanent  indefinite  authority  would  be  available  for  direct 
appropriations  that  would  peg  the  fund  at  a  predetermined  level 
sufficient  to  maintain  an  ample  margin  of  safety.  If  the  fund  fell 
below  this  pegpoint,  an  appropriation  in  the  necessary  amount  would 
be  automatically  made. 

In  summary,  this  recommendation  would  provide:  automatic  and 
immediate  action  to  finance  retirement  costs  as  they  are  incurred; 
full  recognition  of  the  retirement  costs  involved  in  pay  and  other 
legislation;  and  full  assurance  that  future  retirement  benefits  will  be 
paid  when  due. 
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EFFECTIVE  DATE 

Action  in  several  of  these  areas  has,  I  recognize,  been  delayed 
awaiting  completion  of  the  Cabinet  Committee’s  study.  The  recom¬ 
mendations  I  have  discussed  with  you  are  the  ones  on  which  early 
action  is  most  urgently  needed  in  order  to  improve  the  total  retirement 
system.  The  administration  will  therefore  formally  submit  to  the 
Congress  within  the  very  near  future  legislative  proposals  which  would 
implement  these  changes,  with  a  requested  effective  date  of  January  1, 
1967. 

There  are  a  number  of  other  recommendations  dealing  with  retire¬ 
ment  and  insurance  for  which,  at  the  same  time,  legislative  proposals 
having  later  effective  dates  will  also  be  submitted.  These  include: 
medicare  coverage  for  Federal  employees;  additional  survivor  bene¬ 
fits;  Federal  employee  status  for  National  Guard  technicians;  immedi¬ 
ate  separation,  with  temporary  annuity  supplements,  of  employees 
approved  for  disability  retirement;  merging  of  the  civil  service  and 
foreign  service  retirement  trust  funds  (but  not  of  the  systems  them¬ 
selves)  ;  and  revised  tax  treatment  of  retirement  benefits. 

In  summary,  the  recommendations,  if  enacted  into  law,  will  provide 
Federal  employees  substantial  improvements  in  an  already  generous 
fringe-benefit  package.  It  represents  an  important  element  in  their 
total  compensation. 

COSTS  AND  CONTRIBUTIONS 

The  estimated  normal  cost  of  the  liberalized  age-service  retirement 
provisions,  transfer  of  credit,  and  the  guaranteed  minimum  benefits 
I  have  just  outlined  totals  $73  million  a  year.  In  keeping  with  the 
recommended  policy  that  Government  and  employees  share  50-50 
the  normal  costs  of  retirement,  including  costs  for  further  liberaliza¬ 
tions,  the  administration  recommends  that  agency  and  employee 
contributions  be  increased  one-half  of  1  percent  effective  January  1, 
1967.  The  rate  will  then  be  7  percent  for  employees,  and  7  percent 
for  agencies. 

TOTAL  COST 

The  total  cost  of  the  pay  and  supplemental  benefit  proposals  as  a 
percentage  of  gross  compensation  represents  an  increase  of  3.2  percent, 
within  the  guidepost  established  by  the  President  for  the  private 
sector.  This  total  includes:  2.5  percent  for  pay  adjustment;  0.6 
percent  for  retirement  improvements;  0.1  percent  for  health  benefits. 

The  full  year  dollar  cost  is  about  $485  million.  With  the  effective 
date  proposed  by  the  President,  January  1,  1967,  the  fiscal  1967  cost 
would  be  about  $240  million. 

CONCLUSION 

In  conclusion,  the  President’s  1966  proposals  on  compensation 
would  maintain  the  principle  of  comparability  with  private  enterprise 
levels  for  Federal  statutory  salary  schedules,  would  significantly 
improve  supplementary  benefits  of  Federal  employees,  and  would,  in 
totality,  be  consistent  with  the  President’s  economic  guidepost  de¬ 
signed  to  avoid  inflationary  pressures  and  maintain  a  stable  economy. 

The  proposed  pay  schedules  would  provide  salaries  at  full  com¬ 
parability  or  better  for  about  57  percent  of  the  Federal  employees 
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concerned,  those  in  the  heavily  populated  grades  up  through  GS-5  and 
PFS-4.  The  schedules  would  advance  as  far  toward  full  compara¬ 
bility  with  private  enterprise  pay  at  the  higher  grades  as  consistent 
with  the  economic  guidepost  and  the  existing  salary  for  level  V  of  the 
Federal  Executive  Salary  Schedule. 

In  addition,  the  retirement  and  health  insurance  amendments  would 
add  important  and  valuable  features  to  the  total  compensation  of 
Federal  employees.  They  offer  a  significant  supplement  to  the  direct 
improvements  in  salaries. 

I  urge  prompt  enactment  of  the  President’s  proposals,  and  shall  be 
glad  to  cooperate  by  supplying  draft  bills  to  implement  them.  Their 
enactment  will  continue  the  Government’s  progress  toward  fair  gross 
compensation  for  all  its  employees,  equitably  related  to  national 
compensation  levels  and  to  trends  in  the  national  economy — and, 
therefore,  fair  to  the  American  taxpayer. 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  addition  to  the  President’s  message  of  today, 
there  are  two  attachments  to  that  message  which  I  would  like  to  call  to 
the  attention  of  the  committee.  One  is  the  report  of  the  Cabinet 
Committee  on  Federal  Retirement  Systems  dated  February  15,  which 
includes  a  much  more  complete  presentation  of  the  various  points  on 
retirement  reform  than  I  have  discussed  here.  Undoubtedly  Chair¬ 
man  Daniels  and  his  subcommittee  will  wish  to  study  this  report  with 
great  care. 

Secondly,  the  joint  report  of  the  Budget  Director  and  the  Civil 
Service  Commission  Chairman  to  the  President  dated  March  3,  which 
provides  an  analysis  of  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  data  and  the 
relationship  of  Federal  salaries  to  that  data  as  required  by  the  Salary 
Reform  Act  of  1962.  These  two  documents  constitute  a  supplement 
to  my  testimony. 

Mr.  Ellsworth.  We  don’t  have  that,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Udall.  We  don’t  have  enough  copies.  The  Chair  has  one 
here,  which  I  will  be  happy  to  pass  around.  We  will  have  them 
available  later  for  all  members. 

I  would  say  that  I  think  it  is  very  important  for  the  witnesses  who 
will  follow,  particularly  those  from  organizations,  that  we  have  as 
soon  as  possible  a  bill  incorporating  the  specific  features  that  Mr. 
Macy  has  outlined  here  today.  We  and  our  staff  will  work  with  you 
to  get  this  drafted  very  quickly  and  to  get  something  concrete  before 
us,  so  we  can  talk  about  specific  lines  and  page  numbers  rather  than 
general  proposals. 

Mr.  Macy.  Indeed.  In  fact,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  believe  we  can 
expedite  that  process,  if  you  are  willing  to  have  us  work  with  the  staff 
of  the  committee  and  develop  the  legislative  drafts  for  this  purpose. 

On  the  matter  of  the  pay  bill  itself,  this  is  largely  accomplished  by 
the  development  of  a  new  salary  schedule  or  series  of  schedules. 
There  is  no  additional  substantive  proposal  this  year.  I  learned  my 
lesson  last  year  and  I  don’t  have  any  extras  to  add. 

Mr.  Udall.  The  Chair  would  also  observe  that,  in  connection  with 
my  desire  to  expedite  these  hearings,  certain  features  in  this  proposal 
which  have  been  suggested  are  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Ways 
and  Means  Committee  and  it  may  be  necessary,  if  we  are  to  move 
rapidly,  to  either  refer  those  provisions  to  the  Ways  and  Means 
Committee  for  action  or  to  have  them  included  in  separate  bills. 
So  from  that  standpoint,  it  is  important  we  do  this. 
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Mr.  Macy.  There  will  also  be  a  provision,  Mr.  Chairman,  in  the 
retirement  proposal  that  will  necessitate  clearance  with  the  Foreign 
Affairs  Committee,  because  it  involves  the  foreign  service  retirees. 

Mr.  Udall.  Yes. 

Mr.  Buchanan.  Mr.  Chairman,  is  it  not  also  true  about  two-thirds 
of  these  recommendations  would  fall  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Retirement,  Insurance,  and  Health  Benefits  Subcommittee?  Do  I 
understand  these  are  all  to  be  incorporated  in  one  piece  of  legislation? 

Mr.  Udall.  I  woidd  hope,  and  again  each  member  has  to  follow 
the  procedures  as  he  sees  fit,  but  I  would  hope  we  could  have  this 
entire  package  in  one  bill  and  it  would  be  my  inclination  as  of  today 
we  do  that,  and  I  would  either  introduce  it  or  have  someone  else  in¬ 
troduce  it,  so  we  would  have  a  concrete  package  before  us. 

The  Ways  and  Means  Committee  has  jurisdiction  over  some  of  these 
features  and  they  may  insist  on  a  separate  bill.  These  are  details  we 
can  work  out.  We  have  arranged  it  so  both  of  these  subcommittees 
can  be  full  participants  in  the  hearings,  and  the  mechanics  of  putting  a 
final  bill  together  will  be  something  Mr.  Daniels  and  Mr.  Corbett  and 
the  members  of  the  two  subcommittees  can  attempt  to  work  out  as  we 
go  along. 

We  will  proceed  to  questions  now  under  the  10-minute  rule  of  the 
committee.  The  chairman  will  yield  to  himself  to  ask  a  couple  of 
questions. 

I  notice  on  page  2  and  elsewhere  in  your  statement  you  refer  to  these 
proposals  bringing  salary  levels  up  through  GS-5  up  to  private  enter¬ 
prise  salary  levels  most  recently  reported.  Of  course  we  have  this  old 
problem  of  lag  that  has  been  of  such  great  concern  to  the  employee 
organizations. 

When  you  say  this,  I  would  assume  you  mean  they  are  up  to  com¬ 
parability  as  of  February  1965,  when  the  original  raw  data  were  taken 
from  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics? 

Mr.  Macy.  Yes.  I  am  referring  to  the  most  recent  data  available 
from  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  salary  surveys,  the  so-called  refer¬ 
ence  month  for  those  surveys  is  March.  The  survey  itself  is  conducted 
over  a  long  period  of  time  and  the  data  was  published  in  November. 
So  you  are  correct,  there  is  a  period  of  time  since  that  reference  month, 
but  this  represents  the  only  available  data  that  we  have  at  this  time. 

Mr.  Udall.  My  reaction  to  the  overall  proposal  here  today  is  that 
it  is  one  which  is  interesting,  and  which  is  substantive.  I  think  it 
shows  a  good  deal  of  thought  and  while  it  doesn’t  go  quite  as  far  as  I 
would  prefer  to  go  in  some  of  these  areas,  I  think  the  administration 
and  yourself  are  to  be  commended  in  coming  forward  with  these 
constructive  proposals,  rather  than  waiting,  as  has  been  the  policy 
in  the  past,  for  Members  of  Congress  to  introduce  bills  and  to  proceed 
in  that  fashion. 

So  perhaps  with  the  war  in  Vietnam  and  the  other  problems  we  face, 
this  is  about  as  good  a  proposal  as  the  administration  could  produce 
and  I  do  commend  you  for  your  part  in  putting  it  together. 

I  want  to  commend  you  particularly  on  the  suggestion  in  the  re¬ 
tirement  aspects  of  your  statement,  that  we  have  a  30-year  retirement 
at  age  55,  and  especially  for  the  Government  to  have  the  option  to 
initiate  retirement  for  the  employees  in  the  policy  and  management 
positions  of  GS-13  and  above. 
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To  me,  one  of  the  critical  things  needed  to  improve  the  Federal 
system  is  to  hold  out  hope  of  advancement  and  responsibility  for  the 
younger  and  able  people  who  have  been  in  the  system.  I  think  one 
of  the  reasons  we  lose  some  of  our  best  people  is  because  there  is  not 
enough  room  at  the  top,  and  this  is  an  important  step  in  that  direction. 

I  have  two  other  questions. 

In  the  House  bill  which  was  passed  last  year,  considerable  emphasis 
was  placed  on  premium  pay.  We  had  a  provision  for  overtime  in 
excess  of  8  hours  for  classified  employees,  we  increased  the  maximum 
grade  in  which  overtime  would  be  paid  for  classified  employees  from 
the  first  step  of  GS-9  to  the  first  step  of  GS-10. 

We  held  hearings  this  year  in  this  subcommittee  on  travel  pay. 

Now,  as  to  features  of  that  kind,  if  we  were  to  make  adjustments 
in  premium  pay  and  travel  pay,  would  you  feel  that  such  additional 
compensation  should  be  considered  in  determining  whether  the  guide¬ 
lines  have  been  adhered  to? 

Mr.  Macy.  This  is  a  difficult  question  to  answer.  The  guidelines 
are  based  upon  gross  compensation,  not  just  base  salary.  And  any 
new  benefit  that  would  increase  the  total  compensation  of  Federal 
employees  would  have  to  come  under  that  total.  That  increase  woidd 
tend  to  be  reflected  in  the  percentage  of  increase.  It  is  very  difficult, 
on  the  fringe  benefits  that  you  identified,  to  be  at  all  specific  as  to 
what  the  increased  cost  is,  because  it  is  quite  dependent  upon  manage¬ 
ment  practices,  how  much  overtime  is  directed,  what  the  nature  of  the 
work  schedule  is,  and  the  like. 

I  would  feel  that  we  would  need  to  look  at  each  of  these  benefits 
and  secure  as  precise  an  estimate  as  we  possibly  coidd  and  that  if 
there  was  an  increase  of  any  perceptible  amount,  it  clearly  would 
have  to  be  included  under  the  3.2  percent  of  increase  in  the  guidepost. 

Mr.  Udall.  Let  me  zero  in  on  one  aspect.  The  1965  Pay  Act 
contained  a  provision  for  payment  of  a  differential  for  Sunday  work 
in  the  case  of  Post  Office  employees  only.  I  know  you  have  had 
discussions  with  the  employee  organizations’  leaders  with  regard  to 
this.  Would  you  offer  any  objection  if  this  provision  were  extended 
to  all  Federal  employees,  in  order  that  it  be  a  uniform  provision 
throughout  the  Federal  service?  And  would  this  be  influenced  by 
the  guidlines? 

Mr.  Macy.  On  those  two  provisions,  overtime  pay  for  work  over 
8  hours  in  a  day  and  25  percent  additional  pay  for  Sunday  work, 
Mr.  Chairman,  the  Congress  determined  last  year  that  the  overtime 
payments  authorized  were  appropriate  for  the  postal  service.  I 
would  believe  in  the  interest  of  Government-wide  equity  that  similar 
authorizations  should  be  given  for  the  employees  under  the  Classifi¬ 
cation  Act  and  it  would  be  my  determination  that  such  an  adjustment 
would  be  one  of  equalization  and  therefore  would  not  be,  of  necessity, 
covered  by  the  guidepost  percentage. 

Mr.  Udall.  The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania 
for  6  minutes. 

Mr.  Corbett.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  don’t  think  I  will 
need  6  minutes.  I  was  very  interested,  Mr.  Macy,  in  your  recom¬ 
mendation  on  page  12  for  revised  tax  treatment  of  retirement  benefits. 
Now  some  of  the  people  in  this  room  who  think  this  pay  proposal  is 
quite  small,  their  fears  might  be  alleviated  if  those  retirement  benefits 
were  exempt  from  all  income  tax  levies. 
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Did  the  gentleman  have  that  in  mind  or  does  he  care  to  reveal  what 
he  had  in  mind  by  that  provision? 

Mr.  Macy.  I  would  be  happy  to  take  a  moment  or  two  on  that. 

The  recommendation  of  the  Cabinet  Committee  on  this  subject  is  as 
follows :  It  recommends  that  an  intensive  study  should  be  undertaken 
by  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  with  participation  and  review  by 
other  Federal  departments  and  agencies  for  the  purpose  of  conducting 
a  comparative  analysis  of  the  income  tax  treatment  accorded  to 
individuals  receiving  various  benefit  payments  under  the  several 
Federal  staff  retirement  systems.  The  Committee  recommends  that 
priority  in  conducting  this  analysis  be  accorded  to  considerations  of 
the  principle  of  extending  tax  treatment  to  Federal  annuitants  not 
now  covered  by  the  Social  Security  Act  equivalent  to  that  accorded  to 
recipients  of  old-age,  survivors,  and  disability  insurance  benefits. 

It  was  the  conclusion  of  the  Committee,  after  studying  this,  that 
there  appeared  to  be  inequities  in  the  tax  structure  as  it  relates  to 
taxation  of  benefits  as  between  Federal  annuities  and  annuities  under 
social  security.  And  that  this  particular  subject  called  for  an  expert 
study  and  analysis  with  the  executive  branch  having  an  obligation  to 
come  back  to  the  Congress  with  a  proposal  as  to  what  the  tax  treat¬ 
ment  should  be. 

So  I  do  not  have  a  specific  recommendation,  but  an  expression  of  a 
belief  that  this  is  an  area  that  requires  further  study  than  was  possible 
in  the  course  of  this  particular  analysis. 

Mr.  Corbett.  Well,  if  the  recommendation  could  come  before  we 
have  completed  action  on  the  proposed  legislation,  I  think  it  might  be 
very  beneficial.  And  I  can  see  here  at  this  point  an  opportunity  to 
put  some  dressing  on  the  salad  which  would  be  rather  wholesome. 

Going  along  that  line,  with  the  economy  in  my  judgment  being 
on  a  collision  course  with  inflation,  if  we  could  look  into  the  probability 
of  eliminating  or  greatly  reducing  the  tax  liability  on  retirement 
benefits,  I  think  it  would  be  very  wholesome  and  I  would  like  to 
have  an  opportunity  to  consider  that  proposal  along  with  the  whole 
package. 

Mr.  Macy.  Let  me  say  this,  in  view  of  your  interest  in  highlighting 
this  particular  feature,  the  administration  will  make  an  effort  to 
expedite  this  review  and  to  come  forward  with  proposals  on  this  as  a 
supplement  to  the  other  proposals  that  I  have  presented  here. 

Mr.  Corbett.  Well,  I  greatly  appreciate  the  gentleman's  attitude 
on  that.  I  would  like  to  reemphasize  that  my  interest  in  this  is 
much  more  than  academic. 

Do  I  have  a  minute  left? 

Mr.  Udall.  Yes,  the  gentleman  has  some  remaining  time. 

Mr.  Corbett.  All  right.  If  the  total  fiscal  cost  is  $485  million 
for  a  full  year,  can  we  presume  if  the  BLS  figures  for  next  year — this 
is  not  going  to  be  effective  until  January  1,  1967 — there  will  be  further 
consideration  given  to  adjustments  promptly,  so  that  the  lag  which 
the  chairman  referred  to  will  not  be  allowed  to  become  too  great? 
And  the  reason  for  this  lies  in  the  fact  that  we  are  going  to  have  a  lot 
of  pressure  put  on  to  try  to  increase  these  amounts. 

Now  if  we  could  in  all  honesty  say  to  those  people,  well,  look,  the 
administration  proposes  to,  as  the  law  of  1962  I  think  indicated, 
that  there  should  be  an  annual  recommendation,  and  my  question 
is  then  can  we  presume  that  this  procedure  will  happen  again  if  the 
facts  warrant  it  next  year? 
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Mr.  Macy.  Certainly,  Mr.  Corbett,  there  would  be  an  annual 
review  of  the  data  provided  by  the  BLS  and  a  determination  at  the 
end  of  the  calendar  year  as  to  what  recommendations  the  administra¬ 
tion  properly  would  make  to  the  Congress  in  light  of  the  Salary  Re¬ 
form  Act  and  in  the  light  of  the  then  existing  economic  and  budgetary 
situation. 

Certainly  if  it  were  not  for  the  economic  and  budgetary  situation, 
the  administration  might  well  have  recommended  a  further  advance 
on  comparability.  Because  of  those  strictures  it  is  necessary  to  limit 
the  total  amount. 

In  the  coming  year  we  will  continue  to  watch  this  very  closely,  and 
there  will  be  a  presentation  on  the  entire  gross  compensation  picture 
for  Federal  employees  early  in  1967,  with  recommendations  based 
upon  the  array  of  considerations  that  exist  at  that  time. 

Mr.  Corbett.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  Udall.  The  gentleman  from  New  Jersey  is  recognized  for  10 
minutes. 

Mr.  Daniels.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  prefer  to  defer  questioning  until 
I  have  had  an  opportunity  to  analyze  the  Cabinet  Committee’s  report 
on  retirement  legislation,  as  well  as  the  other  report  referred  to, 
except  to  ask  one  question  of  the  Commissioner. 

On  February  15  and  16  the  subcommittee  which  I  chair  held 
hearings  on  H.R.  11879,  a  bill  which  I  introduced,  to  increase  life 
insurance  on  Federal  employees  to  150  percent  of  their  salary  or  to 
the  next  nearest  thousand. 

I  did  not  hear  any  specific  reference  in  your  statement  today  to 
that  bill.  There  may  be  some  reference  to  it  in  the  Cabinet  Committee 
report. 

What  does  the  administration  recommend  with  reference  to  that 
bill? 

Mr.  Macy.  Yes.  I  recommended  at  that  hearing  that  the  adminis¬ 
tration  support  an  increase  in  the  maximum  to  $30,000  and  the  provi¬ 
sion  of  discretionary  standards  with  respect  to  financing,  but  did  not 
support  the  increases  in  the  amount  of  insurance  nor  in  the  ratio  of 
the  Federal  Government’s  contribution. 

The  Cabinet  Committee  did  consider  the  matter  of  life  insurance 
and  its  conclusion  was  that  in  the  light  of  the  variety  of  survivorship 
plans  available  to  the  Federal  employee,  in  addition  to  the  existing 
levels  of  life  insurance,  that  it  was  not  desirable  at  this  time  to  support 
any  further  investment  of  the  fringe  benefit  dollar  in  increased 
insurance. 

Mr.  Daniels.  Then  do  you  withdraw  your  endorsement  of  the  bill? 

Mr.  Macy.  No.  The  endorsement  of  the  provisions  that  I  sup¬ 
ported  last  time  still  stand.  But  there  would  not  be  a  broader  en¬ 
dorsement  of  the  other  provisions  that  are  in  that  bill. 

Mr.  Daniels.  I  see.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Udall.  The  gentleman  yields  the  floor  with  the  understanding 
that  he  and  the  other  members  of  the  subcommittee  will  have  a  full 
opportunity  to  study  the  documents  mentioned  and  to  satisfy  them¬ 
selves  of  its  features,  before  being  asked  to  participate  in  writing  any 
legislation. 

Mr.  Daniels.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  don’t  wish  to  curb  the  other  mem¬ 
bers  of  my  committee.  If  they  have  any  questions  to  ask  at  this  time, 
I  would  like  to  accord  them  that  privilege. 
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Mr.  Udall.  I  understand. 

The  gentleman  from  Nebraska. 

Mr.  Cunningham.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I  am  wondering  if  there  is  a  different  procedure  we  are  undertaking 
in  this  hearing.  In  the  years  I  have  been  here,  we  have  had  legislation 
by  number  that  the  administrative  people  come  up  and  comment  on. 

And  in  line  with  what  Mr.  Daniels  said,  he  has  a  bill  in,  with  a 
specific  number,  and  that  wasn’t  referred  to  and  I  see  the  call  said 
simply  “Witnesses  are  to  be  heard,”  but  they  don’t  say  heard  on  what. 

Many  of  us  have  spent  a  lot  of  time  in  drafting  legislation  on 
compensation  and  retirement.  Is  it  the  policy  now  that  these  will  be 
ignored  by  the  administration,  that  you  are  foregoing  testimony  on 
them  and  eventually  end  up  with  legislation  in  the  form  of  a  bill, 
rather  than  what  the  committee  has  worked  on? 

Mr.  Udall.  Will  the  gentleman  yield  to  me,  without  costing  any 
time,  because  the  situation  here  is  partly  the  fault  of  the  chairman. 

The  Chair  is  anxious  that  our  committee  not  get  in  a  position  this 
year  of  having  a  last-minute  situation  in  which  the  other  body  dictates 
the  strategy  and  the  timing.  I  was  anxious  to  have  hearings  as  early 
as  possible.  One  of  the  oldest  devices  known  to  legislative  procedure 
here,  to  expedite  things,  when  you  are  waiting  on  the  administration, 
is  to  announce  that  hearings  will  begin  and  request  their  position  and 
presentation.  So  the  Chair  took  that  route. 

I  would  far  prefer  to  have  a  specific  concrete  piece  of  legislation. 
I  may  have  expedited  this  by  calling  the  hearings  when  I  did.  I 
would  say  in  addition  that  any  time  a  member  of  this  committee 
wants  to  have  reports  on  legislation  that  he  has  drafted,  either  I 
as  chairman  of  the  subcommittee,  or  the  chairman  of  the  full  com¬ 
mittee,  will  make  written  requests  for  reports  on  that  legislation. 

Mr.  Cunningham.  That  is  fair  enough. 

Mr.  Macy,  you  need  not  respond  unless  you  care  to. 

Mr.  Macy.  Well,  I  certainly  want,  with  all  courtesy  and  respect, 
to  respond  by  saying  that  what  I  have  endeavored  to  do  today  is 
to  present  as  succinctly  as  I  could  a  broad  program  which  represents 
the  administration’s  view  with  respect  to  total  compensation  for 
Federal  employees  I  would  be  happy  to  submit  reports  or  to  offer 
comment  on  other  legislation  that  relates  to  this  area  and  takes 
somewhat  different  positions. 

There  are  before  this  committee  a  number  of  bills,  including  your 
own,  which  call  for  a  7-percent  increase  in  compensation,  and  provide 
for  some  additional  increases  in  premium  pay. 

I  believe  I  have  indicated  by  describing  the  administration’s  pro¬ 
gram  and  some  of  the  strictures  in  it,  that  it  would  not  be  possible 
for  me  to  support  such  legislation  this  year. 

I  would  be  happy  to  go  into  further  detail  if  that  is  desired. 

Mr.  Cunningham.  No.  I  just  wanted  to  know  your  position. 
Then  you  are  opposed  to  all  of  the  bills  that  have  been  introduced  by 
the  Members  of  the  House? 

Mr.  Macy.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  Cunningham.  Thank  you.  That’s  all. 

Mr.  Udall.  The  gentleman  from  Hawaii,  Mr.  Matsunaga. 

Mr.  Matsunaga.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I,  too,  will  reserve  my  questions  until  such  time  as  I  have  seen  the  bill 
as  it  will  be  introduced,  so  that  I  may  be  able  to  hit  specific  points. 
But  I  do  express  the  same  wish  as  the  chairman  of  the  subcommittee 


20 


FEDERAL  SALARIES  AND  FRINGE  BENEFITS 


on  which  I  sit,  as  to  insurance,  that  we  do  hope  the  insurance  provi¬ 
sions,  as  we  did  discuss  them  at  an  earlier  meeting,  will  be  included. 

If  it  is  not,  then  we  hope  that  you  will  lend  your  endorsement,  as  you 
did  at  that  meeting,  to  an  amendment  which  we  will  no  doubt  propose. 

Mr.  Macy.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Matsunaga.  I  might  comment  further,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  I 
feel,  as  one  member  of  this  committee,  that  this  is,  I  believe,  the  right 
approach,  the  comprehensive  approach  to  salary  and  fringe  benefit 
increases  for  Government  employees. 

Mr.  Macy.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Matsunaga.  I  wish  to  commend  the  Chairman. 

Mr.  Macy.  It  was  our  view  it  would  really  be  of  assistance  to  the 
committee  to  look  at  the  total  picture. 

Mr.  Matsunaga.  Right. 

Mr.  Macy.  Certainly  we  have  no  intention  of  precluding  a  detailed 
analysis  of  the  various  portions  of  it,  but  to  start  off  with  the  broad 
vista  of  total  compensation  and  proceed  from  there  to  the  individual 
features  of  it. 

Mr.  Udall.  The  distinguished  gentleman  from  the  Sunflower 
State,  Mr.  Ellsworth. 

Mr.  Ellsworth.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I  would  like  to  ask  unanimous  consent  to  proceed  off  the  record  for 
a  minute. 

Mr.  Udall.  This  will  be  off  the  record. 

(Discussion  off  the  record.) 

Mr.  Ellsworth.  Back  on  the  record. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  compliment  you  on  this  very  fine, 
thorough,  and  skillful  presentation  of  your  views  on  the  compensation 
and  retirement  and  related  situation  with  which  we  are  confronted,  with 
respect  to  Federal  employees  this  year. 

You  place  a  lot  of  emphasis  on  the  guideposts  which  have  been 
announced  by  the  President  as  guideposts  for  price  and  wage  increases 
throughout  the  economy.  Well,  in  the  first  place,  I  wonder — and 
this  is  my  reaction  today — I  wonder  if  it  is  relevant  for  this  committee 
or  for  this  Congress  to  be  concerned  with  guideposts  when  we  are 
supposed  to  be  concerned  with  comparability.  In  other  words, 
aside  from  the  validity  or  the  effectiveness  of  guideposts  as  a  control 
on  prices  and  wages  in  an  inflating  economy,  and  there  is  a  very 
serious  question  about  how  effective  they  are,  isn’t  it  our  responsibility, 
your  responsibility  as  well  as  ours,  to  be  thinking  in  terms  of  com¬ 
parability? 

Are  these  Federal  employees  receiving  pay  which  is  comparable 
with  the  pay  that  people  are  receiving  who  are  doing  similar  work  in 
private  industry,  in  private  enterprise?  And  isn’t  that  the  main 
purpose  of  our  bill?  And  is  it,  therefore,  valid  for  us  to  be  so  con¬ 
cerned  with  guideposts? 

To  be  sure,  I  am  positive  that  all  of  these  proposals  you  have 
made  are  well  within  the  guideposts  and  then  some.  But  I  query 
whether  that  is  our  question  or  whether  our  question  is  not  compara¬ 
bility. 

Do  you  have  a  comment  on  that? 

Mr.  Macy.  Yes.  I  feel,  Mr.  Ellsworth,  that  we  have  an  obligation, 
as  Members  of  Congress  and  as  representatives  of  the  administration, 
to  abide  by  both  of  these  objectives,  and  to  try  to  accommodate  as 
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much  in  the  way  of  progress  toward  comparability  as  we  possibly  can 
within  the  economic  standards  that  have  been  established  in  order  to 
avoid  a  further  buildup  of  inflationary  pressure. 

As  I  indicated  in  my  statement,  t his  proposal  would  provide,  for  a 
million  out  of  one  million  eight  hundred  thousand  Federal  employees, 
comparability  as  measured  in  the  most  recent  survey  that  we  have. 
And  let  me  assure  you  that  we  have  done  everything  we  possibly  could 
to  provide  as  much  in  the  way  of  an  increase  as  we  possibly  can  within 
the  guideposts  that  have  been  established  by  the  Council  on  Economic 
Advisers,  so  I  believe  we  have  endeavored  to  be  responsible  by  trying 
to  balance  both  of  these  criteria,  and  to  meet  comparability  as  fully 
as  we  can,  without  exceeding  the  standard  that  has  been  set  for  all 
employers,  and  all  units. 

Mr.  Ellsworth.  I  appreciate  your  position,  and  I  believe  I  under¬ 
stand  it.  But  I  am  not  convinced  that  we  ought  to  be  as  concerned 
about  the  guideposts  as  you  are  in  your  statement. 

In  fact,  just  to  point  it  up,  on  page  2  of  your  statement  it  says: 

The  President’s  Federal  pay  proposals  have  been  carefully  drawn  so  as  to  be 
within  the  economic  guidepost  that  total  compensation  increases  in  private 
enterprise  are  expected  to  follow  in  the  interest  of  a  stable  economy. 

Of  course  in  the  “stable  economy,”  not  even  in  the  real  economy, 
entirely  theoretical. 

In  another  place  in  your  statement  you  actually  admit  what  you 
are  recommending  is  comparability  as  of  January  1,  1967,  with  the 
figures  of  February  and  March  1965,  which  is  the  old  problem  of  lag. 
And  it  seems  to  me  when  we  are  dealing  with  employees  that  do  not 
have  the  right  to  bargain  about  their  wages,  as  employees  do  in 
private  enterprise,  that  it  is  our  responsibility,  as  Members  of  Con¬ 
gress  and  as  a  member  of  the  President’s  administration,  No.  1,  to 
do  everything  we  can,  with  the  weapons  we  have,  on  a  broad  basis, 
fiscal  and  monetary  weapons,  to  fight  off  inflation. 

But  when  it  comes  to  the  Federal  employees,  to  emphasize  the 
comparability  side,  to  be  sure  we  don’t  want  to  exceed  the  guideposts. 
But  I  can  tell  you,  Mr.  Macy,  I  think  we  are  a  long  way,  in  this  pro¬ 
posal,  from  exceeding  the  guideposts.  And  I  think  that  really  in 
future  consideration  of  this  committee  and  in  the  future  thinking  on 
the  part  of  the  Post  Office  as  well  as  the  Civil  Service  Commission,  I 
hope  that  recognition  is  given  to  the  fact  that  we  are  a  long  way  from 
bumping  into  the  guideposts,  really.  And  that  the  principal  danger 
we  have  to  be  concerned  about,  as  far  as  the  Federal  employees  is 
concerned,  is  that  inflation  is  going  to  really  hurt  them  if  we  limit 
ourselves  to  the  proposals  you  have  made. 

Mr.  Macy.  I  fear  I  have  trouble  following  you,  because  clearly 
this  increase  fills  up  the  entire  area  within  the  guideposts.  There  is 
no  slack  there  at  all. 

Certainly  we  have  made  great  progress;  Congress  has  responded 
very  effectively  in  increasing  Federal  compensation  in  recent  years. 
We  have  had,  overall,  about  a  16-percent  increase  in  the  last  4  years, 
in  an  effort  to  bring  us  up  to  comparability.  And  we  are  approaching 
it. 

The  places  where  the  primary  gaps  exist  are  up  in  the  higher  grades 
of  the  scale,  and  even  there  this  proposal  would  leave  only  about  a 
7-percent  gap  at  grade  15. 
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So  the  accomplishments  of  the  last  few  years  have  put  the  Federal 
Government  in  a  much  more  comparable  and  favorable  competitive 
position.  And  what  is  sought  here  is  to  maintain  that  position  and 
to  maintain  it  without  exceeding  the  economic  guideposts  which  have 
been  established  for  the  entire  economy. 

Mr.  Ellsworth.  I  fully  agree  the  Congress  and  the  administration 
have  done  a  great  deal  in  the  last  few  years.  I  also  fully  agree  what 
we  are  striving  for  is  to  maintain  and  improve  comparability.  But  I 
still  think — of  course  we  will  get  this  from  the  people  from  the  Bureau 
of  Labor  Statistics — that,  we  are  a  long  way  from  bumping  up  against 
guideposts  that  I  know  anything  about.  1  am  very  interested  in  this 
proposal  for  improved  retirement  financing. 

A  lot  of  Members  of  the  Congress,  a  lot  of  members  of  the  public, 
a  lot  of  leaders  of  employee  organizations  have  been  worried  about 
this,  and  I  am  a  long  way  from  an  expert  in  it,  but  I  am  real  glad  to 
see  this  positive  suggestion  that  has  been  made  here,  and  I  am  cer¬ 
tainly  going  to  look  into  that  and  participate  in  these  hearings  with 
a  great  deal  of  interest  on  that  particular  point. 

Thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  Macy.  Thank  you.  I  appreciate  your  emphasizing  the 
financing,  because  this  has  been  a  major  concern  to  the  Civil  Service 
Commission,  as  the  steward  of  this  plan.  And  I  hope  we  can  ade¬ 
quately  present  and  explain  this  so  it  can  constitute  a  plan  of  action 
for  financing. 

Mr.  Daniels  (presiding).  The  gentleman  from  the  City  of  Brotherly 
Love,  Mr.  Green. 

Mr.  Green.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  am  sorry  I  came  in  at 
the  tail  end  of  this.  I  would  prefer  to  defer  most  of  my  questions. 
But  I  am  led  to  believe  that  what  you  propose  is  a  plan  that  would 
go  into  effect  in  1967;  is  that  correct? 

Mr.  Macy.  January  1,  1967. 

Mr.  Green.  It  seems  to  me  if  the  guideposts  are  current,  I  wonder 
why  you  don’t  propose  it  go  into  effect  in  January  1966,  so  we  would 
try  to  make  the  plan  current  with  the  guideposts. 

Mr.  Macy.  The  matter  of  the  effective  date  is  not  a  guidepost  issue 
so  much  as  it  is  a  budgetary  issue.  With  the  rising  costs  in  the  budget, 
the  increased  expenditures  for  Vietnam,  it  is  proposed  that  the 
amount  of  money  for  the  increase  be  based  upon  a  half  year  rather 
than  a  full  fiscal  year. 

If  it  were  not  for  those  budgetary  stringencies,  clearly  this  increase 
could  be  authorized  for  the  first  of  the  year.  But  it  is  the  view  of  the 
administration  that  the  budgetary  situation  is  such  that  the  increase 
should  be  deferred  in  order  to  save  $245  million. 

Mr.  Green.  Thank,  you  Mr.  Chairman.  I  have  no  further 
questions  at  this  time. 

Mr.  Daniels.  The  gentleman  from  New  Jersey,  Mr.  Krebs. 

Mr.  Krebs.  Reserving  the  right  to  further  question  Mr.  Macy, 
after  I  have  had  time  to  digest  the  comprehensive  report,  I  have  a 
couple  of  questions  to  ask.  First  of  all,  following  through  on  the 
point  my  colleague  raised  with  you  about  effective  date,  we  talk  about 
comparability  in  the  law  identified  as  Public  Law  87-793,  and  in  your 
statement  you  make  several  references  to  the  fact  that  up  to  grade  5, 
we  will  have  achieved  comparability.  But  I  ask  you  if  that  is  really 
true,  because  you  are  talking  about  putting  this  increase  into  effect 


FEDERAL  SALARIES  AND  FRINGE  BENEFITS 


23 


on  ’January  1,  1967,  and  you  said  before  in  answer  to  a  previous 
question  that  the  survey  you  were  using  was  a  survey  dated  either 
February  or  March  1965.  So  already  by  the  time  you  put  these 
increases,  which  I  believe  are  totally  inadequate,  into  effect  you  have 
a  gap  of  23  months.  You  are  23  months  behind  comparability,  as¬ 
suming  all  of  your  other  statements  are  correct,  and  we  haven’t  had 
time  to  check  them. 

On  top  of  that  you  have  the  12  months  for  which  these  wage  rates 
would  be  in  effect,  so  you  have  35  months  behind  comparability. 

Do  you  agree  with  that? 

Mr.  Macy.  I  don’t  agree  with  that. 

Mr.  Krebs.  Where  is  it  wrong? 

Mr.  Macy.  As  I  endeavored  to  explain  earlier,  the  survey  of  the 
Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  is  a  survey  made  over  a  period  of  time  with 
the  reference  month  being  March.  The  data  with  respect  to  the  sur¬ 
vey  is  not  available  until  a  report  in  November.  This  is  the  only  data 
that  is  available  to  the  administration  for  ascertaining  what  com¬ 
parable  rates  are  in  the  private  sector. 

If  you  use  the  reference  month,  I  would  compute  it  to  be  roughly  a 
21-month  lag,  which  the  January  1  effective  date  would  constitute. 

Mr.  Krebs.  Are  you  admitting  a  gap  or  lag  of  21  months  in  com¬ 
parability?  I  am  not  going  to  quibble  about  21  or  23  months. 

Mr.  Macy.  You  added  12.  I  wasn’t  clear  about  that. 

Mr.  Krebs.  You  don’t  disagree  with  the  original  computation,  you 
just  disagree  with  adding  on  the  12  months  during  which  these  rates 
will  be  in  effect? 

Mr.  Macy.  If  you  enact  this  into  law,  you  will  be  placing  these  rates 
in  approximately  13  months  after  the  data  is  available  and  approxi¬ 
mately  20  months  after  the  reference  month  in  the  survey. 

Mr.  Krebs.  All  right.  I  think  the  record  speaks  pretty  well  for 
itself  on  that. 

Could  you  tell  me  one  other  thing?  What,  in  your  judgment,  is 
the  purpose  of  guideposts? 

Mr.  Macy.  The  purpose  of  guideposts  is  to  maintain  an  increase 
in  wages  and  in  prices  that  is  reflective  of  the  increase  in  productivity 
in  the  entire  work  force. 

Mr.  Krebs.  Is  there  a  simple  way  of  describing  guideposts?  Is  it 
to  prevent  inflation? 

Mr.  Macy.  The  purpose  is  to  reduce  the  inflationary  pressures; 
that  is  correct. 

Mr.  Krebs.  And  you  said  in  answer  to  a  previous  question  that 
this  related  to  the  entire  economy. 

Mr.  Macy.  That  is  right.  The  President  has  endeavored  to  estab¬ 
lish  these  as  guideposts  for  the  voluntary  following  by  other  segments 
of  the  economy  that  are  making  judgments  with  respect  to  wages  and 
salaries. 

Mr.  Krebs.  It  really  isn’t  voluntary  in  this  case,  is  it?  Do  you 
suggest  it  is  voluntary,  if  we  write  it  into  law  at  your  request? 

Mr.  Macy.  My  view  would  be,  if  the  President  is  endeavoring  to 
have  the  private  sector  follow  this  on  a  voluntary  basis,  clearly  the 
Federal  Government  ought  to  follow  the  same  guides. 

Mr.  Krebs.  Do  you  think  maybe  we  ought  to  wait  until  a  majority 
of  the  people  involved  in  the  private  sector  adopt  these  voluntarily? 
Is  it  fair  to  impose  these  restrictions  on  Federal  Government  employees 
when  the  rest  of  the  economy  is  asked  to  do  this  voluntarily? 
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Mr.  Macy.  Yes;  it  seems  to  me  this  is  an  area  where  the  Federal 
Government  can  take  an  action  on  its  own  with  respect  to  its  own 
responsibilities. 

Mr.  Krebs.  Even  among  people  who  admittedly  are  going  to  be 
21  months  behind  the  comparability  set  up  in  Public  Law  87-793? 
All  right,  let  me  ask  you  another  question.  How  would  you  suggest 
that  legislation  be  written  if  at  all,  to  cope  with  this  problem,  and  I 
am  reading  from  a  Standard  &  Poor’s  recent  survey  on  corporate  net 
profits  after  taxes.  This  shows  that  General  Motors  in  the  fourth 
quarter  of  1965,  as  compared  with  the  fourth  quarter  of  1964,  enjoyed 
an  increase  in  net  profits  after  taxes,  absolute  net  profit,  of  65  percent. 
It  is  spelled  out  in  figures.  They  made  in  the  last  quarter  of  1964, 
$374,537,000  net  profit.  In  the  last  quarter  of  1965,  $587,300,000  in 
net  profit.  That  is  an  increase  of  65  percent. 

In  the  case  of  Ford  Motor  Co.,  net  profit  for  the  fourth  quarter  of 
1964,  $101,900,000,  the  fourth  quarter  of  1965,  $162,800,000,  an 
increase  of  61  percent  approximately. 

How  do  your  3.2  guidelines  relate  to  this  kind  of  increase  in  profit? 

Mr.  Macy.  That  is  an  issue  that  is  beyond  the  scope  of  my  pres¬ 
entation  or  my  competence. 

Mr.  Krebs.  Do  you  intend  to  testify  on  the  Hill  before  the  appro¬ 
priate  committee  on  how  the  Government  or  Congress  can  deal  with 
this? 

Mr.  Macy.  I  don’t  believe  this  comes  within  the  scope  of  responsi¬ 
bility  of  the  Chairman  of  the  Civil  Service  Commission. 

Mr.  Krebs.  Doesn’t  the  administration  that  gave  birth  to  the  3.2 
guideline  have  a  responsibility  in  this  area,  too?  Do  you  want  to 
answer  my  question? 

Mr.  Macy.  I  am  not  in  a  position  to  answer  it. 

Mr.  Krebs.  OK.  One  more  question.  In  your  testimony  you 
used  the  word,  on  page  1,  “reward,”  the  “total  reward.” 

Mr.  Macy.  Yes. 

Mr.  Krebs.  I  am  not  quite  sure  how  you  use  that,  what  its  mean¬ 
ing  is. 

Mr.  Macy.  I  was  using  this  as  synonymous  to  compensation. 

Mr.  Krebs.  I  checked  the  dictionary  and  it  doesn’t  quite  agree 
that  reward  and  salary  are  synonymous.  I  wondered  if  you  had  a 
special  meaning. 

Mr.  Macy.  This  isn’t  salary,  this  is  total  compensation. 

Mr.  Krebs.  Isn’t  total  compensation  total  salary  or  total  earnings? 

Mr.  Macy.  No,  salary  and  earnings  and  salary  and  compensation 
are  different  in  the  approach  that  I  have  endeavored  to  set  forth  here. 
Gross  compensation  includes  salary  plus  the  supplementary  benefits 
that  are  available  to  the  Federal  employee,  through  action  by  the 
Congress. 

Mr.  Krebs.  One  final  question,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  have  before  me 
Public  Law  87-793  and  on  page  10,  part  2,  Federal  salary  program, 
title  I,  general  policies,  section  502,  and  subsections  (a)  and  (b)  of  502, 
deal  with  comparability,  which  you  and  I  have  discussed  before  in 
previous  hearings. 

I  want  to  say  in  view  of  the  suggestions  made  by  you,  if  I  were  to 
introduce  legislation  repealing  the  comparability  factor  in  this  law, 
would  you  support  it? 

Mr.  Macy.  No,  sir.  I  believe  that - 
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Mr.  Krebs.  Are  you  in  favor  of  it  now? 

Mr.  Macy.  I  believe  the  Federal  Salary  Reform  Act  was  very 
desirable  legislation,  from  the  point  of  view  of  the  Federal  employee, 
and  the  Government. 

Mr.  Krebs.  Are  you  in  favor  of  comparability? 

Mr.  Macy.  Yes,  indeed. 

Mr.  Krebs.  Now,  constantly,  always,  or  just  at  times?  Because 
it  seems  to  me  you  don’t  favor  comparability  by  your  recommenda¬ 
tions  here  today. 

Mr.  Macy.  I  feel  in  view  of  all  factors,  of  an  economic  and  fiscal 
nature,  that  this  is  as  far  as  we  can  go  toward  comparability,  and  I 
believe  that,  as  I  have  testified  over  the  past  4  years,  we  have  made 
great  progress  under  the  statute  you  have  identified. 

I  think  this  is  a  statute  that  represents  sound  policy,  but  it  obviously 
has  to  be  administered  within  the  context  of  economic  conditions  and 
national  programs  that  exist  at  any  particular  time. 

Mr.  Krebs.  Do  you  believe  if  the  employees  of  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  are  given  increases  in  other  areas,  aside  from  take-home  pay  or 
salary,  for  example,  we  give  them  another  thousand  dollars  or  $5,000 
worth  of  life  insurance  protection,  or  some  more  hospitalization 
protection,  or  two  more  holidays,  or  anything  that  doesn’t  put 
spendable  cash  in  the  pockets  of  the  employees,  that  this  is  inflation¬ 
ary,  and  violative  of  the  3.2  recommendation? 

Mr.  Macy.  Yes,  I  do. 

Mr.  Krebs.  No  further  questions. 

Mr.  Udall.  The  gentleman  from  Alabama. 

Mr.  Buchanan.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Macy,  I  congratulate  you,  too,  on  including  some  thought  on 
methods  to  improve  financing  and  funding  of  the  civil  service  retire¬ 
ment  program.  I  think  it  is  high  time  we  took  a  look  at  that.  I 
appreciate  this  overall  report. 

Air.  Chairman,  I  hate  to  be  the  fly  in  the  ointment  here,  and  yet 
I  feel  I  would  be  remiss  if  I  did  not  express  my  concern  over  a  matter. 
I  certainly  understand  Mr.  Macy,  and  there  is  nothing  unrealistic 
about  the  concept  of  retirement  and  health  and  insurance  benefits 
being  a  part  of  entire  compensation,  of  course  they  are,  nor  is  there 
anything  wrong  in  considering  these  together  in  a  piece  of  legislation. 

But  may  I  say,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  concerned,  because  as  a 
member  of  the  Retirement,  Insurance,  and  Health  Benefits  Subcom¬ 
mittee,  I  for  one  have  waited  with  great  interest  for  this  Cabinet 
Committee  report  on  the  Federal  system,  and  have  felt  there  may  well 
be  a  need  for  a  major  overhaul  of  present  retirement  legislation,  at 
least  there  is  enough  indication  this  may  be  the  case  that  we  need  to 
take  a  very  thorough  look  at  the  number  of  things,  and  I  could  hope 
that  whatever  pattern  we  work  out  for  the  handling  of  this  compensa¬ 
tion  legislation,  whether  or  not  we  work  together  on  retirement  and 
health  insurance  aspects  of  the  compensation  legislation,  that  this 
would  not  dispose  of  the  matter  of  retirement  legislation  possibilities 
for  this  Congress  in  light  of  the  fact  it  seems  to  me  that  there  is  room 
for  a  very  thorough  look  at  our  retirement  picture,  perhaps  for  hearings 
to  be  held  on  this  specific  question,  and  I  could  hope  that  this  would 
not  simply  boil  down  to  being  an  addendum  to  the  compensation  hear¬ 
ings  and  legislation. 

Mr.  Udall.  Will  the  gentleman  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  Buchanan.  Yes,  sir. 


26 


FEDERAL  SALARIES  AND  FRINGE  BENEFITS 


Mr.  Udall.  We  have  a  problem  that  is  of  no  one’s  particular 
making.  We  have  a  package  proposal.  There  are  many  sound 
arguments,  as  you  have  indicated,  for  a  package  proposal.  We  have 
a  bill  or  proposal  which  in  part  is  before  the  gentleman’s  subcommittee 
and  part  is  before  this  subcommittee.  Another  part  will  probably 
have  to  be  before  the  Ways  and  Means  Committee.  And  we  get  into 
a  procedural  problem. 

I  want  to  say  as  I  said  earlier,  that  the  Subcommittee  on  Retire¬ 
ment,  Insurance,  and  Health  Benefits  has  done  a  fine  and  constructive 
job.  I  think  one  of  the  best  things  we  ever  did  was  to  set  up  that 
subcommittee,  and  put  on  gentlemen  like  the  gentleman  from  Ala¬ 
bama,  the  gentleman  from  New  Jersey,  and  the  other  members. 

I  am  certainly  not  attempting  nor  desirous  of  stealing  any  juris¬ 
diction  of  that  subcommittee  and  I  want  to  cooperate  with  them. 
I  think  the  overall  broad  look  the  gentleman  is  talking  about,  may  be 
necessary  and  may  be  helpful.  You  can  count  on  the  support  of  the 
chairman  of  this  subcommittee  for  anything  the  gentleman  wants 
to  do  in  this  regard. 

Mr.  Buchanan.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Macy. 

Mr.  Macy.  Let  me  add,  clearly  the  intent  of  the  Cabinet  Com¬ 
mittee  was  to  give  the  kind  of  comprehensive  review  you  have  in¬ 
dicated  and  we  would  be  happy  to  confer  with  you  personally,  if 
there  are  points  where  the  report  does  not  appear  to  answer  any 
questions  you  may  have. 

Mr.  Buchanan.  Like  the  other  members,  I  need  to  take  a  thorough 
look  at  it. 

Thank  you. 

Mr.  Udall.  The  gentleman  from  Michigan,  Mr.  Clevenger. 

Mr.  Clevenger.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  intrigued  by  the  discussion 
of  comparability  and  guidelines,  because  I  just  returned  from  my 
district  and  talked  to  one  of  your  employees,  or  the  wife  of  one  of 
your  employees,  and  she  of  course  is  in  favor  of  higher  pay  for  her 
husband. 

I  talked  to  some  of  my  employees  who  would  like  to  have  pay 
comparable  to  Federal  employees,  and  they  very  consistently  opposed 
Federal  employees  getting  more,  even  increasing  the  gap  between 
what  they  get  in  private  industry  and  what  they  could  get  if  they 
worked  for  the  Federal  Government.  I  think  you  bring  up  all  by 
raising  and  not  holding  down  the  Federal  employees.  But  I  have 
been  concerned  with  what  I  guess  you  call  the  total  reward,  because 
aren’t  you  recognizing  now  the  fact  as  has  been  recognized  in  private 
industry,  that  if  the  Government  or  employer  pays  for  health  insur¬ 
ance,  which  would  otherwise  be  purchased  by  the  family  and  needed 
by  the  family,  this  is  actually  a  higher  raise  in  compensation  even 
than  the  dollar  amount  paid  by  the  employer- — what  I  was  getting  at 
is — what  I  am  getting  at  and  what  you  are  doing  is  this,  we  are  saying 
when  an  employee  has  to  pay  $1  more  for  health  insurance,  or 
pay  a  dollar  of  his  wages  for  health  insurance,  he  has  to  actually,  if  he 
is  even  taxed  at  the  20-percent  rate  on  his  income  tax,  he  has  to  have 
an  increase  of  $1.25  an  hour,  or  $1.25,  to  get  a  $1.29  paycheck  to  pay 
for  it. 
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So,  when  the  Government  or  the  employer  pays  that  dollar  for  the 
health  insurance,  it  is  an  even  greater  increase,  because  it  is  a  payment 
outside  of  the  tax  structure,  isn’t  it? 

Mr.  Macy.  That  is  right.  This  is  a  payment  being  made  by  the 
Government,  contributing  to  the  cost  of  a  needed  portion  of  economic 
security  for  the  employee  and  his  family. 

Mr.  Clevenger.  And  if  the  employee  continued  to  pay  it,  the 
employee  would  have  to  have  added  to  his  paycheck  not  just  $1,  but 
$1.25,  or  a  higher  amount,  because  some  of  that  comes  off  before  he 
gets  it  in  income  taxes? 

Mr.  Macy.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  Clevenger.  And  that  is  what  you  are  talking  about,  when  you 
talk  about  total  reward,  isn’t  it? 

Mr.  Macy.  Yes.  You  see,  if  you  take  salary,  base  pay,  as  100 
percent,  the  Government  is  contributing  beyond  that  in  fringe  bene¬ 
fits  another  25  percent  in  the  total  package  of  benefits.  And  these 
are  benefits  that  over  the  years  the  Congress  and  various  administra¬ 
tions  have  felt  desirable  in  order  to  provide  the  employee  with  these 
extra  services,  designed  to  assist  him  in  times  of  difficulty  due  to  ill 
health  or  death  in  the  family,  benefits  to  provide  vacation,  sick  leave, 
benefits  to  take  care  of  his  retirement  years.  And  these  are  a  part  of 
total  compensation.  And  we  are  really  not  serving  the  employee  or 
the  Government  well  if  we  don’t  recognize  the  costs  that  are  involved 
in  these  benefits  as  well  as  in  the  base  pay. 

As  we  adjust  benefits,  we  also  have  to  recognize  what  this  repre¬ 
sents  in  the  way  of  increased  Federal  costs.  On  the  other  hand, 
we  also  have  to  recognize  that  increases  in  salary  have  an  impact 
on  the  cost  of  benefits.  The  increase  in  salary,  which  we  hope  we 
can  provide  on  a  regular  basis,  in  response  to  comparability,  also 
increases  the  cost  of  retirement,  because  it  is  raising  the  salary  level 
that  eventually  is  going  to  be  reflected  under  the  formula  that  we 
have  in  the  annuities  that  are  paid. 

Mr.  Clevenger.  Right.  Now  let  me  go  to  another  part  of  your 
presentation.  Can  we  do  even  more  in  what  I  consider  an  accelera¬ 
tion  of  the  trend  that  is  suggested  in  yours,  can  we  do  more  to  acceler¬ 
ate  this  trend,  to  make  retirement  benefits  interchangeable  between 
Federal,  State,  and  local  governments,  and  governmental  retirement 
systems,  and  those  in  private  industry,  so  that  we  can  facilitate  the 
interchange  of  personnel  between  governmental  employees  at  the 
various  levels,  and  the  private  industry? 

Mr.  Macy.  Well,  my  view,  Mr.  Clevenger,  is  that  one  of  the  three 
provisions  for  retirement  improvement,  namely  the  transfer  of  credit, 
will  substantially  accomplish  the  purpose  you  are  referring  to,  because 
the  Federal  Government  today  is  the  one  large  employer  that  does 
not  have  its  employees  covered  by  social  security.  And  under  this 
plan  it  will  be  possible  for  an  individual  starting  out  in  the  Federal 
Government  to  gain  social  security  credits  and  then  to  carry  those 
credits  over  into  State  or  local  government  or  into  private  em¬ 
ployment. 

Mr.  Clevenger.  I  recognize  that  as  a  movement  toward  this  goal 
I  have  and  many  of  us  have. 

Mr.  Macy.  Right.  And  I  would  like  to  see  companion  action 
by  State  and  local  governments,  so  their  retirement  systems  more 
frequently  vest  at  5  years,  the  way  the  Federal  Government  does,  so 
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that  people  who  move  from  job  to  job  would  accumulate  a  number  of 
retirement  eligibilities. 

Mr.  Clevenger.  All  right.  And  when  I  say  can  we  even  accelerate 
this  trend,  and  hasten  the  movement  you  say  is  implicit  in  yours,  and 
I  agree,  we  are  talking  only  of  the  minimum  retirement  benefits  when 
we  talk  of  social  security,  because  we  go  beyond  the  social  security 
system  in  our  Federal  benefits. 

Mr.  Macy.  Very  substantially,  yes. 

Mr.  Clevenger.  And  so  do  many,  well,  so  do  some  of  the  State  and 
local  governmental  units  and  so  do  some  of  private  industry.  Can  we 
continue  to  seek  out  the  ways  of  having  this  structured  in  such  a  way 
that  you  can  consider  them  in  units  and  if  a  person  moves  amongst 
the  employers,  the  market  so  to  speak,  he  can  have  the  retirement 
protection  when  he  retires  and  we  can  have  the  benefit  of  the  inter¬ 
movement  between  employers? 

Mr.  Macy.  I  think  a  lot  more  needs  to  be  done  among  employers 
with  differing  pension  and  retirement  systems  to  bring  about  the 
kinds  of  compatibility  you  are  speaking  of.  For  example,  there  is  a 
meeting  next  week  where  representatives  of  local,  State,  and  Federal 
Government  will  meet  to  talk  about  how  they  can  build  up  the 
opportunities  for  mobility  between  systems  and  one  of  the  barriers 
to  such  movement  will  tend  to  be  the  different  retirement  plans. 
And  one  of  our  principal  topics  of  discussion  will  be  how  we  can  lower 
those  barriers  jointly,  so  this  kind  of  interchange  can  take  place. 

Mr.  Clevenger.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Udall.  The  gentleman  from  New  York. 

Mr.  Hanley.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Reserving  the  right  to  question  following  further  study,  Mr. 
Macy,  I  want  to  commend  you  on  what  I  observe  to  be  a  rather 
comprehensive  proposal,  and  a  sincere  effort  in  the  direction  of 
curing  the  ills  that  persist  in  our  Federal  salary  structure.  I  would 
like  to  associate  myself,  No.  1,  with  the  remarks  of  our  colleague  from 
Pennsylvania,  Mr.  Corbett,  with  respect  to  the  concern  for  con¬ 
siderate  revision  of  tax  treatment  for  retirement  benefits.  I  look 
on  this  as  an  area  where  we  have  to  do  a  lot  of  work  and  I  am  totally 
sympathetic  with  those  in  that  category,  who  attempt  to  cope  with 
the  ever-increasing  costs  of  living  and  a  fixed  income. 

So  I  again  want  to  associate  myself  with  his  remarks  and  trust 
that  something  further  will  come  of  it. 

Mr.  Macy.  Let  me  say  in  that  connection,  Mr.  Hanley,  that  in  the 
Cabinet  Committee  report  there  is  an  endorsement  of  provision  en¬ 
acted  by  Congress  last  year,  at  the  recommendation  of  the  committee 
that  Chairman  Daniels  heads,  that  there  be  an  adjustment  of  an¬ 
nuitant’s  rates,  based  upon  increases  in  the  consumer  price  index,  on 
an  automatic  basis.  The  view  of  the  Committee  was  that  this  was  a 
desirable  approach  to  assure  that  the  purchasing  power  of  the  an¬ 
nuitants  is  maintained  over  time,  so  that  there  would  not  be  a  loss. 

Your  point  on  taxation  is  clearly  one  that  we  need  to  look  at,  to 
eliminate  inequity  and  see  if  there  are  other  adjustments  that  could  be 
made  in  the  interests  of  the  annuitants’  future. 

Mr.  Hanley.  I  am  pleased  to  hear  of  your  recognition  of  this 
problem  area.  With  respect  to  the  levels  beyond  GS-5,  insofar  as  full 
comparability  is  concerned,  do  we  have  a  target  date  in  the  future? 
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Mr.  Macy.  We  don’t  have  a  precise  target  date,  because  it  is  so 
difficult  to  foresee  wliat  future  conditions  are  going  to  be.  The 
proposal  that  we  have  offered  here  today  does  improve  the  situation 
by  amount  of  2>7){  percent.  In  other  words,  it  closes  the  existing  gap 
to  that  extent.  It  certainly  is  the  hope  of  the  administration  that  in 
subsequent  years  the  economic  and  budgetary  situation  will  be  such 
that  the  gap  can  be  even  more  rapidly  closed.  I  am  afraid  that  is 
about  as  precise  a  commitment  as  I  can  make. 

Mr.  HanlEy.  As  long  as  its  intent  is  honest,  I  am  satisfied. 

Just  one  other  question.  You  referred  to  Federal  employee’s 
status  for  National  Guard  technicians.  By  this  do  I  interpret  you 
as  saying  they  will  have  full  civil  service  status? 

Mr.  Macy.  This  is  an  area  that  we  are  working  on  with  the  Defense 
Department,  to  determine  just  what  the  proper  status  of  National 
Guard  technicians  should  be.  It  has  been  proposed  that  they  be 
covered  by  the  Federal  civil  service  retirement  system.  And  if  that 
is  to  be  the  case,  we  need  to  ascertain  how  we  handle  the  financing, 
and  the  accumulation  of  credits  for  those  men  and  women  who  have 
been  engaged  in  that  work. 

Mr.  Hanley.  This  is  another  area  where  I  observe  we  have  been 
extremely  derelict,  to  these  people  who  have  been  in  the  employ  of 
the  National  Guard  for  a  good  number  of  years  and  have  nothing  in 
the  way  of  benefits.  So  I  again  would  hope  that  I  can  interpret  this 
proposal  to  include  those  in  this  category  for  consideration  as  full 
civil  service  status. 

Mr.  Macy.  That  is  the  intent. 

Mr.  Hanley.  Thank  you.  No  further  questions,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Udall.  Mr.  Macy,  I  have  two  quick  inquiries. 

Our  colleague  from  North  Carolina,  one  of  the  members  of  this 
committee,  Mr.  Henderson,  has  asked  for  time  to  testify  subsequently, 
and  as  I  understand  it,  he  is  going  to  propose  that  selective  service 
employees  be  included  in  this  bill  and  receive  any  pay  increases  that 
are  granted.  Have  you  had  a  chance  to  study  this  and  do  you  care 
to  comment  on  it  at  this  time? 

Mr.  Macy.  This  is  a  longstanding  point  of  controversy.  The 
position  of  the  administration  is  that  the  present  system  of  determining 
salaries  for  those  working  for  the  Selective  Service  System  is  appro¬ 
priate,  rather  than  to  move  those  employees  under  the  Classification 
Act.  The  individuals  involved  are  working  for  volunteer  boards. 
They  are  very  closely  related  to  State  and  local  government  employees, 
in  contrast  to  Federal  employees.  And,  therefore,  the  determination 
by  the  State  authorities  of  levels  of  salary  in  keeping  with  what  is 
being  paid  in  the  State  appears  to  be  the  most  equitable  way  of  pro¬ 
viding  compensation. 

Mr.  Udall.  Did  I  not  hear  a  rumor  somewhere  that  the  adminis¬ 
tration  is  about  to  change  its  traditional  position  in  opposition  to 
having  employees  of  the  agricultural  stabilization  and  conservation 
organizations  deemed  to  be  Federal  employees,  made  Federal  em¬ 
ployees  for  all  purposes? 

Mr.  Macy.  Mr.  Chairman,  one  of  the  very  reliable  reporters  on 
civil  service  matters  so  indicated.  The  other  day,  I  testified  before 
the  Senate  committee  that  it  was  the  view  of  the  Civil  Service  Com¬ 
mission  that  the  Congress  had  extended  benefits  to  these  employees 
to  such  an  extent  that  they  should  be  designated  as  Federal  employees. 
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and  take  on  not  only  all  of  the  benefits,  but  the  obligations  and  other 
aspects  of  civil  service  as  well. 

At  the  present  time  they  are  covered  by  the  Retirement  Act,  Life 
Insurance  Act,  the  Severance  Pay  Act.  However,  they  are  not 
covered  by  the  Civil  Service  Act,  they  are  not  covered  by  the  Hatch 
Act,  they  are  not  covered  by  veterans’  preference,  and  although  these 
employees  have  in  the  past  been  identified  and  are  today  identified 
as  employees  of  county  committees,  it  is  our  view  that  they  should 
be  more  properly  identified  as  Federal  employees  and  have  all  of  the 
features  of  Federal  employment  relate  to  them. 

Mr.  Udall.  The  Chair  proposes  to  adjourn  in  about  10  minutes 
and  will  yield  in  segments  of  2  minutes  to  any  of  the  members  who 
have  further  matters  to  pursue  at  this  time. 

Mr.  Clevenger.  I  am  perfectly  willing  to  adjourn. 

Mr.  Udall.  We  will  stand  adjourned  until  10  o’clock  tomorrow 
morning,  in  room  215,  this  building. 

(Whereupon,  at  3:40  p.m.,  the  subcommittee  was  adjourned,  to 
reconvene  at  10  a.m.,  Tuesday,  March  8,  1966.) 
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TUESDAY,  MARCH  8,  1966 

House  of  Representatives, 

Subcommittee  on  Compensation  of  the 
Committee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service, 

Washington,  D.C. 

The  subcommittee  met  at  10  a.m.,  in  room  215,  Cannon  Building, 
Hon.  Morris  K.  Udall  (chairman  of  the  subcommittee)  presiding. 

Mr.  Udall.  The  subcommittee  will  come  to  order  for  the  further 
consideration  of  legislation  affecting  Federal  salaries  and  fringe 
benefits. 

Our  witness  this  morning  is  Hon.  Richard  J.  Murphy,  Assistant 
Postmaster  General,  Bureau  of  Personnel. 

I  think  you  are  accompanied  by  your  staff? 

Mr.  Murphy.  Yes,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  would  be  pleased  to  introduce 
them:  Mr.  Bernard  Beary  of  the  Program  Planning  Office,  Bureau  of 
Personnel,  and  Mrs.  Ann  Flory,  Assistant  Director,  Compensation 
Division.  Mr.  John  Swygert,  Director  of  the  Installations  Manage¬ 
ment  Division,  Bureau  of  Operations. 

Mr.  Block,  our  Director  of  the  Compensation  Division,  is  unfortu¬ 
nately  down  with  the  flu  and  unable  to  be  with  us. 

Mr.  Udall.  We  are  happy  to  have  you  people  with  us.  You  may 
proceed. 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  RICHARD  J.  MURPHY,  ASSISTANT  POST¬ 
MASTER  GENERAL,  BUREAU  OF  PERSONNEL;  ACCOMPANIED  BY 

BERNARD  BEARY,  PROGRAM  PLANNING  OFFICE,  BUREAU  OF 

PERSONNEL;  MRS.  ANN  FLORY,  ASSISTANT  DIRECTOR,  COM¬ 
PENSATION  DIVISION;  AND  JOHN  D.  SWYGERT,  DIRECTOR, 

INSTALLATIONS  MANAGEMENT  DIVISION,  BUREAU  OF  OPERA¬ 
TIONS 

Mr.  Murphy.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I  have  a  prepared  statement — it  is  about  22  pages  in  length — and 
I  would  like  to  request  permission  to  read  it,  because  I  have  tried  to 
be  responsive  to  some  of  the  points  Mr.  Cunningham  brought  up 
when  he  asked  for  comments  on  various  bills  that  had  been  introduced 
by  the  members,  in  addition  to  presenting  several  studies  we  have 
done  which  I  think  would  be  of  help  to  the  committee,  therefore  I 
I  would  ask  your  indulgence  and  your  permission  to  read  it  to  you. 

Mr.  Udall.  The  statement  is  important  and  I  know  it  has  been 
carefully  prepared.  I  think  it  would  be  well  if  we  took  the  time  for 
you  to  read  it.  The  chairman  is  not  unaware  of  the  time  limitation 
on  you,  Mr.  Murphy,  in  putting  together  your  Department’s  position, 
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when  the  President’s  message  only  came  down  yesterday.  I  suspect 
the  midnight  oil  was  burned  and  the  mimeograph  machines  oiled  and 
operated  at  hours  unfamiliar  to  them,  so  we  are  happy  to  have  you 
read  it. 

Mr.  Murphy.  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee,  it 
is  a  pleasure  to  appear  here  once  again  and  to  endorse,  on  behalf  of 
Postmaster  General  O’Brien,  progressive  pay,  health  benefits,  and 
retirement  proposals  which  the  President  made  yesterday  to  benefit 
all  postal  and  Federal  employees. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  the  third  year  in  a  row  that  President  Johnson 
has  seen  fit  to  support  a  pay  increase  for  postal  and  Federal  employees. 
I  think  that  record  is  without  parallel. 

In  the  field  of  personnel  legislation,  last  year  was  a  banner  year  for 
the  Post  Office  Department;  one  of  the  best  that  postal  employees  have 
ever  enjoyed.  Legislation  passed  last  year  by  the  Congress  helped 
us  greatly  to  modernize  the  work  and  pay  rides  of  the  Postal  Estab¬ 
lishment  and  to  take  a  giant  stride  forward  in  the  tremendous  amount 
of  catching  up  that  we  have  done  over  the  past  few  years  in  matters 
of  postal  compensation.  Pay  wise,  we  had  lagged  considerably  behind 
comparability,  our  overtime  rules  were  antiquated,  work  schedules 
were  outmoded,  our  employment  ceilings  unrealistic.  Congress  in 
the  past  few  years,  and  especially  in  the  immediate  past  year,  assisted 
the  Post  Office  Department  in  making  rapidly  accelerated  progress 
that  has  moved  the  Department  from  the  ranks  of  the  not-so-good 
employers  to  the  ranks  of  the  progressive  employers. 

These  are  some  of  the  progressive  legislative  changes  which  this 
Congress  adopted  last  year: 

1.  Removed  the  Post  Office  Department  from  the  unrealistic 
employment  ceiling  imposed  by  the  “Whitten  amendment.” 

2.  Provided  a  “5-day  week”  for  postmasters. 

3.  Eliminated,  for  rank-and-file  employees,  and  firstline  supervisors 
the  antiquated  system  of  compensatory  time. 

4.  Established  for  the  first  time  overtime  provisions  for  substitute 
employees. 

5.  Clarified  rules  on  overtime,  including,  for  the  first  time,  cash 
opportunities  for  work  on  a  sixth  or  seventh  day. 

6.  Provided  cash  instead  of  compensatory  time  for  holidays. 

7.  Established  the  maximum  permissible  hours  of  work  in  1  day. 

8.  Provided  an  increase  in  base  pay  of  3.6  percent. 

9.  Provided  severance  and  relocation  pay. 

The  above  list,  Mr.  Chairman,  represents  a  truly  remarkable  series 
of  legislative  adjustments.  Correspondingly,  these  and.  other  pro¬ 
visions  adopted  by  the  Congress  required  a  major  effort  on  our  part 
to  make  certain  adjustments  in  the  management  of  almost  every  one 
of  our  35,000  postal  installations.  The  months  of  October,  Novem¬ 
ber,  December,  and  January  were  extremely  busy  ones  as  we 
undertook  to: 

1.  Adjust  payrolls  for  the  new  increase. 

2.  Issue  rules  on  work  schedules  and  rearranged  schedules  to  maxi¬ 
mize  Monday  through  Friday  work  periods. 

3.  Rework  Sunday  schedules  to  reduce  penalty  compensation  pay¬ 
ment  to  required  minimum. 

4.  Employ  and  train  thousands  of  new  persons  to  cover  for 
rescheduled  employees. 
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5.  Issue  new  rules  on  pay,  overtime,  and  holidays. 

Almost  simultaneous  with  these  pay  and  schedule  changes  we  also 
had  our  “annual  deluge” — the  Christmas  rush,  which  broke  all 
records  for  volume — and  was,  I  am  pleased  to  advise,  the  finest  ever 
in  terms  of  speed  of  delivery,  operating  efficiency,  and  lack  of 
complaints. 

To  add  to  the  complication,  was  the  fact  that  thousands  of  our 
best  employees,  especially  our  supervisors  and  postmasters,  were 
among  the  11,000  postal  employees  who  retired  on  December  30, 
1965,  to  take  advantage  of  the  generous  retirement  opportunity 
contained  in  Mr.  Daniel’s  hill,  H.R.  8469,  subsequently  enacted  as 
Public  Law  89-205. 

As  a  matter  of  fact,  October  to  January  saw  us  add  over  62,000 
employees  to  our  rolls  to  cover  retirement,  resignations,  rescheduling, 
reduction  of  overtime,  and  increased  workload,  in  addition  to  the 
139,000  hired  as  Christmas  assistants. 

While  1965  was  a  banner  legislative  year  for  postal  employees,  we 
recognize  that  there  is  still  much  to  be  done.  Proposals  to  deal  with 
the  unfinished  business  in  three  major  areas  are  reflected  in  the  message 
on  pay,  health  benefits,  and  retirement,  which  the  President  has  sent 
forth  to  the  Congress. 

Since  1962,  Mr.  Chairman,  scheduled  pay  rates  for  postal  employees 
increased  over  19  percent.  That  is  an  annual  average  of  almost  5 
percent.  To  illustrate: 

PFS-4,  step  1  prior  to  October  1962  was  $4,345. 

PFS-4,  step  1  since  October  1965,  reflecting  the  last  pay  increase 
in  the  field,  was  $5,181. 

Since  the  pay  law  of  1962  provided  additional  increments  for  em¬ 
ployees  on  the  rolls,  actually  the  increases  exceeded  20  percent  since 
1962,  as  follows: 

Public  Law  87-793  of  1962: 

Phase  I,  8.6  percent. 

Phase  II,  2.6  percent. 

Public  Law  88-426  of  1964,  5.6  percent. 

Public  Law  89-301  of  1965,  3.6  percent. 

How  do  the  increases  for  postal  employees  over  the  past  4  years, 
from  1962  through  1965,  compare  with  pay  increases  in  the  economy 
generally?  In  looking  at  these  comparisons  we  must  remember  that 
in  1962,  postal  salaries  were  quite  a  bit  behind  comparable  schedules 
in  private  industry.  In  spite  of  the  fact  that  since  then  we  have  made 
great  progress,  and  that,  as  the  figures  will  show,  postal  increases  have 
outstripped  increases  for  private  industry  during  the  most  recent 
4-year  period,  postal  salaries  still  lag  behind  scheduled  comparability 
by  varying  degrees.  That  is  why  this  is  the  fifth  consecutive  year  I 
have  had  the  pleasure  of  appearing  before  this  committee  to  advocate 
a  pay  increase.  I  might  also  add  that  during  this  time,  whatever 
differences  we  have  had  with  the  employee  organizations  have  never 
been  over  whether  an  increase  was  necessary,  but  what  the  amount 
of  that  pay  increase  should  be.  That  is  precisely  our  position  today. 

I  might  say  that  probably  there  will  always  be  differences  of  that 
type  between  us  and  the  employee  organizations  and  we  can  perhaps 
never  propose  one  that  will  be  approved  by  them  totally  and  they 
will  always  be  asking  a  little  more  than  we  can  grant.  I  want  to 
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emphasize  that  there  has  never  been  a  disagreement  over  whether 
there  should  be  an  increase;  it  has  always  been  over  the  amount. 

An  insight  to  the  movement  of  wages  in  the  private  economy  can 
be  obtained  from  three  sources: 

1.  Earnings  of  production  workers. 

2.  Negotiated  increases  in  base  pay. 

3.  Private  enterprise  increases  as  reported  by  Bureau  of  Labor  Sta¬ 
tistics  for  positions  equivalent  to  Classification  Act  grades,  1961-65. 

First  of  all,  what  has  been  the  average  increase  of  the  production 
workers?  I  think  the  chart  here  demonstrates  that,  while  the  annual 
increases  added  together  total  11.9  percent  for  the  years  between  1965 
and  1961,  earnings  increased  overall  by  16%  percent.  That  is,  if  you 
take  the  pay  in  1961  and  compare  it  in  1965,  it  is  a  total  increase  of 
16%  percent. 

According  to  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics,  the  rate  of  increase  in 
hourly  earnings  for  production  workers  has  slowed  down  considerably 
since  the  early  postwar  period.  In  the  last  5  years  the  annual  increase 
has  averaged  2.9  percent  as  compared  with  4  percent  between  1956 
and  1960  and  5.3  percent  between  1951  and  1955.  Further,  the 
Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  reports  there  is  no  sign  of  acceleration  in 
the  rate  of  advance  over  the  5-year  course  of  current  economic 
expansion. 


Average  earnings  of  'production  workers  in  manufacturing 


Per  week 

Weekly 

hours 

Per  hour 

Percent 

increase 

1961 _ 

$92. 34 
96. 56 

39.8 

$2.32 

2.39 

1962 _ _ _ 

40.4 

3.0 

1963 _ _ _ _ _ 

99.  63 

40.5 

2.46 

2.9 

1964 _ _ _ 

102.97 

40.7 

2.53 

2.8 

1965 . . . . 

107. 53 

41.2 

2.61 

3.2 

Secondly,  trends  in  negotiated  increases.  This  chart  demonstrates 
that  for  the  4-year  period  1962  to  1965  the  average  negotiated  contract 
increase  amounted  to  3.25  percent.  For  1966  an  increase  above  the 
average  for  the  past  few  years  is  not  expected  since  not  as  many  major 
contracts  are  coming  up  for  renegotiation  in  1966. 


Trends  in  negotiated  increases— Increases  for  union  agreements  signed 


1962 

1963 

1964 

1965 


2.9 
3.0 
3.2 

3.9 


Third,  private  enterprise  increases  as  reported  by  Bureau  of  Labor 
Statistics  for  positions  equivalent  to  Classification  Act  grades,  1961  to 
1965,  this  chart  shows  that  the  clerical  increase  during  that  period 
has  been  10.6  percent,  the  lower  professional  and  administrative,  13.7 
percent;  and  the  higher  professional  and  administrative,  15.2  percent. 

At  the  same  time,  the  Consumer  Price  Index  has  risen  by  less  than 
2  points  each  year.  Overall,  from  1961  to  January  1966  the  index 
rose  less  than  7  points,  or,  expressed  as  a  percentage,  6.5  percent. 

The  purpose  of  my  outlining  the  above  statistics  is  to  demonstrate 
that,  the  justifiable  increases  provided  postal  workers,  especially  rank 
and  file,  during  the  past  few  years,  compare  favorably  with  the  ex- 
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perience  of  employees  in  private  industry  during  the  comparable 
period  of  time.  The  committee  is  also  mindful,  I  am  sure,  that  the 
average  postal  employee’s  salary  is  not  tied  solely  to  initial  salary. 
Happily,  unlike  many  areas  of  private  industry,  each  postal  employee 
has  a  series  of  pay  increases  which  he  achieves  virtually  automatically. 
During  his  first  6  years  of  employment  he  receives  an  increase  of  3 
percent  every  12  months.  And  this  committee  very  graciously  added 
a  few  steps  a  few  years  ago,  on  the  recommendation  of  the  admin¬ 
istration,  to  our  lower  grades.  Thereafter,  he  receives  an  additional 
3  percent  every  3  years,  until  he  has  reached  the  12th  pay  step. 

Because  of  our  relatively  low  turnover  in  the  postal  service,  plus 
the  fact  that  in  1962  the  law  provided  an  extra  step  to  each  employee 
in  PFS-4  and  below  on  the  rolls  at  that  time,  the  average  postal  clerk 
and  carrier  is  now  today  in  step  8  of  his  level.  The  following  chart  on 
the  salary  progression  of  the  average  clerk  and  carrier  should  prove 
informative. 


1962  schedule 

October  1962  schedule 

October  1965  schedule 

Increase  1962-65 

Step 

Rate 

Step 

Rate 

Step 

Rate 

Amount 

Percent 

1 _  _ 

$4, 345 
4,505 

4, 665 

4, 825 

0. 

$4, 725 
4,885 
5,045 

5 _ 

$5, 865 
6,036 

$1, 520 
1,531 
1,542 

35.0 

2 _  _ 

3 _ 

6 _ 

34.0 

3— 

4 _ 

7 _ 

6,207 

6,207 

6,  207 

6, 378 

6,  549 

6, 720 
6,891 
7,062 

33. 1 

4„ _ 

5 _ 

5,205 

5, 365 

5, 525 

7 _ 

1,382 

1,222 

1,233 

1,244 

28.6 

5 _ 

<  985 

5, 145 

6 _ 

7 _ 

24.5 

6  _ 

7 . . 

8 _ 

24.0 

7___ 

5, 305 

8 _ 

5;  685 

5, 845 

6, 005 

6, 165 

6, 325 

9 _ 

23.4 

A  _  . 

5, 405 

5,  505 

5, 605 

9 _ 

10 _ 

1,315 

1,386 

1,457 

24.3 

B 

10 _ 

11 _ 

25.2 

c _ 

n _ 

12 _ 

12 _ 

26.0 

The  reason  I  am  putting  this  in  here,  Mr.  Chairman,  is  to  demon¬ 
strate,  for  example,  that  a  letter  carrier  who  was  in  step  1  in  1962, 
in  1965  finds  himself  in  step  5.  He  has  had  an  increase  in  salary  of 
roughly  35  percent  since  1962.  And  so  on  down  the  list.  A  person 
in  step  6  in  1962  and  is  now  in  step  8,  which  is  our  predominant  step 
today,  has  had  an  increase  of  24  percent  in  come  since  1962. 

The  reason  I  point  this  out  is  that  during  the  past  year  or  so  I  have 
had  the  experience  that  members  of  this  committee  have  had,  of 
attending  rallies  of  employee  organizations,  and  very  frankly  I  have 
been  surprised  to  find  there  is  so  much  criticism  on  the  part  of  the 
rank  and  file  people  who  don’t  really  understand  the  mangnitude  of 
the  increases  that  have  been  voted  by  the  Congress  since  1962. 
Sometimes  they  have  been  quite  critical  of  the  union  officials  but  I 
think  they  should  know  what  a  good  job  their  union  leaders  have 
done.  I  think  this  chart  demonstrates  they  have  done  an  outstanding 
job,  in  my  estimation.  Sometimes  they  wanted  an  increase  a  little 
higher  than  what  the  administration  wanted.  Nevertheless,  it’s  been 
a  good  increase  and  has  been  worked  out  by  all  concerned,  but  I  don’t 
think  it  is  understood  among  the  rank-and-file  employees,  and  that 
is  why  I  am  including  this  today. 

Now  Mr.  Macy,  Chairman  of  the  Civil  Service  Commission, 
during  his  appearance  before  this  committee  indicated  that  for  this 
year,  for  sound  and  compelling  national  economic  reasons,  a  pay  in¬ 
crease  averaging  2.85  percent  over  all  schedules  is  appropriate.  In 
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terms  of  comparability,  and  using  the  three  linkage  points  provided 
in  the  Pay  Act  of  1962,  the  pay  line  developed  by  using  Bureau  of 
Labor  Statistics  data  gives  us  2.4  percent,  at  level  PFS-4.  Above 
that  level  we  have  derived  a  pay  line  which,  while  less  than  full 
comparability,  goes  a  long  way  toward  closing  the  gap  by  providing 
higher  percentage  increases  through  PFS-17.  Hence  we  have  3.5 
percent  at  PFS-11,  4.5  percent  at  PFS-17  and  2  percent  at  PFS-20. 

The  next  chart  gives  you  what  the  percentage  increase  is  in  the 
President’s  proposal  for  each  of  the  grades  in  the  postal  field  service 
It  also  gives  you  what  the  average  increase  would  be  when  applied 
to  the  fourth  step  and  it  also  gives  you  in  the  final  column  what  this 
leaves  each  grade  as  to  comparability.  It  shows,  according  to  the 
latest  available  data,  that  this  would  provide  100  percent  of  com¬ 
parability  for  about  85  percent  of  our  work  force,  descending  to  a 
minimum  of  90.8  percent  at  PFS-17.  The  supergrades  PFS-18 
to  20  are  given  2  percent  because  of  the  compression  problem  with 
pay  of  executive  level  categories. 


4th  step 

Percent 

increase 

Dollar 

increase 

Percent 
1965  corap. 

Postal  field  service: 

1 _ 

$4,  590 

2.2 

99 

100. 0 

2 _ 

4, 970 

2.3 

111 

100.0 

3 _ _ _ 

5, 385 

2.3 

122 

100.0 

4 _ 

5,830 

2.4 

136 

100.0 

5 _ _ 

6,  240 

2.4 

146 

98.8 

6 _ 

6,  690 

2.4 

158 

96.8 

7 _ _ _ 

7, 165 

2.4 

168 

96.7 

8 _ 

7.  755 

2.4 

183 

96.6 

9 _ 

8,  390 

2.4 

197 

96.6 

10 _ _ _ 

9,  220 

3.2 

285 

95.2 

11 _ _ 

10, 225 

3.5 

346 

94.8 

12 _ _ _ _ _ 

11,340 

3.8 

415 

94.2 

13 _ _ _ 

12,  585 

4. 1 

495 

93.7 

14 _ _ _ 

13, 935 

4.5 

598 

93.1 

15 _ _ _ 

15,  395 

4.5 

663 

92.2 

16 _ _ _ 

17,  025 

4.5 

735 

91.5 

17 _ 

18,  840 

4.5 

810 

90.8 

18  _ 

20,  375 

2.0 

401 

19 _  --- 

22,  580 

2.0 

441 

20  _ 

25,  040 

2.0 

492 

We  make  no  attempt  to  equate  the  supergrades  with  compara¬ 
bility,  because  it  would  be  simply  too  high  an  increase,  and  it  would 
never  get  voted. 

You  will  notice,  Mr.  Chairman,  these  increases  range  from  2  percent 
in  the  supergrades  to  4.5  percent  in  level  16. 

Nothing  that  I  have  been  able  to  review  has  helped  me  to  establish 
a  valid  base  for  the  7-percent  increase  proposed  in  a  number  of 
bills  now  under  consideration  by  the  committee. 

Health  benefits  and  retirement:  The  increases  in  direct  pay  recom¬ 
mended  by  the  President  are  supplemented  by  a  number  of  very 
valuable  improvements  in  other  compensation  benefits,  which  when 
taken  together  with  the  pay  increase  brings  the  administration’s 
proposal  to  an  average  of  3.2  percent.  These  proposals  were  de¬ 
scribed  in  some  detail  by  Chairman  Macy  and  I  want  to  say  on 
behalf  of  Postmaster  General  O’Brien  that  these  will  be  of  particular 
benefit  to  postal  employees  and  to  the  efficiency  of  postal  operations. 
The  Post  Office  Department  wholeheartedly  subscribes  to  them. 
The  new  cost-sharing  ratio  for  the  health  benefits  is  manifestly  more 
equitable  and  realistic  than  the  ratio  that  now  prevails. 
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The  privilege  of  retiring  with  full  annuity  at  age  55  after  30  years’ 
service  responds  to  a  need  long  expressed  by  employee  groups  for 
many  years  before  this  committee.  The  more  limited  concurrent 
authority  recommended  by  the  President  for  agencies  to  exercise  the 
retirement  option — limited,  I  emphasize,  to  the  employees  in  top 
grades,  GS-13  or  higher — responds  to  a  longfelt  need  of  management 
officials.  And  I  can  tell  you  it  is  a  longfelt  need,  having  discussed  this 
with  most  of  the  Federal  agencies’  personnel  people. 

Reducing  the  service  requirements  at  age  60  from  30  to  20  years  will 
give  an  entirely  ne\tT  retirement  option  to  career  employees  who  reach 
an  age  when  they  may  reasonably  feel  entitled  to  stop  work  or  may 
find  it  actually  necessary  to  withdraw  because  of  declining  physical 
capacity. 

The  transfer  of  credit  provisions  will  finally  close  the  gap  for  large 
numbers  of  present  and  future  workers  who  under  the  existing  struc¬ 
ture  would  end  their  working  lives  without  either  civil  service  retire¬ 
ment  benefits  or  social  security  credit  for  their  Federal  employment. 

The  social  security  minimum  will  guarantee  that  employees  who 
receive  benefits  under  the  civil  service  retirement  system  will  get  no 
less  than  if  their  Government  service  had  been  covered  under  social 
security. 

These  several  benefits,  when  added  to  the  general  pay  increase 
which  the  President  has  proposed,  represent  a  very  meaningful  package 
of  improvements  in  the  compensation  of  postal  and  other  Federal 
employees.  They  are  a  broad  attack,  Mr.  Chairman,  in  a  wide  variety 
of  areas  on  problems  which  have  been  long  outstanding  before  your 
committee  and  Mr.  Daniels’  committee  having  to  do  with  health 
benefits  and  pay  and  we  think  it  is  a  good  package. 

At  this  time  I  think  it  would  be  appropriate  for  me  to  provide  this 
committee  with  our  thoughts  on  some  of  the  other  bills  now  pending 
before  you  as  they  relate  to  premium  or  special  pay  considerations  for 
postal  employees.  I  guess  this  is  the  only  opportunity  we  will  have 
for  that  purpose. 

Mr.  Udall.  I  think  it  is  very  appropriate. 

Mr.  Murphy.  The  work  schedules:  The  bill  introduced  by  Mr. 
Olsen,  H.R.  12240,  would  change  the  current  language  in  the  law 
on  work  schedules.  Mr.  Olsen’s  bill  makes  these  important  proposals: 

(a)  Changes  the  maximum  period  of  consecutive  hours  during 
which  an  employee  may  be  worked  or  available  to  work  from  12  to 
15.  The  current  requirement  that  no  employee  shall  be  employed 
more  than  12  hours  in  1  day  remains.  The  mandate  regarding  a 
maximum  of  12  hours  in  a  day  is  sound,  in  my  estimation,  and  by 
far  the  most  important.  We  would  go  along  with  changing  the 
consecutive  rule  from  12  to  15  hours  for  it  will  permit  the  use  of  some 
employees  during  the  early  part  of  a  day,  say  from  6  a.m.  to  8  a.m. 
and  then  later  that  day,  say  from  5  p.m.  to  8  p.m.  Currently,  the 
12-hour  restriction  has  caused  the  curtailment  of  hours  of  many 
part-time  employees,  whose  only  available  work  periods  were  in 
spans  longer  than  12  consecutive  hours,  even  though  they  themselves 
would  not  work  more  than  12  hours  in  the  day. 

( b )  Mr.  Olsen’s  bill  also  excluded  reference  to  Monday  through 
Friday  schedules,  but  he  does  propose  that  Sunday  shall  not  be  a 
scheduled  workday.  The  result,  then,  would  be  that  Sunday  when 
worked  by  a  regular  employee  would  always  be  overtime  and  paid  at 
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the  150-percent  rate.  In  turn,  Mr.  Olsen’s  bill  drops  the  25-percent 
differential  for  Sundays  since  it  would  never  be  a  regularly  scheduled 
day  of  work.  This  proposal  relates  to  the  entire  question  of  weekend 
premium  pay  which  will  be  discussed  next. 

As  a  result  of  the  law  passed  by  this  Congress  last  year,  the  Post 
Office  Department  is  now  a  leader  among  public  administration  juris¬ 
dictions  in  the  payment  of  a  premium  for  Sundays  “as  such.”  We 
now  pay  a  25-percent  differential  to  regular  employees  whose  work 
schedule  includes  8  hours  of  work,  any  part  of  which  falls  on  Sunday. 

To  illustrate,  if  a  tour  starts  at  5  p.m.  Saturday  night  and  ends  at 
2  a.m.  Sunday,  the  entire  tour  is  paid  for  at  the  rate  of  125  percent. 
Of  course,  to  reduce  the  incidence  of  Sunday  premium  pay  we  have 
carefully  checked  our  tours  and  to  the  maximum  extent  possible  tom’s 
now  end  before  12:01  a.m.  Sunday  or  do  not  begin  before  12:01  a.m. 
Monday.  This  provision  has  created  a  need  for  considerable  re¬ 
scheduling,  and,  of  course,  has  involved  extra  cost  and  some  opera¬ 
tional  problems,  about  which  Mr.  Swygert  could  respond  later. 

Mr.  Krebs  and  Mr.  Hanley  in  their  bills  both  propose  that  Saturday 
work  be  paid  for  at  the  rate  of  150  percent  and  Sunday  at  the  rate  of 
200  percent.  Mr.  Olsen  would  continue  Saturday  as  a  regular  day 
but  woidd  exclude  Sunday  from  the  work  schedule — thus  when  worked 
it  would  be  as  an  overtime  day;  150-percent  rate. 

At  our  request,  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  undertook  a  detailed 
study  of  prevailing  industry  practices  to  determine  the  extent  to  which 
continuous  process  industries  pay  a  premium  for  weekend  work.  By 
continuous  process  we  mean  industries  which  ordinarily  do  not  close 
down  Friday  nights  and  reopen  Monday  morning  except,  for  example, 
for  their  “busy  season.” 

At  this  time  we  have  only  the  preliminary  results  of  the  BLS 
special  study.  As  soon  as  the  full  results  are  ready  I  will  submit  a 
copy  for  the  committee’s  record.  As  of  this  date,  this  is  what  the 
BLS  reports: 

Of  the  325  union  contracts  studied,  145  provide  a  premium  for 
Sunday  work  as  such;  that  is,  Sunday,  even  though  part  of  the 
regular  work  schedule,  is  accorded  a  premium  rate. 

The  145  contracts  which  provided  a  premium  for  Sunday  work 
were  distributed  as  follows: 


l}i  times  regular  rate _  20 

1}4  times  regular  rate _  74 

2  times  regular  rate _  8 

1/4  times  for  1st  2  Sundays  worked,  double  time  for  subsequent  consecutive 

Sundays _  9 

Miscellaneous,  such  as  cents  per  hour,  special  locations,  etc _  34 


Total _  145 


In  terms  of  overall  differences,  about  91  agreements  pay  better 
rates  than  time  and  a  quarter.  This  represents  under  30  percent  of 
all  agreements  studied;  180  of  the  325  contracts  studied  pay  no 
premium  at  all.  Clearly  then,  there  is  no  justification  for  any  in¬ 
crease  in  the  Sunday  premium,  based  on  the  prevailing  practices  in 
continuous  process  industries.  As  noted  earlier,  at  present  the  Post 
Office  Department  with  its  time-and-a-quarter  rate  is  a  leader  among 
public  administration  jurisdictions. 

As  regards  premium  pay  for  Saturdays  as  such,  the  Bureau  of 
Labor  Statistics  finds  that  this  is  not  at  all  prevalent.  Of  the  325 
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agreements  studied,  only  26  agreements,  or  less  than  10  percent,  pro¬ 
vide  a  special  rate.  Thirteen  agreements  provide  time  and  a  half. 
No  agreement  provides  one-and-a-quarter  or  double-time  rate.  The 
remaining  13  agreements  have  a  variety  of  additional  amounts,  such 
as  cents  per  hour,  flat  sums,  and  what  have  you.  With  90  percent 
of  the  continuous  process  industries  paying  straight  rates  for  sched¬ 
uled  Saturday  duty,  I  believe,  the  case  for  holding  such  to  be  the 
prevailing  practice  is  unassailable. 

Mr.  Olsen’s  bill  proposes  150  percent  "extra”  for  all  holidays  worked 
except  Christmas  Day.  That  is  extra  or  250  percent  for  Christmas 
Day — it  is  not  clear  whether  it  is  extra  or  not.  We  are  not  certain 
of  the  intent  of  Mr.  Krebs’  and  Mr.  Hanley’s  bills  on  this  point.  Both 
speak  of  holiday  premium  at  200  percent.  Actually,  this  is  what  em¬ 
ployees  now  receive  except  for  Christmas  Day,  when  they  receive  250 
percent — base  pay  plus  “extra”  pay  for  this  holiday.  Also,  for  a  tech¬ 
nical  reason  it  appears  those  two  bills  would  result  in  paying  substi¬ 
tutes  more  liberally  than  regulars,  the  reason  being  substitutes  already 
have  a  pro  rata  amount  built  into  their  schedule  and  on  a  pro  rata 
basis  paid  for  holidays. 

The  current  situation  in  industry  is  as  follows : 

First,  number  of  holidays.  The  most  recent  statistical  source  on 
pay  for  holidays  is  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  Bulletin  No.  1470: 
"Supplementary  Compensation  for  Non-Production  Workers,  1963.” 
Table  23  in  that  publication  indicates  that  while  the  number  of  paid 
holidays  ranges  from  5  to  over  13,  the  modal  number  is  8.  Of  749 
industries  checked,  over  half,  or  375,  provide  8  or  more  holidays  for 
then-  nonsupervisory  employees.  This  bulletin  verifies  what  has  been 
reported  in  other  publications;  that  the  average  number  of  paid  holi¬ 
days  in  industry  is  now  seven  or  eight  per  year. 

The  reason  I  bring  that  out,  Mr.  Chairman,  is  that  for  a  long  time 
we  felt  we  were  ahead  of  private  industry  in  paid  holidays.  The  latest 
information  is  that  industry  has  caught  up  with  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  and  in  certain  areas  they  are  somewhat  ahead  of  us. 

Now,  pay  for  holidays  worked.  BLS  Bulletin  No.  1470,  table  30, 
indicates  that  additional  pay  for  holidays  at  straight  time  rates  is  no 
longer  predominant  in  industry.  Of  748  firms  surveyed,  the  follow¬ 
ing  results  were  obtained  regarding  extra  pay  for  working  on  holiday: 


No  extra  pay _  120 

Specified  amounts  per  hour _ _ _  1 

Less  than  straight  time _  17 

Straight  time _  151 

Time  and  one-half _ 310 

Other  multiple _  145 

Other,  etc _  4 


Total _ 748 


In  a  recently  published  monograph  entitled  "Basic  Patterns  in 
Union  Contracts,”  Bureau  of  National  Affairs,  January  1966,  the  fol¬ 
lowing  was  reported : 

Fifty-seven  percent  pay  the  1%  rate  or  better  in  addition  to  base 
pay  for  work  on  a  holiday;  34  percent  pay  time  and  a  half;  23  percent 
pay  double  time. 

The  Prentice-Hall  "Personnel  Policies  and  Practices  Report”  in¬ 
dicates  that  in  addition  to  pay  for  unworked  holidays  employees 
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receive  the  following  amounts  according  to  contracts  they  have 
analyzed : 

Hourly  employees:  31.1  percent  at  time  and  a  half  rate;  24.1  percent 
at  double  time  rate. 

Salaried  (nonsupervisory) :  19.5  percent  at  time  and  a  half  rate; 
16.1  percent  at  double  time  rate. 

Supervisory:  Note  the  falloff:  1.1  percent  at  time  and  a  half  rate; 
2.3  percent  at  double  time  rate. 

For  supervisory  employees,  other  arrangements  such  as  com¬ 
pensatory  tune  may  be  provided.  Indeed,  only  one-fifth  of  the 
private  industry  units  reviewed  by  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics 
in  its  study  of  supplementary  compensation  benefits  for  nonproduction 
workers — 1963,  which  is  the  latest  study  we  have — provides  extra 
pay  for  supervisory  employees.  In  contrast,  the  Post  Office  Depart¬ 
ment  pays  extra  compensation  to  all  supervisors  in  PFS-7,  which  is 
the  vast  majority  of  our  supervisors,  and  below  that  for  holiday 
work. 

The  Post  Office  Department  grants  compensatory  time  off  to  su¬ 
pervisors  in  PFS-8  and  above  for  work  on  holidays — except  Christ¬ 
mas  Day  for  which  extra  compensation  at  time  and  a  half  rate  times 
the  basic  rate  is  mandatory. 

The  above  are  the  facts  as  to  prevailing  practice  for  employment 
on  a  holiday.  On  balance,  and  I  emphasize  on  balance,  and  in  terms 
of  total  annual  compensation  for  holiday  work,  the  Post  Office  De¬ 
partment  is  within  the  range  of  comparability  in  that,  first,  for  seven 
holidays  we  pay  straight  time  additional  and  for  Christmas  Day 
we  pay  all  employees  at  the  150-percent  rate,  and  secondly,  the  eight 
holidays  are  always  granted  whether  the  holiday  falls  on  a  Saturday, 
Sunday,  or  an  employee’s  “off”  day.  This  assurance,  Mr.  Chairman, 
is  not  always  the  case  in  industry.  For  example,  only  40  percent 
of  contracts  studied  by  Prentice-Hall  gave  Friday  off  for  a  Saturday 
holiday.  We  believe  in  view  of  these  facts,  and  the  action  of  the 
Congress  only  a  few  months  ago,  that  at  the  present  time  there  is 
no  need  for  further  legislative  adjustment  of  holiday  benefits. 

I  indicate  at  the  present  time,  I  am  not  saying  forever,  because  as 
this  indicates,  practices  in  private  industry  change,  but  I  am  saying 
on  balance  in  view  of  the  action  taken  by  this  committee  last  year 
and  in  view  of  the  facts  discussed  here,  and  in  view  of  the  fact  we  pay 
all  seven  holidays  straight  time  additional,  we  see  no  need  for  change 
in  the  holiday  picture. 

Overtime  for  subsitutes  after  8  hours:  As  indicated  in  our  testimony 
before  this  committee  last  year,  the  Post  Office  Department  was 
sincerely  concerned  about,  first,  the  excess  hours  or  work  required  of 
many  postal  employees  and,  second,  the  fact  that  substitutes  were  not 
properly  accorded  overtime  pay  for  excess  hours  of  work.  As  for  our 
first  concern,  we  reduced  considerably  the  number  of  excess  hours  of 
work  required  of  each  employee  by  adding  thousands  of  new  persons 
to  our  rolls.  Forty  hours  of  work  a  week  under  contemporary  condi¬ 
tions  is  a  plenty,  in  my  estimation. 

As  for  the  second,  we  urged  the  enactment  of  legislation  to  permit 
payment  of  overtime  to  substitutes  after  40  hours  in  a  week.  This 
was  enacted  by  this  committee. 
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The  question  now  is  whether  we  should  take  the  next  step;  namely, 
overtime  for  substitutes  after  8  hours  in  1  day.  The  answer  to  this 
question  depends  on  your  response  to  these  three  considerations: 

First,  will  it  be  helpful  to  the  postal  service? 

Second,  will  it  be  helpful  to  the  postal  employee? 

Third,  what  is  the  prevailing  practice  in  industry? 

As  this  committee  knows,  the  postal  business  is  a  7-day,  24-hour-a- 
day  operation.  The  clock  does  not  stop  for  us.  Further,  we  have 
peak  periods  and  unpredictable  peakloads.  To  make  mail  deliveries 
when  a  regular  is  unexpectedly  out,  we  need  a  substitute;  when  an 
unplanned  and  heavy  load  is  brought  to  an  office,  we  must  put  on 
extra  man-hours  to  meet  dispatch  times;  when  trains  are  late,  when 
airports  are  closed,  we  need  unplanned  increments  of  man-hours. 
Our  substitute  force  is  geared  for  such  eventualities.  This  means 
employment  for  10  hours  on  1  day,  6  hours  the  next,  9  hours  the 
next,  and  so  forth.  It  means  using  students  on  less  desirable  tours 
or  peakload.  periods  to  relieve  our  regulars;  housewives  and  students 
during  the  Christmas  rush,  Mother’s  Day,  et  cetera. 

If  overtime  after  8  hours  in  1  day  were  required,  the  premium  pay 
penalty  would  cause  us  to  reconsider  the  manner  in  which  substitutes 
are  used  under  certain  circumstances.  A  penalty  rate  is  placed  on  an 
employer  to  force  him  to  hire  extra  hands,  to  organize  his  work  more 
efficiently,  or  failing  that  to  pay  the  penalty.  I  doubt  whether  postal 
service  will  be  improved.  I  doubt  whether  we  can  reduce  our  substi¬ 
tute  needs.  I  can  only  see  that  this  would  result  in  a  total  cost 
increase. 

Now  as  far  as  the  postal  employee  is  concerned,  there  is  a  serious 
question  as  to  whether  overtime  after  8  hours  in  1  day  for  substitutes 
will  be  a  real  benefit  to  the  employees.  The  added  cost  will  certainly 
cause  us  to  consider  employing  additional  part-time  help.  Instead 
of  helping  an  employee  interested  in  getting  his  maximum  earnings  in 
a  short  period  of  time,  we  might  well  be  curbing  him. 

College  students  used  on  weekends,  for  example  12  hours  on  Satur¬ 
day  and  12  hours  on  Sunday,  would  be  typical  victims.  If  we  must 
pay  overtime  then  we  would  either  employ  new,  probably  temporary, 
persons  or  shift  the  work  to  our  regulars,  if  at  all  possible.  From  the 
complaints  we  received,  Mr.  Chairman,  this  past  year  on  our  efforts 
to  reduce  work  hours  to  a  normalized  40  hours  a  week,  I  foresee 
thousands  of  complaints  if  we  shut  off  a  substitute’s  day  after  8  hours. 
Many  of  them  would  not  make  40  hours  a  week  under  such  circum¬ 
stances.  And  I  think  this  is  an  important  consideration  about  com¬ 
plaints  from  the  clerical  organizations  that  indicate  to  me  that  even 
now,  due  to  certain  provisions  of  the  pay  bill  passed  last  year,  some 
of  our  substitutes  aren’t  making  40  hours  a  week.  I  think  it  is  an 
important  consideration. 

I  think  the  key  point  here,  Mr.  Chairman,  is  the  fact  that  substitutes 
differ  from  regular  employees  in  that  they  are  on-call  people,  they  have 
to  work  varying  schedules,  and  it  is  really  putting  a  severe  scheduling 
problem  on  management,  if  we  could  not  work  an  employee  9  or  10 
hours  a  day,  and  the  next  day  perhaps  only  6 — we  agree  thoroughly 
with  the  over  40  as  being  the  basis  for  premium  pay,  we  strongly 
advocated  it  last  year  and  we  are  happy  the  committee  enacted  it, 
but  I  do  think  at  this  time  there  is  a  real  question  as  to  whether  we 
should  go  further  by  providing  overtime  after  8  hours  in  1  day  for 
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substitutes.  Not  for  the  regular  employees,  because  we  have  this 
already  for  the  regular  employees. 

Prevailing  practice  emphasizes  premium  pay  after  40  hours  in  a 
week.  The  situation  is  not  nearly  as  clear  as  regards  hours  in  excess 
of  8  in  1  day.  The  single,  comprehensive  Federal  law  on  the  sub¬ 
ject  is  the  Fair  Labor  Standards  Act.  That  act  covers  all  industries 
in  interstate  commerce.  But,  under  that  act  the  requirement  is 
overtime  after  40  horns  in  1  week,  not  overtime  after  8  hours  in  1  day. 
The  act  was  significant  in  that  it  nationalized  the  5-day  week,  for 
simply  emphasizing  the  8-hour  day  did  not  help  the  employee  who 
worked  6  days  a  week  for  8  hours  a  day. 

Further,  even  under  the  Fair  Labor  Standards  Act  there  are  millions 
of  employed  persons  who  are  exempt  from  the  40-hour  week  provisions. 
Only  29  million  out  of  the  69  million  employed  people  at  work  in  the 
United  States  are  subject  to  the  Fair  Labor  Standards  Act.  The  re¬ 
sults  are  these,  as  reported  by  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  in  its  more 
recent  report: 

First  of  all,  1  out  of  every  4  wage  earners  worked  more  than  41 
hours  a  week. 

Secondly,  of  those  who  worked  more  than  41  hours  a  week,  only 
one-third  received  premium  pay. 

Third,  those  who  usually  work  overtime  and  those  who  worked 
very  long  hours  were  least  likely  to  receive  premium  pay. 

Thus  premium  pay  for  overtime  is  not  as  common  a  practice  as 
generally  believed.  As  might  be  expected,  the  larger  the  company 
and  the  heavier  the  concentration  in  production  work,  the  more  likeli¬ 
hood  the  employees  are  covered  by  legislation  and  by  good  union 
contracts  specifying  overtime  at  premium  rates. 

Of  400  contracts  reviewed  by  the  Bureau  of  National  Affairs,  90 
percent  specified  time  and  one-half  for  overtime  after  8  hours  in  1 
day.  But  we  ought  not  to  look  at  these  contracts  as  appropriate 
comparisons  with  our  substitutes.  They  should  be  compared  to  our 
regulars,  who  get  overtime  after  8  hours.  Our  substitutes  are  really 
a  unique  group.  As  a  cadre  of  on-call  personnel  who  work  as  work¬ 
load  demands,  total  weekly  hours  are  far  more  meaningful  for  over¬ 
time  purposes  than  daily  hours. 

We  firmly  believe  that  at  this  time  the  current  premium  pay 
arrangements  for  this  group  should  stand.  In  this  connection  it  is 
also  worthwhile  to  note  that  the  entire  Classification  Act  is  still 
structured  around  premium  pay  on  a  weekly,  not  a  daily  basis. 

It  is  noted  that  Mr.  Hanley’s  bill  eliminates  the  present  option  to 
grant  compensatory  time  off  to  supervisors  in  PFS-8  level  and  above 
for  overtime  work.  The  bill  would  make  mandatory  the  payment  of 
overtime  compensation  at  the  150-percent  rate.  In  this  connection, 
the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  found  that  only  one-third  of  the  units 
covered  in  its  study  of  supplementary  compensation  paid  any  amount 
for  overtime  work  by  “exempt,”  that  is,  supervisory,  employees;  the 
most  common  rate  in  these  cases  was  straight  time,  rather  than  150 
percent. 

The  Post  Office  Department  has  used  its  present  authority  to  pay 
overtime  rates  or  to  grant  compensatory  time  off  in  a  flexible  manner. 
To  illustrate,  supervisory  employees  were  given  overtime  pay  for 
excess  work  during  the  Christmas  period  in  1965.  The  practice  of 
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granting  compensatory  time  off  has  thus  been  restricted  to  normal 
periods. 

The  present  authority  of  the  Post  Office  Department,  which 
requires  the  payment  of  overtime  compensation  to  supervisors  in 
PFS-7  level  or  below,  and  provides  optional  pay  or  compensatory 
time  in  higher  levels,  is  liberal  by  industry  standards.  We  see  no 
justification  for  further  liberalization  at  this  time. 

From  the  above  material,  and  you  will  note,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have 
attempted  to  make  my  presentation  as  factual  as  possible,  including 
occasionally  a  few  statistics  that  may  not  always  bolster  my  case,  but 
given  the  information  we  have  gotten  from  the  Bureau  of  Labor 
Statistics  and  our  own  information  these  conclusions  might  be  drawn : 

1.  Base  pay:  Average  industrial  eranings  from  1961  through  1965 
increased  by  16%  percent,  whereas  statutory  increases,  in  base  pay 
alone,  have  totaled  over  19  percent  for  postal  employees  during  the 
same  period.  The  President’s  recommendation  of  an  increase  in  base 
schedules,  averaging  just  under  2.9  percent  for  all  pay  systems, 
starting  January  1,  1967,  as  a  comparability  pay  adjustment,  con¬ 
tinues  this  favorable  relationship. 

2.  Retirement  and  health  insurance:  The  fringe  benefits  package 
being  submitted  to  the  Congress  by  the  President  is  an  extremely 
meritorious  document.  Postmaster  General  O’Brien  had  the  privilege 
of  serving  on  this  Cabinet  Committee  on  Retirement  and  concurring 
in  the  Committee’s  report.  Enactment  of  the  proposals  in  the  package 
will  improve  significantly  the  total  compensation  value  of  Federal 
employment  and  will  take  care  of  many  issues  which  have  been  long- 
pending  before  this  committee. 

3.  Overtime:  Our  rate  for  all  employees  is  well  within  industrial 
practice.  Providing  substitutes  with  overtime  after  8  hours  in  1  day 
in  addition  to  their  assured  overtime  after  40  hours  in  1  week  is  indeed, 
in  my  opinion,  questionable  at  this  time.  The  cost  coidd  be  about 
$19  million  a  year. 

4.  Holiday  premium:  On  balance  our  present  method  of  compensat¬ 
ing  for  holidays  “not  worked”  as  well  as  “holidays  worked”  and 
paying  Christmas  at  150-percent  extra  meets  prevailing  conditions. 

5.  Weekend  premium:  There  is  hardly  any  evidence  to  support 
extra  pay  for  Saturday  work.  Our  25-percent  differential  for  Sunday 
work  is  definitely  in  line  with  what  progressive  employers  now  pay. 

6.  Premium  compensation  for  supervisors:  Our  present  system  of 
“cash  or  comp”  is  clearly  in  line  with  industrial  practice. 

This  discussion  sums  up  the  principal  features  of  the  proposals 
before  this  committee  on  postal  pay  and  related  benefits.  It  has 
been  a  privilege  to  discuss  them  with  you  and,  as  in  the  past,  I  look 
forward  to  working  with  the  committee  to  improve  employee  benefits 
again  this  year.  I  am  sure  we  have  not  covered  all  the  points  of 
interest  to  you;  however,  I  will  be  glad  to  answer  any  questions  the 
committee — which  is  one  of  the  hardest  working  committees  in  the 
Congress,  in  my  estimation — may  have. 

I  have  also  included,  Mr.  Chairman,  at  the  back  here  a  pay  chart 
which  we  were  able  to  have  drawn  up,  for  the  postal  field  service 
and - 
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Mr.  Udall.  Without  objection,  the  two  schedules  will  appear 
in  the  record  at  this  point. 

(The  schedules  referred  to  are  as  follows:) 

Postal  field  service  schedule 


PFS 


1. 

2 

3 

4. 

5. 
6 
7. 
8 
9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 
17. 
18 

19. 

20. 


Per  annum  rates  and  steps 


170 

520 

890 

305 

670 

075 

505 

050 

625 

380 

295 

305 

445 

675 

000 

480 

130 

530 

525 

760 


310 

670 

055 

480 

860 

280 

725 

285 

880 

660 

605 

650 

825 

095 

465 

995 

700. 

145 

210 

520 


450 

820 

220 

655 

050 

485 

945 

520 

135 

940 

915 

995 

205 

515 

930 

510 

270 

760 

895 

280 


590 

970 

385 

830 

240 

690 

165 

755 

390 

220 

225 

340 

585 

935 

395 

025 

840 

375 

580 

040 


730  $4, 


120 

550 

005 

430 

895 

385 

990 

645 

500 

535 

685 

965 

355 

860 

540 

410 

990 

265 

800 


870 

270 

715 

180 

620 

100 

605 

225 

900 

780 

845 

030 

345 

775 

325 

055 

980 

605 

950 


010 

420 

880 

355 

810 

305 

825 

460 

155 

060 

155 

375 

725 

195 

790 

570 

550 

220 

035 


8  9  10  11  12 


150 

570 

045 

530 

000 

510 

045 

695 

410 

340 

465 

720 

105 

615 

255 

085 

120 

835 

320 


290 

720 

210 

705 

190 

715 

265 

930 

665 

620 

775 

065 

485 

035 

720 

600 

690 

450 


430 

870 

375 

880 

380 

920 

485 

165 

920 

900 

085 

410 

865 

455 

185 

115 

260 

065 


$5, 570 
6,020 
6,  540 
7, 055 
7,570 
8,125 
8.  705 


$5, 710 
6,170 
6, 705 
7, 230 
7,760 
8, 330 


Rural  carrier  schedule 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

Carriers  in  rural  delivery 
service: 

Fixed  compensation 
per  annum _ 

$2, 365 

$2, 480 

$2, 595 

$2,  710 

$2, 825 

$2,  940 

$3,  055 

$3, 170 

$3,285 

$3,  400 

$3, 515 

$3,630 

Compensation  per 
mile  per  annum  for 
each  mile  up  to  30 
miles  of  route  - 

88 

90 

92 

94 

96 

98 

100 

102 

104 

106 

108 

110 

For  each  mile  of  route 
over  30  miles _  _ 

25 

25 

25 

25 

25 

25 

25 

25 

25 

25 

25 

25 

4th-class  office  schedule 


Revenue  units 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

30  but  less  than  36_  .  ___ 

$3, 985 

$4, 120 

$4,  255 

$4, 390 

$4,  525 

$4, 660 

$4, 795 

$4, 930 

$5, 065 

$5,  200 

$5, 335 

$5, 470 

24  but  less  than  30 _ 

3,680 

3, 805 

3,930 

4,055 

4,180 

4, 305 

4,  430 

4,  555 

4,680 

4,805 

4,930 

5,055 

18  but  less  than  24 _ 

3,055 

3,155 

3,  255 

3,  355 

3,  455 

3, 555 

3,655 

3,755 

3,  855 

3,  955 

4,  055 

4, 155 

12  but  less  than  18 _ 

2,385 

2,  465 

2,  545 

2,625 

2,  705 

2, 785 

2,  865 

2,  945 

3,  025 

3, 105 

3,185 

3,265 

6  but  less  than  12  . 

1,725 

1,780 

1,835 

1,890 

1,945 

2,000 

2,055 

2,110 

2, 165 

2,  220 

2, 275 

2,330 

Less  than  6 . .  . 

1,390 

1,435 

1,480 

1,525 

1,570 

1,615 

1,660 

1,705 

1,750 

1, 795 

1,840 

1,885 

Mr.  Udall.  Mr.  Murphy,  I  think  you  and  your  staff  have,  on  short 
notice  and  under  pressure,  prepared  a  very  comprehensive  and  helpful 
statement,  and  I  thank  you  for  it. 

Mr.  Murphy.  Thank  you,  sir. 

Mr.  Udall.  I  was  impressed  with  the  summary  of  achievements 
in  recent  years  which  you  outlined  on  pages  1  and  2.  I  think  too 
often  we  become  obsessed  with  the  particular  trees  and  it  is  good  once 
in  awhile  to  stand  back  and  look  at  the  forest  and  the  changes  that 
have  occurred. 
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I  think  what  this  committee  and  the  staff  have  done,  as  well  as  the 
attitude  of  the  Department  and  the  employee  organizations  in  helping 
to  bring  about  these  major  changes  and  steps  forward  in  the  postal 
and  classified  pay,  is  most  commendable.  When  I  think  that  we  are 
adding  the  fine  package  put  together  this  year,  we  have  come  a  long 
way  from  the  rather  haphazard,  behind-the-times,  inadequate  pay 
and  benefit  system  that  we  had  prior  to  1960  or  1961. 

I  am  looking  forward  to  working  on  this  legislation.  I  believe  we 
can  take  pride  in  the  steps  that  have  been  taken. 

I  have  two  specific  points  to  raise.  Under  Public  Law  68  of  the 
84th  Congress,  certain  employees  were  transferred  from  the  postal 
field  service  to  GSA.  These  were  largely  maintenance  and  operations 
employees  in  certain  post  office  buildings  now  handled  by  GSA.  I 
understand  that  it  is  being  proposed  to  provide  that  certain  of  these 
employees  in  large  post  office  buildings  be  transferred  from  GSA  to  the 
postal  field  service.  The  staff  advises  me  that  some  inequities  which 
alarm  me  might  occur. 

For  example  let  us  compare  two  GSA  employees.  One  now  receives 
$2.65  an  hour  and  the  other  $2.32  an  hour.  If  these  employees  were 
to  be  transferred  back  to  PFS,  they  would  be  reduced  to  $2.13  an  hour, 
one  taking  a  reduction  of  over  $1,000  a  year  and  the  other  nearly  $500 
a  year,  as  well  as  some  reductions  in  life  insurance  and  retirement 
allowances. 

Would  you  have  any  suggestions  or  objections  to  amending  Public 
Law  68  in  order  to  give  protection  to  the  GSA  employees  who  may  be 
transferred  to  the  postal  field  service  as  is  now  afforded  the  PFS 
employees  who  are  transferred  to  GSA? 

Mr.  Murphy.  As  you  know,  there  is  a  law  that  provides  that 
persons  coming  into  the  post  offices — as  distinct  from  the  regional 
offices — have  to  enter  at  step  1 .  I  would  like  to  take  a  look  at  how 
many  people  might  be  involved  and  at  the  cost,  but  my  off-the-top-of- 
my-head  reaction  is  this  would  be  something  we  would  probably  want 
to  favor.  I  would  want  to  take  a  look  at  the  cost  but  certainly  we 
would  be  sympathetic  to  this. 

Mr.  Udall.  I  appreciate  that.  Perhaps  we  can  correct  this  in 
writing  this  legislation. 

At  the  bottom  of  page  10  of  your  statement,  commenting  on  Mr. 
Olsen’s  bill,  H.R.  12240,  you  indicate  that  the  Department  would  have 
no  objection  of  changing  the  maximum  period  of  consecutive  hours 
during  which  an  employee  may  be  worked  in  a  day,  from  12  to  15 
hours.  Would  it  be  agreeable  if  this  change  were  included  in  the 
legislation? 

Mr.  Murphy.  That  is  correct,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Udall.  Is  the  change  covered  in  the  proposal  or  in  the  state¬ 
ment  Mr.  Macy  made  yesterday? 

Mr.  Murphy.  We  have  not  put  that  in  the  form  of  a  bill.  That  is 
in  Mr.  Olsen’s  bill  and,  as  I  have  indicated,  we’d  go  along  with  it. 

Mr.  Udall.  And  you  have  no  objection  if  it  were  put  into  this 
package? 

Mr.  Murphy.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  Udall.  That  is  all  I  have  except  to  commend  the  Department 
and  the  administration  for  coming  forward  the  third  consecutive  year, 
as  you  noted,  in  actually  making  a  pay  proposal.  We  tend  to  forget 
that  in  past  years,  over  the  decades,  the  policy  had  been  in  some 
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administrations  to  simply  wait  for  Congress  to  make  a  proposal  then 
react.  In  1962,  one  of  the  wisest  things  the  Congress  did  was  to 
require  the  administration  to  come  forward  each  year  with  a  suggested 
pay  proposal  and  the  administration  has  certainly  cooperated  with 
the  spirit  of  that  law.  I  am  certainly  happy  that  we  are  here  to 
consider  the  1966  proposal. 

The  gentleman  from  New  Jersey,  Mr.  Daniels. 

Mr.  Daniels.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  likewise  want  to  join  with  you  in 
commending  Mr.  Murphy  and  his  staff  for  getting  this  fine  statement 
together  this  morning.  It  is  very  illuminating,  very  comprehensive, 
and  a  great  deal  of  work  has  been  put  in  it.  As  you  have  stated,  the 
Post  Office  Department  has  come  a  long  way  in  liberalizing  the  benefits 
not  only  for  the  Post  Office  but  for  the  field  service  and  I  think  the 
Members  of  Congress  share  part  of  that  credit. 

Mr.  Murphy.  A  great  deal  of  it. 

Mr.  Daniels.  Mr.  Murphy,  I  note  in  the  report  of  the  President’s 
Cabinet  Committee  that  you  appear  as  an  alternate  member  of  that 
panel. 

Mr.  Murphy.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  Daniels.  Have  you  shared  in  the  deliberations  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  that  formulated  this  report? 

Mr.  Murphy.  Yes;  I  have. 

Mr.  Daniels.  Yesterday,  Commissioner  Macy  testified  that  the 
dollar  figures  recommended  by  the  Cabinet  Committee  to  increase 
the  health  benefit  contributions  of  the  Government  would  be  sufficient 
to  pay  38  percent  of  the  total  cost.  In  view  of  the  fact  that  more 
claims  are  processed  and  the  cost  of  such  services  are  increasing,  will 
the  Government  continue  to  share  that  38  percent  of  the  cost? 

Mr.  Murphy.  I  think  the  Chairman  indicated  yesterday  that  this 
is  one  thing  over  which  we  have  little  control,  that  we  can  expect  the 
costs  to  keep  going  up.  Health  costs  and  medical  care  are  going  up 
all  the  tune.  For  that  reason  he  had  indicated  two  steps  we  should 
take  to  try  to  bring  the  benefits  up  to  what  we  had  when  the  health 
benefit  program  was  originally  passed.  I  do  not  know  what  the  fur¬ 
ther  plans  of  the  administration  are  beyond  the  2-year  target  Mr. 
Macy  set.  That  falls  within  the  Civil  Service  Commission’s  jurisdic¬ 
tion.  But  I  would  think  the  administration  would  want  to  keep  a 
very  careful  eye  on  trying  to  maintain  a  ratio  around  the  38  percent. 

Mr.  Daniels.  Originally  when  the  program  started,  the  Govern¬ 
ment’s  share  was  38  percent? 

Mr.  Murphy.  That’s  right. 

Mr.  Daniels.  Would  there  be  any  objection  to  inserting  in  any 
law  that  we  might  enact  that  the  Government  share  be  38  percent? 

Mr.  Murphy.  I  would  prefer,  Mr.  Daniels,  that  you  direct  that 
question  to  the  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  or  Chairman 
Macy,  because  they  are  the  two  gentlemen  who  have  the  overall 
jurisdiction  of  giving  definitively  an  administration  answer.  It  goes 
beyond  the  Post  Office  alone. 

Mr.  Daniels.  I  refer  to  page  9  of  your  statement,  about  the  middle 
of  the  page,  where  reference  is  made  to  optional  retirement  after  30 
years  at  age  55.  Both  you  and  Mr.  Macy  testified  that  the  optional 
retirement  should  not  be  only  at  the  selection  of  the  employee,  but 
the  employer  likewise  be  given  the  same  privilege — but  it  will  only 
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extend  to  the  employee  in  the  upper  pay  brackets.  Why  do  you 
recommend  it  to  the  upper  pay  bracket? 

Mr.  Murphy.  The  basic  reason,  Mr.  Daniels,  is  that  this  is  the 
area,  frankly,  in  which  decisions  by  an  employee  who  is  perhaps  work¬ 
ing  under  optimum  capacity  have  the  most  direct  effect.  These  are 
the  top  management  positions,  the  positions  which  in  most  cases  are 
limited  in  number  and  in  some  cases  one  of  a  kind.  Therefore,  there 
may  not  be  other  jobs  suitable  to  which  the  man  may  be  transferred, 
and  the  man  has  worked  long,  he  has  done  a  good  and  honorable  job 
and  the  management  is  extremely  reluctant  to  take  this  decision. 
That  is  a  blot  on  his  career  and,  frankly,  it  takes  a  pretty  cold  indi¬ 
vidual  in  many  cases  to  have  to  make  decisions  of  that  type.  That  is 
the  reason  we  feel  that  we  ought  to  in  these  cases  have  the  option  of 
being  able  to  retire  a  man  without  it  being  adverse,  and  that  is  what 
you  are  forced  to  do  under  today’s  rules  and  regulations. 

We  say  this  is  limited  to  GS-13  and  higher.  We  don’t  have  a  great 
problem,  for  example,  with  a  clerk  or  a  letter  carrier,  PFS-4,  who  per¬ 
haps  is  getting  up  in  years  and  may  not  be  producing  at  the  same 
rate  of  20  years  ago.  We  now  make  allowance  for  age  and  what 
have  you,  but  they  don’t  have  this  direct  effect  on  the  system  as  say 
a  GS-17  or  18  who  may  be  in  declining  years  and  may  not  be  producing 
at  full  capacity.  And  management  is  confronted  with  what  to  do 
about  this  job.  Do  you  transfer  him  to  another  job?  Do  you  pro¬ 
pose  adverse  charges?  The  man  has  had  an  honorable  career.  1  am 
not  in  favor  of  that  action. 

So  that  is  why  we  say,  and  most  Federal  personnel  directors  in  the 
Government — I  can’t  emphasize  that  too  much — say  that  we  have 
to  have  some  management  option  in  the  upper  levels,  and  one  of  the 
purposes  of  the  retirement  system  is — as  well  as  providing  benefits  for 
employees  in  their  older  years — to  help  management  to  do  its  job 
better. 

Mr.  Daniels.  Mr.  Murphy  I  don’t  disagree  with  your  views.  I 
might  be  inclined  to  agree  with  you.  I  want  to  know  the  thinking 
behind  that  statement  because  it  was  not  amplified. 

Mr.  Murphy.  I  appreciate  that  and  I  am  grateful  for  your  asking 
that  question. 

Mr.  Daniels.  The  Cabinet  Committee  report  recommends  that 
the  Government  share  the  cost  of  retirement  on  an  equal  basis.  Have 
you  any  idea  on  the  50-50  sharing  of  retirement  as  a  problem? 

Mr.  Murphy.  I  will  say  this,  in  the  public  testimony  before  the 
Cabinet  Committee,  and  we  held  hearings  for  several  days  and  heard 
from  a  wide  range  of  people,  we  heard  from  virtually  all  the  fine  postal 
groups  and  a  number  of  other  employee  organizations,  almost  all  the 
groups  testified — and  this  amazed  me  somewhat — that  they  believed 
in  the  contributory  principle,  and  indicated  they  would  be  in  favor  of 
an  increase  in  employee  contribution  if  there  were  to  be  increased 
benefits  and  if  the  Government  were  to  meet  its  share  of  the  contribu¬ 
tion — this  is  an  important  “if.”  One  of  the  amazing  things  was  that 
virtually  all  the  organizations  indicated  that  they  believed  in  the 
contributory  principle.  There  was  only  one  organization  that 
testified  that  said  they  didn’t  believe  retirement  ought  to  be  con¬ 
tributory  on  the  part  of  management  and  the  employee.  Virtually 
all  the  organizations  indicated  they  would  actually  go  along  with 
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an  increase  in  employee  contribution  provided  the  Government  began 
to  make  sensible  plans  for  financing  of  retirement — an  essential  point. 

In  other  words,  it  would  be  fair  to  ask  the  employees  to  increase 
their  share  if  the  Government  is  going  to  be  making  a  contribution 
or  taking  steps  to  properly  finance  the  system.  Now  why  50  percent 
as  opposed  to  40  or  something  else,  I  am  not  really  qualified  to  give  a 
definitive  answer. 

Mr.  Daniels.  The  employee  6673  and  the  Government  33/3. 

Mr.  Murphy.  That’s  the  insurance  program,  but  on  retirement 
it’s  50-50,  it’s  6)2  percent  and  6%  percent.  The  President’s  proposal 
would  raise  each  a  half  percent  on  January  1,  1967,  to  7. 

Mr.  Daniels.  With  reference  to  my  initial  bill,  is  there  any  strong 
objection  by  the  administration  that  after  retirement  that  the  reduc¬ 
tion  in  the  coverage,  at  the  rate,  under  the  present  law,  of  2  percent  a 
month  down  to  25  percent  of  the  principal  sum  of  the  policy,  be 
reduced  to  the  rate  of  1  percent  a  month  to  50  percent  of  the  principal 
sum?  There  is  no  comment  in  your  testimony  or  in  Mr.  Macy’s 
testimony  on  that  point.  Do  you  approve  of  what  I  recommend? 

Mr.  Murphy.  You  are  quite  correct  that  there  is  no  comment  in 
the  President’s  message  on  this  particular  point.  I  think  the  Chair¬ 
man  did  have  something  to  say  about  that  yesterday  when  he  appeared 
before  you  and  indicated  the  administration  is  willing  to  go  along 
with  extending  the  upper  limit  of  the  insurance  provisions,  with  a 
maximum  permissible  limit  and  some  provisions  for  financing.  I 
think  he  also  indicated  in  response  to  your  questions  that  they’d  be 
taking  a  further  look  at  it. 

I  would  ask,  sir,  and  I  don’t  want  to  appear  to  be  ducking  that 
particular  question,  but  it  is  once  again  an  issue  that  goes  beyond 
the  postal  area,  sir,  and  I  would  like  you  to  direct  those  questions  to 
either  Chairman  Macy  or  Mr.  Schultze. 

Mr.  Daniels.  In  view  of  the  pay  legislation,  retirement  legislation, 
and  all  the  other  fringes  in  one  package,  I  thought  we  ought  to  have 
the  administration  view  very,  very  precise  on  that. 

Mr.  Murphy.  I  think  Mr.  Schultze  will  have  something  further  to 
say  about  that. 

Mr.  Daniels.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Udall.  The  gentleman  from  Alabama,  Mr.  Buchanan. 

Mr.  Buchanan.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Murphy,  I  would  like  to  join  in  congratulating  and  thanking 
you  for  this  comprehensive  report. 

Mr.  Murphy.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Buchanan.  You  mentioned  provisions  of  last  year’s  pay  bill 
which  have  caused  substitutes  in  certain  instances  to  make  the  40 
hours.  Would  you  mind  elucidating? 

Mr.  Murphy.  One  of  the  problems,  Mr.  Buchanan,  is  the  fact  that 
the  bill  last  time  contained  the  provision  which  said  no  employee  can 
be  worked  over  longer  than  a  12-hour  span.  Because  of  peakload 
problems  sometimes  there  is  work  available  early  in  the  morning  and 
work  available  late  in  the  evening,  but  if  a  man  starts  at  7  o’clock  in 
the  morning  even  though  he  only  works  2  hours  during  the  day  he 
cannot  work  after  7  o’clock  in  the  evening.  That  has  resulted  in 
certain  cases  in  our  having  to  reduce  the  hours  certain  substitutes 
were  working.  Mr.  Swygert  can  elucidate  on  it  a  little  more.  I  think 
that  is  the  reason  for  the  suggested  change  in  Mr.  Olsen’s  bill. 
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Mr.  Buchanan.  Is  there  anything  that  Mr.  Olsen’s  provision  would 
not  satisfy  or  do  to  contribute  to  this? 

Mr.  Murphy.  I  think  Mr.  Olsen’s  provision  would  be  very  good 
from  our  point  of  view.  Mr.  Swygert  could  discuss  it  from  the 
operations  point  of  view. 

Mr.  Swygert.  There  are  two  points  to  look  at  as  it  pertains  to 
this.  One,  I  think  the  12-hour  provision  was  put  into  the  law  last 
year  to  eliminate  some  abuse  in  the  larger  post  offices  as  substitute 
employees  were  being  utilized  in  these  post  offices.  So  the  intent  of 
the  12-hour  rule  was  good  and  valid  to  eliminate  some  abuse  in  the 
scheduling  of  these  employees.  At  the  same  time,  it  has  served  to 
the  detriment  of  some  employees  in  the  smaller  post  offices.  These 
were  post  offices  that  have  a  peakload  usually  from  5  o’clock  in  the 
morning  until  about  8.  Likewise  they  have  the  same  people  over  in 
the  evening.  And  I  can  cite  any  number  of  post  offices.  One  had 
six  substitutes  in  the  clerical  and  these  six  substitutes  were  working 
from  5  to  8  every  morning  and  they  were  likewise  working  each  evening 
and  as  a  result  they  made  about  40  hours.  As  a  result  of  this  law 
we  can  only  utilize  them  during  one  of  these  periods,  so  these  employees 
are  only  making  about  18  hours  a  week  as  a  result  of  this,  and  we  have 
had  to  add  six  employees  to  this  particular  office. 

Now  this  is  multiplied  many  times  over  the  country.  While  I 
have  cited  one  exact  example,  this  is  multiplied  because  there  are 
hundreds  of  offices  just  like  the  one  I  have  mentioned. 

We  have  also  gone  into  these  offices  to  try  to  reschedule  regular 
employees  to  reduce  or  eliminate  the  need  for  these  part-time  employ¬ 
ees  in  the  morning  and  in  the  evening.  In  some  cases  we  have  been 
able  to  overcome  it  but  not  in  all.  So  it  is  a  very  real  problem. 
And  yet  I  am  not  critical  of  the  provision  of  the  law,  which  certainly 
was  put  in  to  eliminate  abuses  in  some  of  the  other  offices. 

Mr.  Buchanan.  I  have  not  been  unaware  that  the  problem  existed 
and  I  would  rather  agree  this  was  not  part  of  the  intent  of  Congress, 
in  my  judgment,  or  this  committee,  to  create  this  situation.  But  I 
wanted  to  make  certain  in  your  judgment  Mr.  Olsen’s  provision 
would  be  sufficient  to  in  the  main  solve  this  problem,  that  there  is 
nothing  else  we  needed  to  do. 

Mr.  Murphy.  I  do  want  to  emphasize  what  John  has  said  here. 
We  do  not  believe  that  the  provision  that  no  employee  should  be 
worked  more  than  12  hours  a  day  should  be  changed.  That  is  sound 
and  good  progressive  social  policy.  I  do  believe  the  point  Mr.  Olsen 
is  talking  about.,  and  the  point  we  would  go  along  with — is  what 
Mr.  Swygert  explained,  that  is  the  limitation  of  the  12-hour  span — 
which  results  in  only  2  or  3  hours’  work  a  day  for  some  employees 
and  they  are  prohibited  from  working  beyond.  It  was  well  intended 
but  the  way  it  worked  out  has  caused  problems  and  we  have  gotten 
complaints  and  I  am  sure  you  have,  too. 

Mr.  Udall.  The  gentlemen  from  New  Jersey,  Mr.  Krebs. 

Air.  Krebs.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  feel  compelled  to  say  that  in  view 
of  the  testimony  contained  in  Mr.  Murphy’s  statement  I  believe  we 
ought  to  be  protected  in  the  right  to  confront  Mr.  Murphy  at  some 
future  time.  It  is  impossible  for  me  to  assimilate  these  22  pages  of 
testimony  in  this  short  period. 

Mr.  Udall.  If  the  gentleman  will  yield,  there  is  no  intention  to 
restrict  the  very  diligent  member,  who  knows  the  high  esteem  I  have 
for  him.  I  don’t  think  anyone  was  attempting  to  prevent  discussion. 
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The  Chair’s  philosophy  is  we  have  to  have  a  start  on  this  and  until 
we  have  heard  from  Mr.  Macy  and  the  Post  Office  Department,  we 
can’t  begin  and  the  gentleman  will  be  fully  protected  to  make  any 
inquiries  before  we  begin  to  write  a  bill. 

Mr.  Murphy.  I  would  be  delighted  to  appear  any  time. 

Mr.  Krebs.  I  thank  the  Chairman  and  Mr.  Murphy,  and  I  am  sure 
it  isn’t  necessary  to  say  that  the  feeling  is  mutual. 

I  want  to  thank  you  also  for  the  amount  of  effort  you  put  in  your 
testimony  and  for  coming  here  to  give  it  to  us.  I  do  have  a  few 
questions. 

First  of  all,  I  saw  you  sitting  in  the  audience  yesterday  while  I  was 
questioning  Mr.  Macy  and  I  want  to  say  my  economic  viewpoint 
hasn’t  changed  very  much  since  yesterday  afternoon.  I  still  feel  that 
way  and  I  ask  you  how  you  feel  about  the  points  I  made  to  him 
yesterday? 

Mr.  Murphy.  I  feel  this  way,  Mr.  Krebs:  I  think  the  President  is 
trying  diligently  to  try  to  prevent  growth  of  inflation  in  this  country 
which  would  have  an  adverse  effect  on  the  real  earnings  of  the  rank- 
and-file  people.  In  addition,  he  is  trying  to  finance  a  serious  situation 
in  Vietnam  in  an  attempt  to  win  an  honorable  and  decent  peace. 
It’s  a  costly  affair. 

At  the  same  time  he  is  attempting  to  finance  many  of  what  I 
consider  to  be  essential  items  of  the  Great  Society,  and  at  the  same 
time  to  take  progressive  steps  for  on-going  programs  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment,  to  expand  them  within  that  framework  with  all  the  problems 
we  have  to  face. 

He  has  made  repeated  appeals  to  industry  and  labor  to  try  to  ex¬ 
ercise  restraint.  He  has  taken  rather  drastic  action  in  regard  to 
aluminum  and  copper  and  a  few  other  industries  where  they  have 
suggested  price  increases  not  in  the  national  interest,  and  I  think  he 
has  attempted  to  apply  the  guidelines  in  both  prices  and  wages,  so 
I  don’t  think  it’s  a  one-sided - 

Mr.  Krebs.  May  I  ask  this:  Do  I  have  a  10-minute  limit? 

Mr.  Udall.  We  are  applying  the  10-minute  limit.  However, 
in  view  of  the  attendance,  I  think  there  will  be  opportunity  for 
seconds.  The  chairman  had  reserved  for  himself  4  minutes  and  I 
now  yield  you  those  4  minutes. 

Mr.  Krebs.  Thank  you. 

I  agree  we  ought  to  be  on  guard  against  the  threat  of  inflation. 
Other  needs  we  didn’t  agree  on.  The  Great  Society  is  something  I 
voted  on  in  the  89th  Congress  and  I  am  proud  of  my  record.  I  don’t 
believe  you  can  adequately  control  inflation  and  finance  the  Vietnam 
situation  by  imposing  a  3.2  limitation  in  increase  on  direct  wages  and 
fringe  benefits  of  the  Federal  service  worker,  and  at  the  same  time 
allow  corporations  like  General  Motors  to  increase  their  profits  for 
the  last  quarter  of  1965  over  1964  by  65  percent — or  Ford  by  61 — nor 
the  dividends  paid  to  stockholders.  Pick  up  the  Wall  Street  Journal 
or  Washington  Post  and  every  day  there  are  pronouncements  about 
recordmaking  dividends  paid  to  stockholders  after  taxes.  I  want  to 
say  to  you  the  figures  for  these  corporations  are  after  taxes. 

It  seems  to  me  if  we  have  inflation  hovering  over  our  heads  we 
ought  to  take  complete  and  comprehensive  steps  to  cope  with  it.  I 
ask  you  if  you  agree  or  disagree  with  my  notion  that  you  can’t  control 
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inflation  by  limiting  the  increase  to  the  Federal  civil  service  employees 
and  not  dealing  with  the  other  aspects  of  our  economy? 

Mr.  Murphy.  I  think  you  have  to  deal  with  all  aspects,  and  I  think 
the  President  is  in  agreement,  that  is  his  philosophy,  he’s  been  attempt¬ 
ing  to  do  this,  and  I  think  in  expert  fashion.  Generally  when  he 
takes  action  they  say  we  ought  to  control  others. 

Mr.  Krebs.  I  say  what  we  ought  to  do  is  sit  down  and  discuss  it, 
work  out  planning  that  applies  to  the  whole  problem,  invoke  it  simul¬ 
taneously,  and  not  limit  civil  service  employees  to  3.2  increase,  but  in 
toto.  On  the  question  of  Vietnam  no  one  would  argue  for  a  minute. 
We  are  all  willing  to  make  sacrifices.  We  should  all  make  them  but  I 
don’t  believe  that  is  being  done  where  the  overwhelming  majority  are 
enjoying  the  fruits  of  our  great  wealth  and  the  productivity  of  this 
country. 

Also,  you  made  one  point  I  would  like  to  address  myself  to.  You 
referred  to  continuous  process  industries.  It  is  your  sincere  conviction 
the  post  office  is  a  continuous  process  industry? 

Mr.  Murphy.  Yes,  sir.  We  attempted  to  give  our  viewpoint  on 
that  last  year  when  testifying  on  questions  of  overtime.  We  showed 
that  certainly  that  is  the  case  of  Saturday,  and  on  Sunday  I  believe 
our  work  force  is  about  20  percent. 

Mr.  Krebs.  My  office  is  in  the  Federal  Building  in  Newark,  N.J., 
and  the  post  office  is  on  the  first  and  second  and  probably  the  third 
floor.  I  tried  to  buy  a  postage  stamp  on  several  Saturdays  at  12:05 
p.m.,  and  nobody  was  available.  I  have  tried  to  send  registered  letters 
and  no  one  was  available  and  I  had  to  drive  to  33d  and  8th  Avenue 
in  New  York  to  send  a  registered  letter. 

Are  you  trying  to  compare  this  with  the  fire  department  or  police 
department  or  perhaps  a  hospital  where  they  work  24  hours  a  day 
7  days  a  week?  I  am  not  asking  that  you  agree  we  call  a  continuous 
process  industry  one  where  a  fellow  takes  care  of  the  boiler,  for 
example,  and  he  works  7  days  a  week.  Do  you  honestly  want  us 
to  believe  that  you  are  telling  this  committee  that  the  overwhelming 
number  work  around  the  clock  7  days  a  week? 

Mr.  Murphy.  Sixty-six  and  two-thirds  percent  work  on  Saturday. 

Mr.  Krebs.  How  long? 

Mr.  Murphy.  I  ask  permission  to  supply  that  for  the  record. 

Mr.  Krebs.  Where  were  they  when  I  went  there,  I  would  like  to 
know? 

Mr.  Murphy.  Probably  on  RPO  cars,  working  in  the  terminal 
facility,  or  working  the  routes. 

Mr.  Krebs.  I  wish  you  would  supply  the  official  records.  I 
am  sure  they  would  be  enlightening  because  I  haven’t  seen  the 
workers  there,  and  I  go  into  the  back  of  the  building  to  get  to  the 
parking  lot. 

I  remember  the  schedule  for  years  for  picking  up  mail.  I  have 
worked  across  the  country,  and  there  is  not  nearly  as  much  pickup 
on  Saturday  or  Sunday  as  Monday  through  Friday. 

Mr.  Murphy.  No  question  about  that. 

Mr.  Krebs.  And  I  put  letters  in  the  mailbox  on  Sunday  that 
have  laid  there  until  Monday,  because  they  are  postmarked  on 
Monday,  the  cancellation  date.  I  think  it  would  be  good  to  submit 
that  information.  I  would  appreciate  that. 

Mr.  Udall.  Without  objection,  it  will  appear  at  this  point. 

(The  material  referred  to  follows:) 
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Participation  of  Work  Force  in  Mail  Activities  on  Saturdays  and  Sundays 

1.  Clerks  and  mail  handlers  on  8-hour  tours:  66  percent  on  Saturday;  25 
percent  on  Sunday. 

2.  Letter  carriers  on  8-hour  tours:  80  percent  on  Saturday;  3  percent  on 
Sunday. 

Mr.  Krebs.  You  also  use  a  yardstick  on  page  14  of  your  testimony 
that  I  can’t  agree  with.  You  refer  to  a  study  that  you  used  for 
comparative  purposes,  “Supplementary  Compensation  for  Non¬ 
production  Workers.” 

Is  it  your  belief  that  the  Post  Office  workers  in  the  full  sense  are 
not  manual  or  productive  workers  as  distinguished  from  office  and 
clerical  workers?  That  is  what  the  distinction  really  is. 

Mr.  Murphy.  I  think  we  used  varying  figures.  In  some  cases  we 
used — on  page  5  I  think  we  did — production  workers. 

Mr.  Krebs.  I  am  talking  about  this  specific  authority  you  are 
quoting  here.  It  is  my  honest  judgment  in  large  measure  postal 
workers  are  truly  productive  or  manual. 

Mr.  A-Iurphy.  I  think  they  are  more  so  than  any  other  type  in  the 
Federal  Government. 

Mr.  Krebs.  When  we  compare  wages  or  benefits  with  other  non¬ 
production  we  are  not  making  a  fair  equity  comparison. 

Mr.  Murphy.  As  to  white-collar  workers,  they  are  sort  of  in 
between — — 

Mr.  Krebs.  You  mean  to  tell  me  that  the  men  on  trucks,  or  the 
ones  who  sort,  or  deliver,  or  the  fellows  who  take  care  of  registered 
delivery,  are  white-collar  workers? 

Mr.  Murphy.  I  will  say  our  people  have  always  felt  themselves 
above  the  blue  collar  and  I  would  fully  agree  in  terms  of  level  of 
responsibility  and  knowledge  required  for  the  job,  so  I  don’t  think  it 
is  fair  to  say  that  for  this  single  purpose  they  are  production  workers. 

Mr.  Krebs.  This  is  not  an  attempt  to  demean  the  importance  of 
the  work  they  do.  I  am  reminded  of  a  friend  of  mine,  an  aircraft 
mechanic.  He  has  an  A.  &  E.  license  issued  by  the  Government,  lots 
of  skill  and  training,  but  he  doesn’t  consider  himself  white  collar. 
He  is  blue  collar.  And  there  are  tool  and  die  people,  for  example, 
and  nobody  looks  down  their  noses  at  them,  and  I  don’t  think  they 
do  at  the  postal  workers. 

Mr.  Murphy.  This  goes  back  to  the  old  problem  of  comparability, 
what  the  postal  worker  is  equal  to.  I  think  we  have  arrived  at  the 
conclusion  they  are  unique,  they  are  not  equal  to  anything  else  in 
private  industry  and  for  that  reason  we  don’t  equate  them  with 
production  or  nonproduction. 

Mr.  Krebs.  Why  did  you  use  studies  that  deal  with  the  lowest 
element? 

Mr.  Murphy.  I  didn’t.  Look  on  page  5. 

Mr.  Krebs.  Page  5  is  one  of  the  pages  I  intend  to  ask  about  later. 
I  was  delayed  in  arriving  and  you  were  up  to  page  5  when  I  got  here, 
but  I  will  get  to  it. 

You  also  deal  with  the  Fair  Labor  Standards  Act.  Do  you  know 
you  have  to  be  engaged  as  an  industry  in  interstate  commerce  before 
you  come  within  its  purview,  and  don’t  you  think  that  changes  the 
import  of  the  figures  you  use  in  your  testimony  that  only  29  million 
workers  are  covered  by  the  Fair  Labor  Standards  Act? 

Mr.  Murphy.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  my - 


FEDERAL  SALARIES  AND  FRINGE  BENEFITS 


53 


Mr.  Krebs.  I  don’t  mean  to  be  impolite  and  interrupt,  but  when 
you  come  in  here  and  say  workers  enjoying  benefits  under  the  act,  the 
29  million  out  of  69  million  cases,  this  is  not  so  broadly  prevalent  as  one 
may  think.  I  think  you  should  say  in  order  to  make  this  equity 
presentation  support  your  point  of  view  that  this  is  partly  due  to  the 
fact  that  under  the  lack  of  authority  of  the  Federal  Government  to 
legislate  for  strictly  intrastate,  like  the  service  employees  who  consti¬ 
tute  the  largest  part  of  the  69  million  workers  are  workers  not  involved 
within  the  meaning  of  interstate  commerce,  within  the  meaning  of  the 
act.  So  I  think  you  ought  to  point  out  the  significance  of  this  29 
million  enjoying  certain  benefits  is  not  nearly  so  important  as  one 
might  gather — do  you  agree? 

Mr.  Murphy.  I  think  that  the  law,  the  Davis-Bacon,  Walsh- 
Healey,  the  Classification  Act,  what  have  you,  all  clearly  provide - • 

Mr.  Krebs.  But  again  these  are  only  applicable  to  workers  in¬ 
volved  in  interstate  commerce,  and  the  overwhelming  number  are  not 
involved  in  interstate  commerce  and  therefore  not  entitled  to  come 
under  this  law.  This  is  what  you  have  to  put  on  the  record.  That’s 
why  I  now  ask  you  to  say  you  used  statistics  to  bolster  your  argu¬ 
ment — but  you  used  them  anyway. 

Mr.  Murphy.  Not  at  all.  I  have  to  say  on  balance. 

Mr.  Krebs.  Well,  OK.  Page  19  of  your  statement,  according  to 
the  Bureau  of  National  Affairs,  90  percent  specified  certain  things, 
but  you  went  on  to  dismiss  it  as  not  being  germane  to  invoke  here. 

Mr.  Murphy.  The  reason  is,  I  would  have  no  hesitancy  in  equating 
our  regular  with  the  employees  in  BNA’s  study,  but  I  say  there  is  a 
difference  between  the  regular  employee  and  substitute.  The  sub¬ 
stitute,  in  meeting  peak  loads,  has  to  be  in  the  nature  of  an  on-call 
employee.  To  restrict  management  to  paying  substitutes  overtime 
over  8  hours  in  a  day,  when  frequently  we  have  to  work  them  9  or  10, 
is  overly  restricting  the  flexibility  which  we  need. 

Mr.  Krebs.  I  have  a  diametrically  opposite  point  of  view.  It 
seems  to  me  because  they  only  work  part  time  and  because  they  don’t 
enjoy  the  fruits  of  a  full  week’s  pay  and  enjoy  all  the  benefits,  this 
ought  to  be  added  reason  for  giving  them  the  same  conditions  as 
people  who  work  on  a  full-time  schedule.  It  seems  to  me  that  the 
question  of  morale  is  something  that  you  have  not  mentioned  in  your 
testimony — I  am  sure  you  haven’t  overlooked  it — but  do  you  think 
it  makes  for  more  harmony  and  productivity  in  the  shop  to  be  paying 
one  group  for  work  in  compensation  of  8  hours  and  not  the  other, 
when  they  are  doing  the  same  precise  work?  I  think  this  is  the 
yardstick  to  be  applied. 

Mr.  Murphy.  I  think  in  terms  of  the  essential  nature  of  the  subs 
that  over  40  hours  in  the  week  is  the  most  meaningful  standard  for 
overtime  pay  and  what  you  are  actually  proposing  might  actually  end 
up  reducing  the  hours  worked  because  management,  if  they  are  going 
to  have  a  choice  of  working  a  man  at  his  premium  rate  or  using  some¬ 
one  else  is  generally  going  to  take  the  second  option.  Because  of  the 
uneven  nature  of  the  sub’s  daily  workload,  if  he  doesn’t  get  to  work  10 
hours  some  days,  he  is  probably  going  to  be  sure  to  be  worked  less 
than  40  hours  a  week— and  the  very  people  you  are  trying  to  help  are 
going  to  end  up  being  hurt. 

Mr.  Krebs.  This  is  true  and  only  confirms  my  point,  that  the 
philosophy  of  the  employment  policy  of  the  Post  Office  prevails  in 
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this  case.  If  you  changed  the  philosophy  and  didn’t  lay  them  off 
and  they  work  less  than  the  needed  number  of  hours  to  avoid  paying 
premium  benefits  you  wouldn’t  have  this  problem. 

I  might  say  it  might  be  advisable  to  start  using  substitutes  to 
provide  the  labor  that  you  need  and  not  to  pay  one  group  overtime 
to  avoid  paying  another  overtime.  I  think  if  you  put  the  emphasis 
on  that  aspect  you  would  eliminate  a  lot  of  the  problem. 

Mr.  Murphy.  We  are  working  a  lot  of  substitutes  overtime  hours 
right  now.  Mr.  Swygert  can  testify  to  that.  We  do  pay  quite  a  bit 
of  overtime  to  regular  employees.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  we  caught  a 
little  of  the  dickens  about  paying  as  much  overtime  as  we  do.  We 
know  in  many  cases  it’s  cheaper  to  have  the  Post  Office  in  the  long 
run  working  a  regular  employee  and  paying  overtime  than  having 
an  inexperienced  employee  doing  it  at  straight  time.  This  varies 
from  post  office  to  post  office  and  employee  to  employee.  I  agree 
in  many  cases  it  is  cheaper  to  work  a  regular  employee  and  pay 
overtime. 

Mr.  Krebs.  Let  me  ask  you  one  closing  question.  Do  you  believe 
that  the  services  the  substitutes  provide  for  their  x  dollars  and 
cents  an  hour  are  any  less  valuable  and  any  less  important  than  the 
services  provided  by  the  regular  employee? 

Mr.  Murphy.  I  think  all  are  extremely  important. 

Mr.  Krebs.  Does  one  work  harder? 

Mr.  Murphy.  One  may  work  less  efficiently.  I  think  the  regular 
employee  is,  generally  speaking,  more  efficient  and  that  is  the  reason 
I  made  my  comment. 

Air.  Krebs.  To  try  to  get— what  is  it,  600,000  employees  in  the 
Post  Office? 

Mr.  Murphy.  About  630,000. 

Mr.  Krebs.  To  try  to  get  work  equally  efficiently  is  like  the  State 
legislatures  to  try  to  reapportion  the  congressional  districts  in  any 
State.  You  can’t  with  absolute  equity  redistribute  any  districts  in 
the  State. 

I  have  no  further  questions. 

Mr.  Udall.  The  gentleman  from  Michigan,  Mr.  Clevenger. 

Mr.  Clevenger.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  be  happy  to  loan  my  time 
to  my  colleague  if  he  wants  to  ask  more  questions.  He  has  more 
difficulty,  apparently,  with  postal  people  in  New  Jersey  than  I  have 
in  Michigan.  At  5  after  12  on  Saturday  there  is  a  little  back  door 
that  you  knock  on  and  you  can  buy  a  stamp  and  you  can  even  get  a 
cup  of  coffee.  [Laughter.] 

Mr.  Murphy  has  presented  an  excellent  statement  and  has  pointed 
out  the  great  difficulties  they  have. 

I  have  no  questions. 

Mr.  Udall.  Any  further  questions?  If  not,  the  chairman  will  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  a  letter  from  Chairman  Macy,  dated  March  7, 
directed  to  Chairman  Murray  of  the  full  committee  commenting  on 
some  bills  before  us  appear  in  the  record  at  this  point. 

Without  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

(The  letter  referred  to  follows :) 
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U.S.  Civil  Service  Commission, 

Washington,  D.C.,  March  7,  1966. 

Hon.  Tom  Murray, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service, 

House  of  Representatives,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman:  This  is  in  further  response  to  your  request  for  the 
Commission’s  views  on  H.R.  12094,  H.R.  12326,  H.R.  12489,  H.R.  12240,  H.R. 
12288,  H.R.  12838,  and  H.R.  12924,  to  adjust  the  rates  of  basic  compensation  of 
certain  officers  and  employees  of  the  Federal  Government,  and  for  other  purposes. 

The  Commission  opposes  enactment  of  these  bills.  The  following  comments 
are  confined  to  the  principal  provisions  of  all  the  bills  for  a  general  7-percent 
Federal  salary  increase. 

There  are  certain  minor  discrepancies  in  the  pay  schedules  of  these  bills.  H.R. 
12838  differs  from  the  others  in  proposing  higher  rates  for  level  PFS-6  and  all 
the  levels  above  6  in  the  postal  field  service  schedule.  The  bills  also  propose  a 
variety  of  increases  in  rates  of  premium  pay  for  postal  employees  which  do  not 
appear  warranted. 

The  Commission’s  overriding  concern,  however,  is  with  the  general  proposition 
of  an  across-the-board  7-percent  Federal  pay  raise.  An  increase  of  this  nature 
would  be  contrary  to  the  statutory  policy  for  Federal  salary  levels.  It  would 
also  be  in  excess  of  the  1966  wage  guidepost. 

The  Federal  Salary  Reform  Act  of  1962  establishes  two  principles  for  Federal 
statutory  salary  schedules: 

Equal  pay  for  substantially  equal  work,  and  pay  distinctions  appropriately 
reflecting  work  and  performance  distinctions. 

Salary  rates  comparable  to  those  in  private  enterprise  for  the  same  levels  of 
work. 


The  act  further  specifies  that  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  surveys  are  to  provide 
the  factual  information  about  salary  rates  in  private  firms  necessary  for  main¬ 
taining  Federal  salary  schedules  comparable  with  private  enterprise  pay. 

Comparisons  of  current  Federal  salaries  with  the  latest  Bureau  of  Labor  Statis¬ 
tics  survey  findings  released  in  November  1965  show  that  greater  salary  increases 
at  the  upper  Federal  grades  than  at  the  lower  grades  are  necessary  to  make  fully 
effective  the  statutory  comparability  principle.  The  specific  increases  that 
would  be  needed  for  this  purpose  range  from  none  at  all  at  grades  GS-1  to  20.1 
percent  at  GS-1S.  Other  examples  of  the  increases  called  for  are  2.4  percent  at 
GS-5  and  9.2  percent  at  GS-11.  Thus  a  7-percent  across-the-board  increase  is 
more  than  is  necessary  at  the  lower  grades  and  less  than  is  necessary  at  the  upper 
grades  to  carry  out  in  full  the  policy  of  Federal  saries  equivalent  to  pay  levels  in 
the  private  economy. 

In  the  interest  of  maintaining  stability  the  Council  of  Economic  Advisers 
established  a  rate  of  3.2  percent  as  the  1966  guidepost  for  noninflationary  increases 
in  compensation.  The  President’s  Economic  Report  stated  that  Federal  actions 
should  conform  to  this  guidepost. 

The  Commission  recommends  against  enactment  of  these  bills,  and  urges 
instead  prompt  enactment  of  the  President’s  1966  proposals  to  Congress  for 
increases  in  statutory  salary  schedules  coordinated  with  improvements  in  the 
civil  service  retirement  system  and  in  health  benefits. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  advises  that  from  the  standpoint  of  the  administra¬ 
tion’s  program  there  is  no  objection  to  the  submission  of  this  report. 

By  direction  of  the  Commission: 

Sincerely  yours, 

John  W.  Macy,  Jr.,  Chairman. 


Mr.  Udall.  The  next  meeting  of  this  subcommittee  will  be  at 
10  o’clock  tomorrow  morning  in  room  346  where  we  met  yesterday. 
The  subcommittee  will  stand  adjourned  until  then. 

(Thereupon,  at  11:25  the  subcommittee  was  adjourned,  to  recon¬ 
vene  at  10  a.m.,  Wednesday,  March  9,  1966,  in  room  346,  Cannon 
Building.) 
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WEDNESDAY,  MARCH  9,  1966 

House  of  Representatives, 

Subcommittee  on  Compensation  of  the 
Committee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service, 

Washington,  D.C. 

The  subcommittee  met  at  10  a.m.,  in  room  215,  Cannon  Building, 
Hon.  Morris  K.  Udall  (chairman  of  the  subcommittee)  presiding. 

Mr.  Udall.  The  Subcommittee  on  Compensation  will  come  to 
order  for  the  further  consideration  of  legislation  relating  to  Federal 
salaries  and  fringe  benefits. 

We  reserved  this  morning  for  the  testimony  of  Mr.  Jerome  J. 
Keating,  president  of  the  National  Association  of  Letter  Carriers. 

Mr.  Keating,  we  are  happy  to  have  you  here  with  your  fine  staff 
and  officers.  I  assume  you  will  identify  them  as  we  go  aloDg. 

Mr.  Keating.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

To  my  right  is  James  H.  Rademacher,  vice  president  of  the  National 
Association  of  Letter  Carriers;  next  to  him  is  J.  Stanly  Lewis,  our 
secretary- treasurer;  next  to  him  is  George  Bang,  our  director  of  life 
insurance;  and  at  the  end  of  the  table  is  James  P.  Deely,  director  of 
health  insurance.  On  my  left  is  J.  Don  Iverlin,  who  is  legislative 
consultant;  and  at  the  end  of  the  table  is  C.  N.  Coyle,  assistant 
secretary- treasurer. 

Mr.  Udall.  The  subcommittee  welcomes  all  of  you,  gentlemen. 

STATEMENT  OF  JEROME  J.  KEATING,  PRESIDENT,  NATIONAL 
ASSOCIATION  OF  LETTER  CARRIERS 

Mr.  Keating.  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  subcommittee, 
my  name  is  Jerome  J.  Keating.  I  am  president  of  the  National  Asso¬ 
ciation  of  Letter  Carriers,  an  organization  representing  180,000  letter 
carriers  located  in  every  State  of  the  Union,  the  District  of  Columbia, 
and  Puerto  Rico.  I  am  accompanied  this  morning  by  James  J. 
Rademacher,  vice  president;  J.  Stanly  Lewis,  secretary- treasurer; 
Charles  N.  Coyle,  assistant  secretary- treasurer;  George  A.  Bang, 
director  of  life  insurance;  James  P.  Deely,  director  of  health  insurance; 
and  J.  Don  Kerlin,  legislative  consultant. 

We  are  pleased  to  have  this  opportunity  to  testify  on  the  pending 
pay  legislation.  We  want  to  extend  our  thanks  to  Mr.  Udall  for 
promptly  scheduling  hearings  on  this  most  important  subject. 

We  also  want  to  express  our  thanks  to  President  Lyndon  Johnson 
for  maintaining  the  principle  of  annual  pay  recommendations.  This 
is  the  most  important  provision  of  the  1962  law.  Indeed,  it  is  because 
we  have  not  had  annual  increases  in  the  past  that  we  are  behind  at 
the  present  time. 
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We  want  to  express  our  thanks  to  Congressmen  Arnold  Olsen, 
Dominick  Daniels,  Glenn  Cunningham,  Paul  Krebs,  and  James 
Hanley,  of  this  committee  for  introducing  legislation  on  this  most 
important  subject.  Congressmen  William  Randall  and  Henry 
Helstoski  have  also  introduced  bills  for  pay  increases;  we  are  most 
grateful  to  them  for  this  action. 

Practically  all  of  the  bills  introduced  call  for  a  7-percent  pay  increase. 
We  believe  that  a  7-percent  pay  increase  is  fully  justified  at  this  time. 

There  are  different  provisions  on  other  matters  in  the  bills  that 
have  been  introduced,  particularly  in  overtime  provisions.  Most  of 
the  bills  call  for  overtime  for  postal  substitutes  after  8  hours’  work — 
this  we  favor.  The  Cunningham  bill  carries  the  provisions  of  the 
so-called  Dulski  amendment — this,  too,  has  our  hearty  endorsement. 
The  one  point  on  which  all  sponsors  agreed  was  that  a  pay  increase 
was  necessary. 

Meeting  at  Bal  Harbour,  Fla.,  on  February  25,  1966,  the  Executive 
Council  of  the  AFL-CIO  issued  the  following  statement: 

The  AFL-CIO  Executive  Council  firmly  believes  that  the  Federal  Government, 
the  largest  single  employer  in  the  Nation,  must  make  certain  its  employees  enjoy 
every  economic  and  social  advance  our  country  makes. 

Nearly  a  million  of  these  workers  are  members  of  the  AFL-CIO,  with  the  right 
to  bargain  on  matters  other  than  salaries  and  fringe  benefits.  But  these  unions 
cannot  bargain  on  wages,  so  the  importance  of  Government  proposals  for  improve¬ 
ments  in  salaries  and  other  benefits  has  more  than  ordinary  significance. 

We  are  concerned  over  the  failure  of  the  administration  to  propose  to  Congress 
measures  to  achieve  full,  current  comparability  between  private  industry  and 
Federal  Government  salaries  paid  postal  and  other  Federal  workers.  We  reaffirm 
this  position  as  pronounced  by  President  Meany  on  April  14,  1965,  as  a  member 
the  President’s  Special  Panel  on  Federal  Salaries. 

The  policy  of  comparability  between  Federal  and  private  industry  rates  remains 
only  a  promise;  it  must  become  a  reality. 

With  this  we  are  in  hearty  agreement.  In  our  efforts  to  secure 
proper  pay  adjustments,  we  have  met  with  many  obstacles.  In  the 
past  we  have  encountered  Presidential  vetoes,  and  delays  of  many 
sorts.  Since  1962  we  have  labored  under  a  comparability  system 
that  does  not  provide  proper  comparability  for  letter  carriers — and, 
in  addition  to  the  restrictions  of  an  inadequate  comparability,  we 
now  have  binds  imposed  by  the  guidelines. 

An  excerpt  from,  the  Annual  Report  of  the  Council  of  Economic 
Advisers,  January  1963,  titled  “Guideposts  for  Noninflationary  Wage 
and  Price  Behavior”  reads  in  part  as  follows: 

*  *  *  These  guideposts  were  designed  to  provide  standards  for  evaluating 
these  price  and  wage  decisions  where  the  public  has  an  interest  in  their  content 
and  consequences.  They  cannot,  and  should  not,  replace  the  normal  processes 
of  free  private  decisions  and  negotiations. 

As  the  margin  of  unemployed  labor  and  idle  capital  narrows,  and  as  markets 
for  goods  and  services  become  tighter,  the  guideposts  will  gain  in  importance. 
They  are  restated  here  in  the  belief  that  an  enlightened  public  understanding  of 
the  nature  and  causes  of  inflation  would  be  an  additional  force  minimizing  any 
inflationary  threats  in  the  years  ahead. 

The  guideposts  themselves  involve  general  guides  for  noninflationary  wage 
and  price  behavior,  subject,  in  each  case,  to  a  number  of  important  and  specific 
qualifications  required  by  the  objectives  of  equity  and  efficiency. 

The  general  guide  for  wages  is  that  “the  rate  of  increase  in  wage  rates  (includ¬ 
ing  fringe  benefits)  in  each  industry  be  equal  to  the  trend  rate  of  overall  produc¬ 
tivity  increase.” 

Under  these  conditions  the  gain  from  increases  in  productivity  throughout  the 
economy  would  be  shared  between  wage  and  nonwage  incomes  by  allowing  each  to 
grow  at  the  same  percentage  rate.  Each  sector  of  economic  life  would  share  in  the 
gains  of  advancing  productivity. 
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The  AFL-CIO  Executive  Council,  meeting  at  Bal  Harbour,  Fla., 
on  February  26,  1966,  had  the  following  to  say  on  “The  Wage  Guide¬ 
line.” 

Organized  labor  has  consistently  opposed  the  Government’s  wage  guideline 
policy  as  unfair  and  unworkable.  The  President’s  Council  of  Economic  Advisers 
has  now  provided  an  additional  reason  for  opposition. 

By  discarding  its  own  rules  for  calculating  the  wage  guideline,  in  a  flagrant  effort 
to  keep  it  low,  the  Council  of  Economic  Advisers  has  destroyed  the  guideline’s 
credibility,  has  helped  to  accelerate  the  shift  of  incomes  away  from  wage  and 
salary  earners  to  other  groups  in  the  economy,  and  has  added  to  imbalances  that 
can  undermine  healthy  economic  growth.  Neither  trade  unionists  nor  members 
of  the  public  at  large  can  be  expected  to  accept  such  a  one-sided  shift  in  the 
method  of  arriving  at  the  guideline  figure. 

We  do  not  believe  that  price  stability  is  a  top  priority  goal  to  which  workers’ 
equity  must  be  sacrificed. 

In  3  of  the  past  4  years  of  the  Government’s  wage  guideline,  the  actual  rise  of 
productivity  in  the  private  economy  was  substantially  greater  than  the  guideline 
for  wages.  To  permit  the  guideline  to  rise  to  3.6  percent  this  year — as  the  Coun¬ 
cil  of  Economic  Advisers’  own  rules  would  have  required^ — would  merely  partly 
offset  the  wage  deficits  in  the  years  from  1962  through  1964,  when  the  guideline 
was  substantially  below  the  rise  of  productivity.  By  discarding  its  rules  now,  in 
order  to  maintain  a  3.2-percent  figure,  the  Council  of  Economic  Advisers  has 
clearly  violated  any  standard  of  equity. 

There  are  built-in  restraints  in  the  determination  of  wages  that  are  not  present 
in  other  economic  factors.  In  unorganized  companies,  wages  are  set  unilaterally 
by  the  employer.  Where  employees  are  represented  by  unions,  wages  are  deter¬ 
mined  jointly,  through  collective  bargaining,  with  the  restraint  of  employer  re¬ 
sistance.  In  addition,  millions  of  employees  in  major  industries  are  covered  by 
long-term  agreements,  that  provide  extensive  periods  of  time  before  they  are 
subject  to  renegotiation.  On  the  other  hand,  prices  in  several  key  industries  are 
effectively  set  by  a  few  top  executives  of  the  dominant  corporations  and  in  many 
other  industries,  prices  respond  to  immediate  market  opportunities,  with  little  if 
any  regard  for  costs. 

Moreover,  there  is  no  evidence  of  general  wage-cost  pressures  on  the  price  level. 
In  his  recent  Economic  Report,  the  President  stated  that  unit  labor  costs  in  the 
national  economy  “have  barely  moved  as  gains  in  productivity  have  largely 
offset  moderate  increases  in  hourly  labor  costs.”  In  addition,  in  the  key  manu¬ 
facturing  sector,  unit  labor  costs  have  been  in  a  declining  trend  since  1960  and 
the  Economic  Report  shows  that  such  costs  declined  eight-tenths  of  1  percent 
last  year. 

Despite  this  record  of  relatively  stable  unit  labor  costs  in  the  economy  as  a 
whole  and  declining  costs  of  labor  per  unit  in  manufacturing,  the  level  of  consumer 
prices  has  risen  over  1  percent  per  year  in  recent  years — -washing  out  part  of  the 
value  of  wage  and  salary  gains.  But  the  wage  guideline  takes  no  account  of  the 
rise  in  living  costs,  a  factor  of  major  importance  to  workers. 

By  not  taking  increased  living  costs  into  account,  the  CEA  has  further  short¬ 
changed  the  workers  since  a  3.2  percent  guideline  increase  does  not  translate  into 
a  3.2  percent  increase  in  buying  power. 

During  the  past  10  years,  the  buying  power  of  wages  has  lagged  behind  the  rise 
of  the  economy’s  productivity.  From  1960  to  1965,  for  example,  when  output 
per  man-hour  in  the  total  private  economy  rose  at  an  average  yearly  rate  of  3.6 
percent,  the  buying  power  of  employee  compensation  per  hour,  in  the  private 
economy  increased  only  2.9  percent  per  year.  This  lag  reveals  a  continuing  shift 
of  income,  away  from  wage  and  salary  earners  to  other  groups  in  the  economy. 

While  workers’  buying  power  has  been  lagging  behind  the  increase  of  produc¬ 
tivity,  profits  and  dividends  have  been  rising,  much  faster  than  employee  compen¬ 
sation.  In  1965,  for  example,  corporate  profits  rose  15  percent  before  taxes  and 
20  percent  after  taxes,  more  than  twice  as  fast  as  total  wage  and  salary  payments. 
Last  year,  General  Motors’  profits  reached  a  spectacular  $2.1  billion  after  taxes, 
up  23  percent  from  1964.  However,  there  are  no  Government  guidelines  for 
profits  or  dividends. 

The  economy  needs  a  rapid  restoration  of  balance  between  business  profits 
and  workers’  buying  power,  rather  than  an  increasingly  unbalanced  lag  of  wages 
and  salaries  behind  profits  and  dividends. 

Only  through  such  a  restoration  can  we  insure  the  Nation’s  ability  to  purchase 
the  goods  and  services  of  our  rapidly  expanding  productive  capacity. 

60-359—66 - 5 
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This  is  the  statement  of  AFL-CIO  to  which  we  entirely  agree  on 
the  subject  of  guidelines. 

We,  too,  agree  that  industries,  whether  private  or  governmental, 
where  guidelines  are  effective,  suffer  in  comparison  to  other  workers 
and  to  other  segments  of  the  economy. 

Business  Week,  commenting  on  statements  made  by  the  Nation’s 
leading  economists,  included  the  following  statement  of  Leon  Keyser- 
ling,  formerly  economic  adviser  of  President  Truman.  In  this  quote 
he  was  referring  to  the  tax  reductions: 

“The  cuts,”  said  Keyserling,  now  president  of  the  Conference  on  Economic 
Progress,  were  “improperly  designed  structurally,  because  they  did  not  put  the 
additional  purchasing  power  where  most  needed.”  He  was  similarly  scathing 
about  wage-price  guideposts,  which  “have  been  stacked  to  feed  the  fat  and  starve 
the  lean.”  He  would  have  preferred  an  excess  profits  tax. 

The  rate  of  Government  pay  increases  has  lagged  behind  industry 
for  a  great  many  years.  The  industry  pay  increases  are  slow;  the 
Government  pay  increases  are  slower.  We  have  constantly  been 
compelled  to  settle  for  lesser  amounts  than  those  we  have  been  able 
to  justify. 

Last  year  we  received  a  3.6  percent  pay  increase.  Others  received 
more.  The  clipping  from  the  Milwaukee  Journal  tells  a  story  of  those 
who  fared  well. 

United  States  Points  to  Big  Wage  Boosts  Here 

The  Labor  Department,  in  its  campaign  for  restraint  in  wage  increases,  re¬ 
ported  Thursday  that  electricians’  wages  rose  7.8  percent  and  plumbers’  5.7  per¬ 
cent  in  the  Milwaukee  area  last  year. 

The  same  increases  had  been  reported  earlier  in  cents  per  hour,  but  this  was 
the  first  time  that  percentages  for  this  area  had  been  pointed  out  by  the  Depart¬ 
ment’s  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics. 

They  refer  to  the  16  wage  settlements  with  raises  ranging  between 
5.1  and  8.3  percent.  None  of  these  were  in  Milwaukee,  but  there  are 
many  wage  increases  that  were  way  above  the  pay  increases  Govern¬ 
ment  people  have  received. 

We  have  a  chart  here  on  the  easel.  You  probably  can’t  read  it,  but 
you  have  a  print  of  it.  You  will  see  that  these  are  the  annual  rate  in¬ 
creases  of  wage  scales  and  benefits  in  selected  major  building  trades 
settlements  in  1965. 

These  are  taken  from  BLS  statistics.  Philadelphia  carpenters  got 
4.3,  Chicago  carpenters  5.1,  Chicago  sheetmetal  workers  5.2,  eastern 
Washington  and  northern  Idaho  carpenters  5.3,  and  so  on,  until  you 
get  up  to  northern  California  laborers,  7.8  percent.  A  great  many  of 
the  laborers  who  formerly  were  one  of  the  relatively  lower  paid  groups 
in  most  of  the  metropolitan  areas  of  the  country,  they  are  paid  more 
than  letter  carriers  today.  It  wasn’t  always  thus,  but  that  is  the 
situation  now. 

Mr.  Udall.  Mr.  Keating,  the  Chair  notices  in  your  statement 
there  are  several  of  these  charts  and  clippings  referred  to,  and  I  notice 
that  you  have  not  read  them  verbatim  or  each  entry  therein.  The 
Chair  would  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  clipping  and  the  chart 
in  each  case  appear  in  the  record  in  full  as  part  of  Mr.  Keating’s 
testimony. 

Without  objection,  so  ordered. 
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Mr.  Keating.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

(The  newspaper  clipping  and  table  are  as  follows:) 

[From  the  Milwaukee  Journal,  Feb.  24,  1966] 

United  States  Points  to  Big  Wage  Boosts  Here 

The  Labor  Department,  in  its  campaign  for  restraint  in  wage  increases,  reported 
Thursday  that  electricians’  wages  rose  7.8  percent  and  plumbers’  5.7  percent  in 
the  Milwaukee  area  last  year.  The  same  increases  had  been  reported  earlier  in 
cents  per  hour,  but  this  was  the  first  time  that  percentages  for  this  area  had  been 
pointed  out  by  the  Department’s  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics. 

The  Department  has  irked  organized  labor,  particularly  the  building  trade 
unions,  by  urging  it  to  hold  wage  boosts  within  the  Johnson  administration’s 
wage-price  formula  of  3.2  percent  a  year. 

The  administration  started  its  publicity  campaign  against  larger  increases  in 
the  building  trades  earlier  this  year  by  singling  out  16  wage  settlements  with 
raises  between  5.1  and  8.3  percent.  None  of  those  was  in  Milwaukee. 

A  spokesman  for  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  said  in  Chicago  Thursday  that 
percentages  would  be  used  hereafter  in  all  of  the  Bureau’s  quarterly  reports  on 
construction  wage  increases. 

The  report  issued  Friday  noted  that  the  raises  brought  Milwaukee  electricians 
to  $4.60  an  hour  and  plumbers  to  $4.62.  Building  laborers  got  a  4.5  percent 
increase  to  $3.48  an  hour,  painters  3.9  percent  to  $4.01,  plasterers  3.6  percent  to 
$4.27,  carpenters  3.6  percent  to  $4.26,  and  bricklayers  2.3  to  $4.46. 

Many  construction  unions  will  negotiate  new  labor  contracts  this  year.  Most 
agreements  in  the  Milwaukee  area  expire  May  31. 


Annual  rate  of  increase  in  wage  scales  and  benefits  in  selected  major  building  trades 

settlements,  1965 


Annual  rate  of  increase 
(percent) 

Situation 

1965 

settlements 

Previous 
settlement  in 
same 
situations 

Philadelphia  carpenters . .  _  _  _  _ 

4.3 

3  8 

5. 1 

3.9 
4  4 

Chicago  sheet  metal  workers . .  ___  _  __  _  _  _  _ 

5.  2 

Eastern  Washington  and  Northern  Idaho  carpenters.  .....  _  _  . 

5.3 

4.  7 

Western  Washington  building  laborers _ _  __  _ _ _ 

5.  4 

4  3 

Southern  California  carpenters _ __  _ _  _  _  _  -  - 

5.  4 

4  5 

Western  Washington  carpenters .  ...  .  .  . 

5.  4 

5.  0 

Southern  California  cement  masons _  _ 

5.  6 

4.  7 

5.  7 

5  1 

5.  7 

5  6 

Southern  California  building  laborers _  _  _ ___  _  _  _ 

5.8 

3.  4 

6.8 

6.  4 

Oregon  and  southwestern  Washington  carpenters.. _  _ 

6.  9 

4.  9 

Northern  California  laborers _  _  _ 

7.  8 

6.3 

8.  0 

4.0 

Northern  California  carpenters _ _ _  _  _ 

8.3 

6.4 

Mr.  Keating.  In  a  statement  submitted  to  the  Joint  Economic 
Committee  of  the  U.S.  Congress,  Arthur  M.  Ross,  Commissioner, 
Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics,  supplied  the  following  information: 

The  report  discusses  numerous  measures  of  compensation  and  attempts  to  show 
how  they  are  related.  For  contracts  negotiated  during  1965,  wage  increases 
scheduled  to  go  into  effect  within  12  months  from  the  date  of  settlement  averaged 
3.9  percent.  But  when  all  wage  increases  to  become  effective  during  the  life  of 
each  agreement  are  averaged  over  the  life  of  the  contract,  the  average  is  3.3  percent 
per  year.  Our  information  on  fringe  adjustments  is  not  good,  but  they  were 
probably  somewhat  greater  than  wage  adjustments.  We  do  know  that  union 
wage  scales  in  construction  rose  4.1  percent  between  mid-1964  and  mid-1965, 
while  increases  in  total  compensation  averaged  4.8  percent  for  that  industry. 
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While  union  wage  increases  during  1965  were  greater  than  in  previous  years,  this 
tendency  was  even  more  pronounced  in  the  case  of  nonunion  employment.  The 
southern  textile  industry,  for  example,  granted  three  rounds  of  wage  increases  in  a 
period  of  approximately  18  months.  We  also  find  that  earnings  for  a  selected 
group  of  occupations  have  been  rising  more  rapidly  in  the  less  unionized  areas  than 
in  the  more  highly  organized  areas. 

We  could  submit  numerous  illustrations  of  recent  pay  increases 
that  are  substantially  above  those  proposed  for  Federal  employees, 
and  substantially  above  those  provided  for  by  the  guidelines. 

We  have  reached  a  point  where  it  is  extremely  difficult  to  get 
employees  to  work  in  the  post  office.  There  are  large  sections  of  the 
country  where  recruitment  is  most  difficult.  Our  salaries  are  no  longer 
competitive  for  new  employees. 

I  would  like  to  call  your  attention  to  the  advertisement  circulated  in 
Oakland,  Calif.,  for  the  job  of  streetsweeper.  The  monthly  pay  for 
the  streetsweeper  in  the  city  of  Oakland  is  $490  a  month.  A  letter 
carrier  starting  gets  $431  a  month.  So  competitively  in  the  California 
area,  as  Congressman  Wilson,  I  am  sure,  well  knows,  it  is  almost 
impossible  to  recruit  postal  employees,  because  the  streetsweeper  gets 
$490  a  month  to  start,  the  post  office  is  expected  to  hire  people  for 
$431  a  month. 

(The  advertisement  is  as  follows :) 
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SALARY  RANGE:  $490  per  month 


•THE  POSITION 


Employment  opportunities  tor  mature,  responsible,  and 
dependable  men.  The  work  involves  heavy  manual  labor 
keeping  the  streets  swept.  All  open  positions  in  this  class 
are  in  the  Street  and  Engineering  Department. 


REQUIREMENTS  FOR  APPLICATION 


Education  and  Experience:  Completion  of  the  eighth  grade  and  one  year  of 
recent,  steady,  laboring  experience. 


APPLICANTS  MUST  BE  RESIDENTS  OF  ALAMEDA  COUNTY. 


STREET  SWEEPER 


THE  EXAMINATION 


The  examination  will  consist  of  three  parts,  weighted  as.  follows; 


Physical  Agility  Test . v . Qualifying 

Written  Test . 50% 

Personal  Interview . 50% 


Candidates  must  earn  a  score  of  at  Jeast  70  in  each  phase  of  the  examination  to  place  on  the  eligible 
list. 

The  written  test  may  measure  the  candidate's  knowledge  of  safety  and  .  first  aid;,  ability  to  follow 
written  and  oral  instructions;  ability  to  work  independently  and  with  others;  and  ability  to  maintain 
good  public  relations. 

The  personal  interview  will -.be  an  appraisal  of  the  candidate's  background  and  personal  qualify 
cations. 


CLOSING  DATE  FOR  FILING  APPLICATIONS:  DATE  OF  EXAMINATION: 


Friday/  February  18,.  1966,  4:00  p.m.  Friday  and  Saturday,  March  11  and  12,  1966 

Hours  as  assigned. 


NOTE:  YOU  MUST  APPEAR  IN  PERSON  TO  FILE  AN  APPLICATION,  ROOM  100,  CITY  HALL, 
OAKLAND. 

February  1,  1966(8) — Tl. 


r  ^ 

APPLY  ♦♦♦♦♦  Civil  Service  Department,-  Room  100,  City.  HalLOaklahd,  California 

'  A 


Mr.  Keating.  It  we  turn  to  other  segments  ot  our  economy,  you 
will  find  much  greater  prosperity  than  you  do  when  you  are  con¬ 
sidering  wages. 

Here  we  have  another  chart  that  shows  what  has  happened  to 
profits.  This  chart  is  taken  from  “Business  Week.”  It  has  48 
different  industries.  You  will  find  the  change  between  1965  and  1964 
is  in  this  column.  The  profits  in  1965  are  in  the  first  column.  You 
will  find  some  minuses  in  the  change.  But  there  are  no  minuses  in 
the  profits. 
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In  these  48  illustrations  33  out  of  48  firms  have  profit  increases 
over  the  previous  year  of  more  than  10  percent.  Seven  had  increases 
over  5  percent,  three  had  increases  between  1  and  5  percent,  and  five 
showed  losses  for  the  previous  years,  but  healthy  returns  nonetheless. 

One  of  them  was  Dupont  that  showed  a  minus  of — this  isn’t  a  loss, 
it  is  a  decline  of  profits  from  the  previous  year. 

Most  of  those  that  showed  low  profits  or  losses  were  in  the  steel 
industry.  If  you  will  note,  National  Steel  showed  a  profit  of  only 
3  percent.  Most  of  the  steel  companies  showed  an  extremely  low 
profit.  But  profits  in  most  industries  were  very  large. 

If  you  look  at  Standard  Oil,  it  showed  a  loss  of  1.5,  but  they  had 
profits  of  over  a  billion  dollars.  They  had  a  billion  thirty-five  million 
dollar  profit.  So  in  business  there  has  been  a  great  deal  of  prosperity 
for  the  last  year. 

(The  aforementioned  charts  follow:) 

Profits  on  a  steep  climb 
[Dollars  in  thousands] 


Profits 

1965 

Percent 
change  1965 
versus  1964 

Profits 
4th  quarter 
1965 

Percent 
change  1965 
versus  1964 

Profit  r 
(pert 

1964 

nargins 

ent) 

1965 

Air  Reduction _ _ _ _ _ 

$25, 655 

+37.1 

$6, 732 

+28.4 

5.5 

6.8 

Alcoa _ _ _ _ 

75,  586 

+24.4 

19,  462 

+19.5 

5.9 

6.5 

Allegheny  Ludlum _ _  _ 

19,  474 

+22.8 

3,228 

-38.0 

5.4 

5.8 

Armco..  . . . 

93,  508 

+16.3 

21,  124 

-29.5 

7.6 

7.9 

Avon  Products.  _ _  .  _  _ 

47,  500 

+19.2 

21, 785 

+27.4 

13.3 

13.5 

Bethlehem  Steel _  _  _ 

150,  028 

+1.4 

28,  605 

-33.5 

6.6 

5.8 

Borg-Warner . .  _  _ 

45, 379 

+  1.9 

18,  550 

+3.9 

5.8 

5.6 

Burroughs. .  ... 

17,  528 

+71.6 

8,  924 

+71.8 

2.6 

3.8 

Caterpillar..  _  _  ... 

158,  000 

+22.5 

38,  000 

+10.0 

10.6 

11.2 

Cities  Service. _ ....  _ 

104, 100 

+23.2 

27,  216 

+  10.3 

Container . . . .  .  . 

27,  300 

+18.0 

7,  364 

+22. 7 

5.9 

6.7 

Douglas  Aircraft _  _ 

14,  598 

+6.6 

3.  039 

+21.  2 

2. 1 

1.9 

DuPont  .  .....  .  ..  _ 

407,  000 

-13.6 

94,  488 

-29.0 

17.1 

13.6 

Ex-Cell-0 _ 

17,  495 

+25.4 

4,716 

+3.7 

7.9 

8.4 

General  Dynamics _  .  .  . 

49.  269 

+  15.6 

18,  062 

+38.6 

2.7 

3.3 

General  Motors _ _  _ 

2,  120,  000 

+22.  5 

587,  339 

+56.  7 

10.2 

10.3 

Hooker  Chemical  _ _  _ 

22, 962 

+  19.3 

6,  275 

+18.0 

9.1 

9.4 

Inland  Steel . .  .  _ 

68,  377 

-3.8 

13,933 

-36.9 

8.0 

7.0 

IBM _ 

476,  902 

+  10.6 

125,840 

+9.7 

13.3 

13.3 

Johns-Manville.. . 

34,  134 

+6.5 

11,  529 

+33.7 

7.0 

7.1 

Jones  &  Laughlin _ ... _ _  _  _ 

53,  270 

-11.3 

8,  737 

-48.3 

6.3 

5.4 

Kennecott  Copper _  _  _ 

101,895 

+54.2 

24,  533 

+5.3 

12.2 

15.3 

Koppers  ...  .  . . 

12,  052 

+21. 1 

3,  321 

+47.5 

3.0 

3.2 

Libbey-0  wens-Ford _ 

38,472 

+  12.7 

14,  322 

+90.6 

14.2 

13.8 

E.  Lilly _ 

41,  600 

+31.  2 

9,  900 

-8.3 

12.0 

13.1 

Monsanto.  _  _  _  ...  . 

122,972 

+7.0 

24,818 

-11.0 

8.5 

8.3 

National  Distillers _  ...  ... 

31,285 

+15.3 

9,  012 

+2.1 

3.3 

3.8 

National  Steel _ ..  _  ..  ._ 

87, 497 

+3.0 

21,  271 

-14.8 

8.8 

7.9 

Olin  Mathieson _  _ _ 

50, 360 

+21.8 

13,641 

+21.4 

5.1 

5.7 

Peabody  Coal _ _ _  .. 

22,  500 

+5.4 

7,947 

+4.5 

11.3 

10.8 

Pfizer  _ _  _ 

53, 400 

+19.5 

14,711 

+  12.1 

9.3 

9.8 

Philip  Morris _  .... _ 

26,  509 

+17.2 

7,  090 

+16.6 

3.5 

3.8 

Rayonier _ _  _  .  . 

19, 900 

+7.3 

4,787 

12.0 

11.9 

Raytheon _  ._  _ _ _ 

11,021 

+33.7 

2,993 

+66.5 

1.8 

2.3 

Republic  Steel . . .  _  ... _ 

77,  302 

+7.  0 

13,441 

-40.6 

5.7 

6.6 

Reynolds  Metals . . .  _  ... 

52,  643 

+43.7 

15, 904 

+26.7 

5.9 

7.1 

St.  Regis . . .  ... 

35, 806 

+12.5 

11,049 

+11.0 

5.2 

5.6 

Scott  Paper _  _  ..  _  ._ 

47,  256 

+11.4 

13, 970 

+11.3 

10.0 

10.3 

Shell  Oil _ _ 

234, 000 

+18. 1 

62, 134 

+  14.7 

7.0 

7.6 

320,  000 

+8.8 

87,600 

+12.0 

Standard  Oil  (Indiana)...  __  ...  ..  _ 

219)  300 

+12.  5 

53,400 

+14. 8 

6.8 

7.2 

Standard  Oil  (New  Jersey)  .  . . 

1,  035, 000 

-1.5 

266,  000 

+5.6 

8.7 

8.1 

636, 698 

+10.3 

172, 874 

+9.0 

Union  Carbide .  . . .  .  _ 

226, 917 

+20. 0 

59)  942 

+5.4 

10.1 

11.0 

United  States  Steel _ _  ...  _ 

275, 576 

+16.4 

49, 038 

-29.0 

5.7 

6.2 

Westinghouse . . . . . 

106,  903 

+39.4 

29,843 

+19.4 

3.4 

4.5 

Xerox _ _  _  _ 

58,648 

+47.1 

16,  014 

+39.3 

14.2 

14.9 

Youngstown  Sheet  &  Tube...  _ 

51,587 

—4.0 

13, 255 

-17.0 

7.3 

6.6 

Measure  of  personal  income 

[Millions  of  dollars] 
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Mr.  Keating.  A  number  of  years  ago,  pay  for  letter  carriers  in  our 
larger  cities  equaled  and  even  exceeded  that  of  policemen.  This  is  no 
longer  true,  as  the  chart  you  have  before  you  will  demonstrate.  We 
are  not  saying  that  policemen  are  overpaid — but  we  are  saying  that 
letter  carriers  are  underpaid. 

You  have  a  chart  in  the  testimony  we  are  presenting  that  shows 
policemen’s  salaries  in  certain  cities  in  1965.  We  don’t  have  figures 
for  1966  because  it  is  early  in  1966.  Down  below  you  have  the  salary 
the  letter  carriers  are  presently  receiving. 

You  will  notice  that  the  wages  of  these  policemen  are  much  higher. 
At  one  time  we  received  either  equal  amounts  or  more  than  they  did. 

In  Los  Angeles,  for  example,  the  policeman  starts  at  $7,296.  He 
goes  to  $8,580  in  4  years.  Letter  carriers  start  at  $5,181.  We  go  to 
$7,062,  but  it  takes  21  years. 

In  my  own  hometown  of  Minneapolis,  policemen  start  at  $6,300  and 
go  to  $7,020  in  2  years.  But  you  will  see  from  these  charts — and  they 
come  from  different  parts  of  the  country — Bedford,  Ohio;  Aberdeen, 
Wash.;  Crystal,  Minn.;  a  relatively  small  suburban  community, 
Koyal  Oak,  Mich. — all  of  them  have  salaries  that  are  well  in  excess 
of  what  the  letter  carriers  are  receiving. 

(The  chart  on  policemen’s  salaries  follows:) 

Policemen’ s  salaries  in  certain  cities,  1965,  compared  to  letter  carriers,  1966 


Chicago,  Ill _ 

Detroit,  Mich _ 

Los  Aneeles.  Calif _ 

New  York,  N.Y _ 

Baltimore,  Md _ 

Cincinnati,  Ohio _ 

Cleveland,  Ohio _ 

Honolulu,  Hawaii _ 

San  Diego,  Calif _ 

San  Francisco,  Calif _ 

Seattle,  Wash _ 

Washington,  D.C _ 

Denver,  Colo _ 

Jersey  City.  N.J _ 

Long  Beach,  Calif _ 

Minneapolis.  Minn _ 

Newark,  N.J _ 

Oakland,  Calif _ 

Portland,  Oreg__ . . 

St.  Paul,  Minn _ 

San  Jose,  Calif. _ 

Alexandria,  Va _ 

Anaheim.  Calif _ 

Berkeley,  Calif _ 

Cambridge.  Mass _ 

Dearborn,  Mich _ 

Elizabeth,  N.J _ 

Flint,  Mich _ 

Fresno,  Calif _ 

Hammond,  Ind _ 

Las  Vegas,  Nev _ 

Lincoln,  Nebr _ 

Madison,  Wis _ 

New  Haven,  Conn _ 

Pasadena,  Calif _ 

Sacramento,  Calif _ 

Santa  Ana,  Calif _ 

Tacoma.  Wash _ 

Warren,  Mich _ 

Bloomington,  Minn _ 

Burbank,  Calif _ 

Cleveland  Heights,  Ohio 

Clifton,  N.J _ 

Compton,  Calif _ 

Cuyahoga  Falls,  Ohio _ 


Entrance 

salary 

Top 

salary 

Number  of 
years  to  reach 
top  grade 

$5, 688 

$6, 840 

3H 

6,115 

7, 000 

4 

7, 296 

8,580 

4 

7,032 

8,483 

3 

5, 340 

6,468 

4 

5,506 

6,428 

3 

5,  547 

6.600 

2 

5,  592 

7.128 

6 

6,876 

8,352 

3 

7, 980 

8,580 

4 

6, 300 

7,080 

2A 

6,010 

7,610 

6 

5,700 

8,256 

1-25 

6,233 

6,678 

2 

6,900 

8, 508 

VA 

6, 300 

7,020 

4 

5,  778 

6,798 

5 

7, 752 

8,268 

3 

5,580 

6, 972 

3 

5, 744 

6,984 

5 

7, 128 

8,664 

3  A 

5,  425 

6,595 

5 

6,  516 

7, 920 

3 

5, 916 

7, 920 

5 

5,800 

6,958 

3 

5, 980 

6,608 

2 

6,250 

6, 850 

3 

5,  720 

7,  501 

20 

6,840 

8,016 

VA 

5,590 

6, 480 

1-13 

6, 302 

7,592 

5 

5, 280 

5,820 

2 

5,408 

6,  552 

V/i 

5,740 

6,140 

2 

6,588 

8,016 

3 

6,900 

8. 280 

VA 

6, 760 

8,160 

4 

5,  760 

6,900 

VA 

5,  787 

6, 493 

3 

5, 976 

6,924 

3 

7, 140 

8,364 

3 

5, 700 

6,500 

2 

5,  781 

6,812 

5 

7, 092 

8,286 

3 

6,  656 

6,420 

8 
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Policemen’ s  salaries  in  certain  cities,  1965,  compared  to  letter  carriers,  1966 — Con. 


City 

Entrance 

salary 

Top 

salary 

Number  of 
years  to  reach 
top  grade 

East  Chicago,  Ind _ _ _ -  . ... . 

$6,  300 

$6, 660 

3-13 

East  Orange,  N.J _  _  _ 

6, 100 

6,  900 

5 

Eugene,  Oreg._  .  .  .  ... _ _  _.  _  _ 

5,640 

6,  600 

2  X 

Evanston,  Ill _  ..  __  _ _ _ 

5,820 

7,080 

3  Vi 

Everett,  Wash..  _ _ _  _ ..  _ 

5,  052 

6,  360 

4 

Kenosha,  Wis .  . . —  _ _ 

5,820 

6,  780 

5 

Lincola  Park,  Mich.....  _  _  _  _  .  . 

5,  665 

6, 115 

1 

Malden,  Mass _  .  .  . 

5,  540 

6,  300 

5 

Medford,  Mass..  _  ...  .  ..  _ _  ... 

5,699 

6,313 

4 

Mount  Vernon,  N.Y _ _ _ _ _ 

6,  400 

7,  400 

3 

Palo  Alto,  Calif _  .  ..  _ _  _  _  .  _  _ 

6,  668 

8,  352 

3  X 

Parma,  Ohio _  _ _ _ _ 

5,  500 

6,800 

3 

Royal  Oak,  Mich.  _  _  ...  __  ...  _.  .. 

5.707 

6,  630 

m 

Skokie,  Ill. _ _ _ _ _ _  ... 

6.  060 

7,728 

4 

Somerville,  Mass...  .  . .  . . . . 

5,  400 

6,  600 

5 

West  Allis,  Wis . . .  .  . . . 

6.  469 

7,062 

3-4 

Aurora,  Colo _  _  _  _ .....  .  _ _ 

5,  358 

6,  546 

4  'A 

Birmingham,  Mich  ...  _ _  _  _ _  _ 

5,  607 

6,  525 

2 

Brooklyn  Center,  Minn . .  .  .  ..  _ _  _ 

6, 132 

7,104 

3 

Crystal,  Minn _ _ _ _ _  _ _ _ _ 

5,  760 

6,  960 

3 

Everett,  Mass _  _  ..  ..  _ _  ....  _ 

6.980 

6,  600 

3 

Groton,  Conn . . . . . . 

5,  563 

5,938 

3 

Hackensack,  N.J _ _  ..  ...  _  ...  _  .  ...  ..  . 

5,800 

6, 800 

6 

Highland  Park,  Mich _ _ _ _ _ 

5,917 

6,  333 

1 

Janesville,  Wis _  ...  _  ._  ..  _  _  _ 

5,721 

6, 234 

3 

Long  Beach,  N.Y. _ _ _ _ _ _ 

5,520 

7,  900 

5 

Middleton,  Ohio  ..  .... _ _  _ _ _  _  ..  ...  .  _ 

5, 408 

6,  776 

S 

Minnetonka,  Minn  _  _ _ 

5,  550 

6,  660 

3 

Mount  Prospect,  Ill _ _  ... _  _  .  ... 

6,440 

7, 140 

3 

Richfield,  Minn.  _  _ _ _ 

6,  468 

7,  068 

1 

St.  Louis  Park,  Minn... _ _  .  .......  ..  . 

5;  928 

7, 098 

4 

Scarsdale,  N.Y _ _ _ 

5, 950 

6,  750 

4 

Aberdeen,  Wash.  .  ...  _  ._  ...  _  _  _  . 

5,640 

5, 760 

2 

Bedford,  Ohio _ _ _ _ 

5,532 

6,  739 

6 

Brookfield,  Wis...  .  .  .  ... _  ------ 

6,940 

6,  660 

2 

Center  Line,  Mich .  . . . . . . 

5,  667 

6, 167 

2 

Cudahy,  Wis.  ....  .  _  _  _ _ _ _ 

6,  618 

7,029 

3 

Dedham,  Mass..  _ _  _ 

5,  713 

6, 299 

5 

La  Grange,  Ill _ _  _  .  . . .  .  ... 

5,688 

6, 916 

VA 

Letter  carriers: 

Entrance  salary _ $5,  181 

Top  salary _ $7,  062 

Number  of  years  necessary  to  reach  top  grade _  21 


Mr.  Keating.  On  a  competing  level  the  post  office  is  seeking 
employees.  The  post  office  draws  pretty  much  from  the  same  group 
of  people  that  the  police  department  draws  from,  and  sometimes 
people  have  a  choice  of  going  into  the  post  office  as  a  letter  carrier  or 
taking  a  job  as  a  policeman.  We  used  to  get  our  share.  We  don’t 
get  our  share  any  more  because  our  salaries  have  lagged. 

I  am  going  to  recognize  Vice  President  Rademacher  at  this  time  to 
make  a  few  comments,  human  interest  comments,  and  whatever 
else  he  has  to  say. 

STATEMENT  OF  JAMES  H.  RADEMACHER 


Mr.  Rademacher.  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee. 
I  feel  sort  of  like  a  radio  announcer  who  says  “I  am  interrupting 
these  hearings  to  bring  you  the  news.” 

It  is  very  evident,  from  the  reprint  appearing  on  the  second  portion 
of  our  testimony  today  from  the  Daily  Times  at  Mamaroneck,  N.Y., 
the  citizens  themselves  are  not  satisfied  with  the  wages  paid  police 
officers  and  are  urging  a  15-percent  increase  in  the  village  of  Larch- 
mont.  The  scale  is  presently  $6,900  for  first-class  patrolmen. 

(The  above-mentioned  newspaper  article  follows:) 
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[From  the  Daily  Times,  Mamaroneck,  N.Y.,  Feb.  16, 1966] 

For  Larchmont  Village— Police  Salary  Hike  Urged  by  Residents 

Various  segments  of  the  community  were  represented  last  night  among  the 
supporters  of  a  15-percent  pay  hike  for  Larchmont  police. 

The  police  department  requested,  through  recommendations  of  Lt.  Jack 
Keresey  acting  for  Chief  William  Keresey,  that  the  village  budget  include  provision 
for  the  increase  and  also  that  a  25-year  retirement  plan  be  adopted  for  the  depart¬ 
ment. 

About  a  dozen  speakers  urged  the  board  to  adopt  these  recommendations. 
The  tentative  budget  is  due,  March  20. 

Also  at  last  night’s  meeting,  two  policemen  who  have  just  completed  their 
probationary  period  at  the  municipal  police  school  were  introduced  to  the  board 
by  Lieutenant  Keresey.  They  are  Michael  Garcia  and  Reid  Hiles. 

Lieutenant  Keresey  explained  that  under  civil  service  rules,  a  report  that  a  new 
man  is  not  performing  adequately  must  be  made  within  6  months,  and  if  not  made, 
the  civil  service  makes  the  appointment  permanent. 

“My  thought  is,”  said  the  mayor,  “that  in  the  past  we  have  always  met  them 
and  this  time  we  would  not  have  if  I  hadn’t  asked  to.” 

Trustee  John  B.  Forrest  who  is  liaison  for  the  police  department  said  it  w'as  good 
for  the  men  and  for  the  board  to  have  such  a  meeting  and  Lieutenant  Keresey 
agreed. 

Also  introduced  by  the  lieutenant  was  Larchmont’s  newest  police  sergeant, 
Henry  Krobetzky,  whose  platoon  recently  won  commendation  from  the  Coast 
Guard  for  assistance  in  rescuing  stranded  coastguardsmen  last  weekend. 

WANSHEL  URGES  RAISE 

Leading  the  speeches  on  police  pay  was  Larchmont  Attorney  Jerome  H. 
Wanshel  who  argued  in  favor  of  the  increase  to  help  attract  and  keep  good  men. 

He  said  he  believes  that  the  people  of  the  village  are  willing  to  pay  the  necessary 
taxes,  that  policemen  should  be  paid  at  a  scale  “at  which  they  can  afford  to  live 
here  and  raise  their  families,”  and  that  “for  whatever  it  will  cost,  they  should  be 
raised  to  the  top  of  the  scale”  in  the  county. 

Larchmont’s  scale  of  $6,900  for  first-class  patrolmen  is  lower  than  that  paid  in 
36  Westchester  villages,  towns  and  cities,  among  them  Mamaroneck  Village  and 
Town. 

Mr.  Wanshel  stated  that  he  has  previously  suggested  a  trimunicipal  committee 
in  Mamaroneck  and  Larchmont  to  work  out  police  pay  but  apparently  this  has 
not  been  feasible. 

CITIZENS  AGREE 

Similar  support  for  the  pay  hike  was  voiced  by  Myron  K.  Wilson  of  34  Iselin 
Terrace,  Everett  Bovard  of  21  Woods  Way,  and  Mrs.  William  McGuire  of  1806 
Palmer  Avenue,  who  said  she  was  speaking  as  a  mother,  and  several  others. 

Gabriel  V.  Fay,  village  Democratic  chairman,  said  he  could  not  speak  for  the 
committee  which  had  not  had  a  chance  to  meet,  but  heartily  endorsed  the 
recommendation. 

He  lauded  the  caliber  of  the  police  who  give  the  residents  a  feeling  “of  being 
personally  looked  after.” 

Joseph  Fay,  speaking  as  a  businessman  for  more  than  20  years  in  Larchmont, 
expressed  similar  sentiments,  as  did  William  Buschel,  president  of  the  chamber  of 
commerce  who  said  he  could  not  speak  for  the  chamber  which  had  not  met  but 
was  speaking  as  a  businessman  aware  of  the  wonderful  work  of  local  police. 

PETITION 

Patrolman  Timothy  Courtney  presented  the  board  with  a  petition  bearing  45 
signatures  of  residents  backing  the  pay  hike,  and  Patrolman  Charles  French 
expressed  the  hope  on  behalf  of  members  of  the  department  that  the  board 
could  find  it  possible  to  implement  the  chief’s  recommendations. 

Lieutenant  Keresey  added  that  as  an  administrator  he  believes  “not  just  raises 
but  the  highest  kind  of  raises”  are  necessary.  He  pointed  out  that  in  1946,  the 
county  civil  service  list  carried  1,000  candidates  for  patrolmen  and  a  few  days 
ago  the  latest  list  had  40,  “and  it’s  a  long  time  since  a  Larchmonter  asked  to 
qualify.” 

Several  organizations  and  individuals  have  written  the  board  in  support  of  the 
increase. 
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They  include  the  Mamaroneck-Larchmont  Jaycees;  Charles  H.  Schmidt,  owner 
of  the  Larchmont  Sport  Shop;  Robert  L.  Smith  of  120  Beach  Avenue,  who 
operates  the  Kingswood  Camp  for  Boys  in  New  Hampshire;  John  Hanway  II  of 
34  Helena  Avenue,  and  Joseph  Mahler  of  4  Margaret  Lane. 

Mr.  Rademacher.  On  the  second  reprint— at  Birmingham,  Mich, 
a  police  officer  has  quit  because  he  cannot  get  along  on  $6,900  annually. 
He  is  forced  to  leave  the  service. 

The  letter  carriers  in  that  city,  of  which  there  are  60,  are  averaging 
$5,800,  and  the  new  proposals  of  the  administration  after  15  years  of 
service  would  provide  less  than  the  amount  of  salary  being  received 
by  this  police  officer  who  was  forced  to  quit  in  that  particular  city  of 
Birmingham,  Mich. 

(The  newspaper  clipping  is  as  follows: ) 

Why  Officer  Quit  City 

Birmingham  has  lost  Jerry  V.  Roddewig,  a  man  who  hated  to  leave. 

He  was  a  policeman  here  for  8  years  and  3  months  and  he  liked  his  work. 

But  he  quit  last  Friday. 

In  a  letter  to  the  city  of  Birmingham,  he  told  why  he  resigned: 

“There  are  two  major  reasons  for  my  decision  to  leave  the  city,  more  money 
and  more  opportunity.  I  will  try  to  point  out  in  this  letter  how  both  of  these 
reasons  affect  me  and  all  the  other  members  of  the  police  department. 

“I  have  been  with  the  police  department  8  years  and  am  now  earning  $6,917 
annually  in  the  position  of  staff  aid.  This  is  the  same  amount  the  patrolmen  in 
the  department  receive. 

“Now  let  me  break  down  the  figure  $6,917  into  terms  you  all  understand. 

“This  figure  means  $217.48  every  2  weeks  or  $434.96  per  month  with  the 
exception  of  2  months  a  year  when  there  are  three  paydays.  In  terms  of  where  the 
money  goes,  here  is  a  sample : 


House  payment _ $96.  00 

Car  payment _  77.  00 

Food _ _ _  100.00 

Life  and  health  insurance _  31.  00 

Car  insurance _  24.  00 

Electric _  15.  00 

Heat _  15.  00 

Phone _  10.  00 

Gas,  oil,  maintenance _  20.  00 


Total _  388.  00 


One  month’s  pay _  434.  96 

One  month’s  expenses _ - _  388.00 


Amount  left _  46.  96 


“Out  of  the  $46.96  comes  small  things  like  clothing  for  my  wife,  two  children 
and  myself,  entertainment,  gifts,  contributions,  home  maintenance,  school  ex¬ 
penses,  home  improvements  and  others,”  Roddewig  continued. 

“This  leaves  nothing  for  savings  toward  major  expenses  such  as  college  educa¬ 
tion,  vacations,  etc. 

“I  might  add  that  it  doesn’t  provide  for  medical  expenses  incurred  which  are 
not  paid  under  the  city  insurance. 

“While  I  am  on  the  subject  of  insurance,  you  will  note  I  make  payments  on 
health  and  life  insurance.  I  get  $3,000  insurance  from  the  city  should  I  die. 

“This  would  do  the  job  on  funeral  expenses  but  what  happens  to  my  wife  and 
children? 

“I  have  purchased  additional  life  insurance  to  at  least  get  my  family  on  an 
even  keel  should  I  pass  away. 

“I  also  mentioned  health  insurance.  We  found  that  the  birth  of  our  first  child 
that  the  city  insurance  covered  slightly  less  than  half  of  the  expenses. 

“The  additional  small  policy  at  least  helps  a  little.  Thank  God  we  have  had 
no  real  sickness. 
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“Part-time  work  has  been  the  only  saving  factor  in  keeping  me  from  very  large 
debts.  I  estimate  I  make  at  least  $2,000  part  time. 

“I  should  add,  however,  that  since  my  ‘promotion’  to  the  position  of  staff  aid 
working  8  a.m.  to  5  p.m.  Monday  through  Friday  (with  no  increase  in  pay 
although  the  chief  has  requested  it)  my  part-time  income  has  decreased  greatly. 

“With  the  above  short  explanation  of  my  wages  and  expenses  I  must  point  out 
some  of  the  factors  which  have  attracted  me  to  industry. 

“First  of  all,  I  will  be  making  more  money  as  base  pay.  Next,  I  will  get  full 
paid  health  insurance  which  will  cover  all  expenses  except  office  calls. 

“I  get  full  paid  life  insurance  in  the  amount  of  twice  my  base  pay.  I  should  add 
that  should  I  die  in  an  accident  my  wife  will  receive  four  times  my  base  pay. 

“If  I  die  at  work  due  to  accident  my  family  will  receive  six  times  my  base  pay. 

“I  will  be  working  in  the  security  field  and  will  be  paid  5  percent  of  my  base 
pay  for  working  afternoons  and  10  percent  for  working  midnights. 

“I  also  will  receive  3  percent  for  working  under  a  7-day  operation. 

“When  you  include  $210  cost  of  living  per  year,  you  find  additional  money  in 
my  pocket. 

“Most  industry  also  has  a  policy  for  holidays.  In  my  case,  nine  holidays  are 
provided  for  and  should  I  work  any  part  of  a  week  in  which  one  of  the  holidays 
fall,  I  receive  1  additional  day’s  pay. 

“Should  I  have  to  work  one  of  the  holidays,  I  receive  an  addition  one-half 
day’s  pay. 

“There  are  other  monetary  advantages  but  at  least  the  above  are  a  few. 

“The  opportunity  for  advancement  within  an  industrial  structure  is  much 
greater  when  one  considers  sheer  numbers  alone.  The  retirement  age  is  falling 
and  many  openings  are  becoming  available. 

“The  expansion  of  industry  also  creates  additional  positions.  It  took  me  7 
years  to  attain  the  position  of  staff  aid  and  then,  no  additional  money. 

“My  calculations  show  that  it  will  take  at  least  4  more  years  to  get  beyond  my 
present  position  and  should  I  get  a  promotion  to  sergeant,  under  the  present  scale, 
it  would  mean  only  about  $500  more  money. 

“When  you  consider  that  a  sergeant  has  to  supervise  at  least  4  patrolmen  and 
be  responsible  for  the  safety  of  nearly  30,000  citizens  during  afternoon  and  mid¬ 
night  shifts,  that  isn’t  much  of  an  increase. 

“Then  you  must  figure  that  a  sergeant  must  spend  at  least  30  minutes  at  work 
more  than  a  patrolman,  another  problem  arises. 

“Considering  a  sergeant  makes  about  $4  per  hour  and  the  additional  30  minutes 
figured  at  overtime  rates,  he  does  not  make  any  more  money  than  a  patrolman. 

“I  could  continue  for  hours  but  by  now,  I  am  sure  you  have  the  point. 

“I  hope  that  this  letter  will  be  of  some  value  in  assisting  the  other  members 
of  the  police  department  in  their  effort  for  increased  wages. 

“Respectfully  submitted. 

Jerry  Y.  Roddewig, 

Former  employee.” 

Mr.  Rademacher.  At  Milwaukee  the  latest  headlines  are  "Police 
want  raises  up  to  $1,578  a  year  which  would  raise  them  to  $9,200  a  year.” 

The  very  latest  issue  of  the  Government  Employee  Relations  Re¬ 
port  of  the  Bureau  of  National  Affairs  reports  that  at  Dayton,  Ohio, 
police  and  firefighters  have  turned  down  city  proposals  for  a  $5.20 
weekly  pay  increase. 

At  Detroit  the  3,500-member  police  officers  and  firemen  are  asking 
for  increases  to  $9,000,  which  are  expected  to  be  approved. 

In  the  city  of  Oakland,  Calif.,  a  bulletin  arrived  today  announcing- 
examination  for  police  officer  which  provides  for  the  first  year  $663 
monthly,  and  after  the  third  year  $707,  which  is  about  $2,600  more  a 
year  than  a  letter  carrier  would  receive  after  10  years  of  service. 

So  much  for  police  officers.  But  our  members  were  a  little  concerned 
yesterday  to  read  newspaper  accounts  in  the  city  of  Richmond,  Va., 
of  the  administration’s  proposal  for  an  average  2.85  increase  when 
they  turned  the  page  and  read  that  the  salaries  of  Richmond  area 
officeworkers  increased  5.4  percent  during  the  past  year. 

I  would  like  to  just  briefly  mention  other  things  that  are  happening. 
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The  recruiting  situation  is  so  critical  that  this  notice  was  posted  on 
March  3,  last  week,  at  Englewood,  Calif. : 

All  regular  carriers  will  hereafter  be  scheduled  to  6  days  weekly. 

There  is  insufficient  manpower  in  that  city,  and  employees  are  now 
on  a  6-day  week.  They  just  can’t  get  people  to  carry  the  mail. 

In  the  suburban  area  of  Chicago,  Cook  County,  this  notice  was 
posted  by  all  postmasters  in  a  dozen  cities,  and  it  states  that  the  situa¬ 
tion  is  critical  and  they  have  gone  so  far  as  to  advertise: 

If  you  have  previously  received  a  notice  of  rating  since  1960  showing  that  you 
passed  a  clerk-carrier  examination  it  won’t  be  necessary  to  take  the  test  over 
again,  simply  secure  an  application  from  your  postmaster. 

The  situation  is  critical. 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members,  as  you  know  from  recent  reports, 
a  great  percentage  of  our  people  are  working  part-time  jobs  or  taking 
care  of  the  children  while  their  wives  are  working.  Because  of  the 
fact  of  part-time  work  we  have  suffered  loss  of  some  of  our  members 
who  have  been  killed  in  action  on  a  second  job. 

Last  week  in  the  city  of  Loraine,  Ohio,  a  letter  carrier  named  Ray 
Pounds,  a,  father  of  two  children,  who  only  a  few  years  ago  purchased 
a  home  for  $13,900  because  that  is  the  only  type  of  home  that  he  could 
buy  with  his  wage  scale,  was  killed  as  he  attended  to  his  duties  in  a 
supermarket  during  the  night  hours.  This  carrier  was  forced  to  work 
4  nights  weekly,  depriving  his  family  of  his  attendance  with  them. 
He  worked  from  6  to  12,  4  nights  weekly,  for  $1.50  an  hour.  Two 
burglars  arrived  at  the  supermarket  during  the  time  when  he  was 
working  and  shot  and  killed  him. 

His  wage  at  the  time  of  his  death  was  $6,378,  causing  the  necessity 
of  his  part-time  employment. 

This  is  just  one  incident  that  we  can  report  to  you. 

Mr.  Wilson.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  Avonder  may  I,  because  of  a  personal 
matter — I  am  just  a  guest  of  the  committee  today,  but  something 
that  is  related  directly  to  what  Mr.  Rademacher  has  just  said — I 
wonder  if  I  might  insert  another  instance  in  the  record  at  this  time. 

Mr.  Udall.  Without  objection,  so  ordered. 

Mr.  Wilson.  About  4  years  ago  Norman  Merrill,  who  is  our  own 
personal  letter  carrier  at  my  home  in  Los  Angeles,  Avas  involved  in  a 
similar  incident.  He  had  a  part-time  job  in  a  service  station.  He 
had  four  children,  Avas  a  veteran  of  some  20  years  in  the  Postal  De¬ 
partment,  and  had  to  have  this  service  station  job  in  the  evening. 

He  was  kidnaped  by  tAvo  burglars  and  taken  out  and  murdered. 
His  body  was  found  2  or  3  days  after  the  incident  occurred,  and  this 
is  not  an  unusual  thing. 

I  think  that  the  number  of  part-time  jobs  that  these  postal  em¬ 
ployees  are  required  to  get  is  certainly  evidence  of  the  need  they  have 
for  all  of  the  pay  increase  that  Ave  could  possibly  give  to  them. 

Mr.  Udall.  Proceed. 

Mr.  Rademacher.  Thank  you  Arery  much,  Congressman  Wilson. 
The  letter  carriers  throughout  the  country  are  very  much  aware  of 
your  personal  interest,  and  Ave  are  Amry  pleased  to  haAm  that  in  the 
record. 

I  might  say  noAV,  Mr.  Chairman,  back  to  shortages  of  help,  today 
I  checked  AATith  the  Detroit  office  where  we  have  had  complaints  that 
men  are  forced  to  work  OAmrtime  constantly,  and  it  gets  to  a  point 
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where  they  just  cannot  endure  these  long  hours,  and  the  postmaster 
has  advised  our  organization  that  2,104  people  were  called  in  from 
the  register  during  the  last  6  months — 106  reported.  Despite  the 
fact  that  they  took  and  passed  a  civil  service  examination,  106  out 
of  2,104  people  called,  reported  to  answer  the  call  for  appointment, 
and  I  am  not  aware  of  how  many  actually  did  accept  out  of  that 
number. 

The  postmaster  also  reports  that  during  the  first  week  of  March 
mail  volume  in  Detroit  has  increased  10  percent,  and  they  are  75 
letter  carriers  short  today  and  150  clerks,  an  they  cannot  find  replace¬ 
ment  anywhere  they  go  at  the  salary  of  a  letter  carrier  or  postal  clerk. 

An  article  appearing  in  a  Yonkers,  N.Y.,  paper  last  week  headlines: 

Post  Office  Can’t  Find  New  Men.  The  Federal  Government  is  having  'a 
hard  time  meeting  the  competition  of  the  corporate  giants,  and  as  a  result  there 
are  approximately  100  postal  jobs  available  in  Westchester  and  Putnam  Counties. 
Some  areas  have  reached  the  critical  stage.  The  number  of  postal  examinations 
has  been  stepped  up  to  two  each  month  in  order  to  fill  the  manpower  need. 

Mr.  Chairman,  if  you  and  the  committee  members  will  please 
refer  now  to  my  statement  on  uniform  allowance  for  letter  carriers 
on  page  A  of  the  second  portion  of  President  Keating’s  testimony, 
it  is  headed,  “Uniform  Allowance  for  Letter  Carriers”. 

On  July  29,  1965,  this  august  body  passed  legislation  which  among 
other  features  would  provide  $150  uniform  allowance  for  those 
Federal  employees  required  to  wear  same.  This  subcommittee  took 
that  action  because  they  were  convinced  that  over  the  past  10  years 
since  the  original  Uniform  Allowance  Act,  there  have  been  sufficient 
increases  in  prices  of  the  apparel,  as  well  as  increases  in  the  number 
of  items  for  which  reimbursement  would  be  made,  to  warrant  ad¬ 
ditional  allowance. 

Following  the  action  of  the  subcommittee  on  September  30,  1965, 
the  House  agreed  to  the  provisions  of  H.R.  10281  by  vote  of  370  to  7. 

Subsequently  on  the  Senate  side,  with  the  so-called  guideline  pres¬ 
sures,  the  Senate  differed  with  the  House  passed  bill,  and  agreed  to 
$125  annual  uniform  allowance. 

The  National  Association  of  Letter  Carriers  is  very  much  aware 
of  the  language  which  is  contained  in  the  Uniform  Allowance  Act 
which  now  makes  it  possible  for  agency  heads  to  pay  an  amount  up 
to  $125  to  those  employees  who  are  required  by  either  regulations, 
or  law,  to  wear  a  prescribed  uniform  while  on  duty. 

We  are  also  mindful  that  the  Senate  by  a  vote  of  67  to  0,  on  October 
22,  1965,  agreed  to  the  $125  allowance:  Immediately  following  the 
Senate  vote,  the  House  of  Representatives  concurred  and  there  was 
enacted  into  law  a  provision  which  permits  payments  up  to  $125  for 
uniform  allowance. 

President  Johnson,  on  October  29,  1965,  signed  Public  Law  89-301 
thereby  rendering  final  approval  for  the  increased  allowance. 

The  National  Association  of  Letter  Carriers  has  been  in  contact 
with  the  Post  Office  Department  on  several  occasions,  and  we  have 
been  advised  that  the  increased  allowances  will  be  a  matter  of  nego¬ 
tiations  when  such  bargaining  does  take  place  officially  between  those 
organizations  which  have  exclusive  recognition  at  the  Post  Office 
Department,  and  postal  officials.  At  the  present  time,  it  appears 
that  such  negotiations  will  not  begin  until  perhaps  April  which  will 
mean  that  even  if  there  is  agreement  that  the  additional  $25  will  be 
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paid,  the  extra  allowance  would  not  be  payable  until  at  least  June 
or  July.  Even  if  there  was  agreement  reached  that  the  additional 
allowance  would  be  paid  no  later  than  July  1,  there  would  still  have 
existed  9  months  between  the  date  of  enactment  of  H.R.  10281  and 
the  final  authorization  for  reimbursement  of  the  additional  funds. 

We  are  greatly  concerned  over  this  injustice  especially  in  view  of  the 
fact  that  all  of  our  members  were  led  to  believe  that  it  was  the  senti¬ 
ment  of  the  Congress  to  actually  increase  their  uniform  allowance. 
In  discussing  cost  of  this  legislation,  it  was  clearly  pointed  out  that 
the  expenditure  to  comply  with  the  new  law  would  be  about  $5 
million,  which  is  the  exact  cost  of  an  additional  $25  for  each  postal 
worker  required  to  wear  a  complete  uniform.  The  attitude  of  the 
Post  Office  Department  in  withholding  authorization  of  the  additional 
funds  until  there  are  negotiations  on  the  subject,  is  highly  irregular 
and  unconscionable.  (I  might  add  that  section  17  of  the  Senate 
committee’s  report — Report  No.  910 — sets  out  the  effective  date  of 
the  increased  uniform  allowance  as  the  date  of  enactment.) 

For  the  record,  I  would  like  to  submit  some  of  the  facts  which  were 
presented  to  the  Senate  committee  during  hearings  in  1965.  I 
would  like  to  preface  my  statement  on  the  subject  by  including  in 
the  record  information  describing  the  typical  annual  costs  for  letter 
carrier  uniforms.  This  matter,  which  is  attached  to  this  statement, 
contains  figures  which  have  been  taken  from  the  fall  catalogs  of 
leading  uniform  companies. 

(The  information  on  figures  from  fall  catalogs  as  to  cost  of  uniforms 
follows :) 

Following  are  the  typical  costs  of  attaining  uniform  apparel  under  the  uniform 
allowance  in  accordance  with  official  instructions  which  permit  reimbursement  for 
certain  designated  items. 
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Typical  annual  costs  for  letter  carrier  uniforms 
(The  costs  are  exact  prices  quoted  from  fall  catalogs  of  leading  uniform  companies) 


NORTHERN  AREAS 


Item 

1st  year 
cost  ‘ 

2d  year 
cost 

3d  year 
cost 

Coat  (winter) _ _  _  _ _ _  _ _ 

$59.  95 
23.  50 

$59.  95 
23.  60 

Jacket  (spring  and  fall) _  _ 

$23.  50 
66.  00 

Trousers  (4  pairs) _ _  _ 

66.  00 

66.  00 

9.  50 

9.  50 

9.  50 

Raincoat _  _  .  __  _ 

21.  50 

21.  50 

Uniform  shirts  (6  summer,  6  winter) _ _ _  _ 

56.  70 

38.  50 

38.  50 

Tie. _  .  .  _  .  _  _  _ _  _ _  __  _ 

1.  25 

1.25 

1.  25 

Shoes  (2  pairs)  _ _  _  _  _ 

29.90 

29.90 

29.  90 

12.  95 

12.  95 

Belt _ 

2.  25 

2.25 

2.  25 

Rain  leggings _  _  __  . 

6.95 

Cap  cover,  cape _ _ _ _ _  ... 

5.  50 

Galoshes _ _  _ _ _  _  _ _ _ _  _  ...  __ 

7.95 

7.  95 

Rubbers . . — . . . . . 

4.  95 

4.  95 

Gloves _ _ _ _ _ 

6.50 

6.50 

6.  50 

Total _ _ _ 

315. 35 

177.  40 

284.  70 

SOUTHERN  AREAS 


Jacket _ 

Trousers  (4  pairs).. 

Cap _ 

Raincoat _ 

Uniform  shirts  (12) 

Tie _ 

Shoes  (2  pairs) _ 

Sweater _ _ 

Belt _ 

Rain  leggings _ 

Cap  cover,  cape _ 

Rubbers _ 

Total . 


$23. 50 
66.00 
4.75 
21. 50 

$23.  50 
33.  00 
4.75 

$23.50 
33.  00 
4.75 

56.  70 

56.  70 

56.  70 

1.  25 

1.  25 

1.25 

29.90 

29.90 

29.  90 

12.  95 

12.  95 

12.  95 

2. 25 

2.  25 

2. 25 

6.  95 

5.  50 

4.95 

4. 95 

236.20 

164. 30 

169.  25 

1  All  prices  quoted  from  most  current  sales  catalogs  of  leading  uniform  manufacturers. 


Mr.  Rademacher.  Until  enactment  of  Public  Law  763,  which  was 
approved  September  1,  1954,  letter  carriers  and  other  employees 
required  to  wear  uniforms  often  found  it  necessary  to  go  into  debt  to 
purchase  regulation  items.  The  National  Association  of  Letter 
Carriers  strongly  supported  enactment  of  Public  Law  763  for  a  number 
of  reasons,  especially  for  the  fact  that  letter  carriers  take  pride  in 
presenting  a  good  appearance  to  the  public.  Since  the  letter  carrier  is 
the  only  representative  of  the  U.S.  Government  who  comes  in  direct 
contact  with  the  taxpayer,  it  is  imperative  he  dress  the  part  of  the 
ambassador. 

When  instructions  were  first  issued  in  the  official  Postal  Bulletin  of 
June  9,  1955,  there  were  13  total  items  for  which  letter  carriers  could 
be  reimbursed.  These  items  included:  coat,  jacket,  trousers,  helmet, 
cap,  raincoat,  raincap  cover,  uniform  shirt,  tie,  shoes,  sweater  vest, 
and  belt. 

Because  of  the  subsequent  experience  with  the  uniform  allowance, 
and  the  apparent  need  for  revision  of  the  regulations,  a  National 
Postal  Uniform  Committee  was  approved  and  this  group  had  frequent 
meetings  with  Post  Office  Department  officials.  From  the  period 
June  9,  1955,  through  December  29,  1964,  the  allowable  items  for 
which  reimbursement  could  be  made  was  exactly  doubled.  Where 
there  were  13  original  items  allowed,  today  there  are  26  various  items 
for  which  the  cost  is  reimbursable.  The  additional  13  items  which 
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were  not  included  in  the  original  regulations  are:  fur  coat,  fur  cap, 
mesh  cap,  parkas,  galoshes,  rubbers,  gloves,  short  raincoat,  rainpants, 
rain  leggings,  removable  cape,  skirt  (for  females),  cap  (for  females). 

In  addition  to  the  increase  in  the  number  of  reimbursable  items, 
through  the  past  10  years  there  have  been  city  and  State  sales  taxes 
which  have  taken  from  $3  to  $5  from  the  $100  allowance,  and  the 
normal  increases  in  cost  of  uniform  items  has  caused  demands  for  a 
higher  allowance. 

Some  examples  of  the  prices  on  uniform  items  which  have  increased 
are  shown  below.  This  information  has  been  taken  from  advertise¬ 
ments  which  appeared  first  in  the  September  1954  Postal  Record, 
and  secondly,  in  the  March  1966  issue  of  that  publication: 


Item 

1954  price 

1965  price 

Percent  of 
increase 

Sweater. _ _  _ _ 

$7.95 

$12. 95 
59. 95 

63 

46.50 

34 

Caps  (serge) _ _ _ _ 

3. 00 

4.75 

60 

3.50 

4.95 

40 

Shoes _  _  _ 

7.95 

12. 98-19. 98 

63-120 

Also,  it  must  be  remembered  that  letter  carriers  must  purchase  from 
their  own  pockets  umbrellas,  hip  boots,  and  socks.  The  cost  of  these 
items  is  not  reimbursable. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  have  proved  it  is  quite  evident  that  the  subjects 
listed  above  have  contributed  greatly  to  the  urgency  of  an  increase  in 
the  uniform  allowance  now;  that  is,  cost  of  articles  having  increased 
over  the  past  10  years,  the  increase  in  the  number  of  reimbursable 
items,  and  the  various  sales  taxes  that  have  wiped  out  from  3 
to  5  percent  of  the  allowance.  It  is  also  evident  that  the  intent  of 
Congress  was  to  see  to  it  that  the  uniform  allowance  was  increased, 
and  overwhelming  votes  proved  that  intention.  We  strongly  urged 
that  the  committee  reiterate  in  some  manner  the  intent  of  the  law  and 
urged  that  the  additional  allowances  be  appropriated  immediately. 
We  feel  that  the  entire  matter  has  been  negotiated  with  the  Congress, 
and  that  any  further  negotiations  are  unnecessary  and  time  consum¬ 
ing,  and  can  only  cause  serious  and  unwarranted  delays  in  approval  of 
the  additional  allowance  which  Congress  has  already  agreed  to. 

STATEMENT  OF  JEROME  J.  KEATING— Continued 

Mr.  Keating.  We  are  going  to  get  back  to  the  discussion  of  com¬ 
parability  which  was  the  base  of  the  1962  law.  Comparability  means 
comparability  with  pay  in  private  industry,  but  I  think  in  a  balanced 
economy  it  ought  to  mean  something  more  than  that. 

Trends,  which  is  a  publication  put  out  and  circulated  by  various 
commercial  banks  in  the  Nation  carried  this  interesting  story  on  March 
1  relative  to  the  dynamic  economic  progress  that  we  have  made : 

The  fifth  anniversary  of  the  business  expansion  has  just  passed — with  no  indica¬ 
tion  of  a  slowdown  in  sight. 

“The  big  boom  of  the  1960’s,”  or  whatever  name  is  given  the  recordbreaking  up¬ 
turn,  is  certain  to  receive  special  attention  from  students  of  economics  for  some 
time  to  come. 

Passing  the  60-month  mark  the  end  of  February,  the  current  expansion  is  al¬ 
ready  twice  as  long  as  the  average  length  of  business  expansion  in  every  cycle  since 
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1954.  The  30-month  average,  moreover,  includes  several  wartime  periods  when 
the  economy  was  pushed  at  artificially  high  speed  through  necessity. 

“Then”  and  “now”  comparisons  tell  the  dramatic  story. 

Personal  income  in  the  United  States  was  $405  billion  in  February  1961;  today 
it  is  $550  billion,  a  gain  of  35  percent. 

Industrial  output,  as  represented  by  the  Federal  Reserve  Board  index,  was  103 
in  1961;  today  it  is  148,  an  increase  of  43  percent. 

Retail  sales  have  risen  33  percent,  from  a  level  of  $18  billion  annually  in  1961 
to  $24  billion  today. 

Overall  construction  is  up  28  percent  in  the  5-year  span,  from  a  yearly  total  of 
$54  to  $69  billion  in  1966. 

Impact  on  the  American  people  is  equally  dramatic. 

Despite  a  steady  increase  in  population  (7  percent  during  the  5-year  period), 
the  number  of  unemployed  has  dropped  from  around  5  million  in  1961  to  3  million 
today. 

The  unemployment  rate  today  among  married  men,  the  Nation’s  main  bread¬ 
winners,  is  1.8  percent — as  compared  with  4.6  percent  in  1961. 

Business  profits  have  showed  considerable  growth  in  the  upturn.  The  total  of 
all  corporate  profits  after  taxes  is  now  at  the  level  of  $45  billion  a  year — against 
$27  billion  in  1961. 

U.S.  corporations  paid  a  record  $19.5  billion  in  cash  dividends  last  year,  up 
more  than  10  percent  over  1964,  $17.7  billion. 

Recent  concern  over  rising  prices  tends  to  obscure  the  fact  that  the  actual 
buying  power  of  most  consumers  has  gained  sharply.  Consumer  prices  now  are 
7  percent  greater  than  they  were  5  years  ago,  and  wholesale  prices  are  up  3  per 
cent.  But  the  average  weekly  wage  of  factor,  for  example,  is  24  percent  greater 
than  it  was  in  1961. 

That  is  the  end  of  the  quote  from  Trends. 

While  wages  of  factory  workers  increased  24  percent  in  5  years, 
salaries  of  letter  carriers  increased  only  16.7  percent.  Where  is  our 
comparability? 

Ample  figures  have  been  presented  here  to  establish  the  fact  that 
most  segments  of  our  American  economy  have  prospered.  One  more 
illustration  that  is  all-inclusive  is  in  the  area  of  personal  income. 
The  average  increase  in  personal  income  in  1965  was  8.5  percent. 
The  highest  in  any  one  State  was  13.9  percent;  the  lowest  was  3.2 
percent.  This  was  in  the  State  of  South  Dakota.  Amazingly,  this 
is  the  gain  in  compensation  to  which  Federal  employees  are  to  be 
held — the  South  Dakota  standard. 

The  Monthly  Labor  Review  for  July  1965  carried  an  article  written 
by  Mary  Conyngton  in  1920.  Anyone  reading  it  could  readily  believe 
it  was  written  today.  The  following  are  excerpts  from  this  article: 

*  *  *  It  will  hardly  be  said  that  the  Government’s  demands,  in  those  bureaus 
and  divisions  existing  before  the  war,  have  altered  materially  within  the  past  5 
years,  and  that  its  employees  deserve  relatively  a  much  lower  salary  today  than 
they  received  in  1915.  Yet  the  purchasing  power  of  their  salaries  has  fallen 
materially  since  1915  *  *  *. 

Here,  again,  there  is  clear  evidence  of  the  lack  of  any  policy  underlying  the 
changes.  Evidently  the  increases  have  not  been  planned  to  compensate  for 
the  increasing  price  of  food,  for  in  only  two  cases  is  the  percentage  increase  in 
salary  even  half  as  great  as  that  in  food  prices.  And  they  cannot  have  been 
proportioned  to  the  value  of  the  services  rendered  *  *  *.  The  only  conclusion 
that  can  be  drawn  *  *  *  is  that  the  Government  raises  salaries  only  when  it  is 
forced  to  do  so  in  order  to  keep  its  employees,  and  then  only  so  far  as  will  enable 
it  to  withstand  outside  competition.  When  there  is  no  such  competition  *  *  * 
salaries  tend  to  remain  stationary,  or  are  advanced  slowly  and  uncertainly  *  *  *. 

Surveying  the  whole  situation,  it  does  not  seem  too  much  to  say  that  the 
Government’s  only  policy  in  regard  to  wages  has  been  to  have  no  policy  *  *  *. 

An  “editor’s  note”  makes  a  weak  defense  of  present  policies  by 
stating: 

There  is  now  a  Government  body  making  yearly  recommendations  to  the 
President  on  wage  policy,  on  the  basis  of  the  BLS  annual  survey  of  pay  of  pro- 
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fessional,  administrative,  technical,  and  clerical  personnel  in  both  industry 
and  Government.  True,  recommendations  are  not  based  on  changes  in  prices, 
or  related  to  changes  in  job  duties  as  proposed  in  this  article  (June  1920).  Rather, 
they  are  geared  to  the  need  to  meet  industry  salary  levels  if  the  Government  is 
to  build  and  hold  a  trained  professional  and  clerical  staff. 

In  an  article  titled,  "Poverty:  The  Word  and  the  Reality,”  pub¬ 
lished  in  the  Monthly  Labor  Review  of  July  1965,  we  find  the  follow¬ 
ing: 

*  *  *  The  estimated  October  1962  cost  of  a  modest  budget  for  an  employed 
man,  housewife,  and  two  children  in  New  York  City,  published  by  the  Com¬ 
munity  Council  of  Greater  New  York,  was  about  $5,500  for  goods  and  services, 
and  almost  $6,500  including  insurance  and  personal  taxes  *  *  *. 

Our  letter  carriers  in  New  York  City  do  not  attain  this  amount 
of  pay  until  they  have  served  their  Government  for  12  years.  I 
should  point  out  that  this  standard  that  I  quoted  was  a  standard 
for  October  1962,  not  for  1966.  Today,  of  course,  it  is  much  higher. 

What  is  wrong  with  our  comparability?  There  are  many  things 
wrong  with  our  comparability.  In  fact,  we  feel  it  is  practically  no 
comparability. 

At  the  outset,  existing  inequities  were  completely  ignored,  and  we 
started  out  as  if  it  were  an  economic  world  just  created.  The  in¬ 
justices  of  prior  years  were  not  taken  into  consideration  when  the 
comparability  program  was  put  in  operation.  Its  concepts  were  too 
limited. 

It  is  subjected  to  and  restricted  by  budgetary  considerations. 

Its  statistical  concepts  are  subject  to  arbitrary,  crippling  changes. 

Now  I  want  to  point  out,  and  I  don’t  know  whether  the  members 
of  this  committee  have  received  this  or  not,  but  the  sole  bible  of  our 
comparability  pay  schedule  is  found  in  this  little  bluish-green  book, 
"The  National  Survey  of  Professional,  Administrative,  Technical, 
and  Clerical  Pay.”  Now  where  we  fit  into  this  book,  I  don’t  know, 
but  this  is  the  sole  bible  on  which  comparability  is  based. 

I  might  also  point  out  that  last  year  the  comparison  of  pay  was 
made  with  pay  hi  metropolitan  areas.  This  year  they  also  included 
nonmetropolitan  areas,  which  means  that  there  was  a  lower  pay 
salary  because  of  the  fact  that  these  nonmetropolitan  areas  were 
included. 

We  objected  to  the  inclusion  of  the  nonmetropolitan  areas.  They 
said  it  only  amounted  to  8  percent.  But  even  if  you  dilute  by  only 
8  percent  that  is  quite  a  substantial  dilution. 

The  report  that  was  sent  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  to  the 
President  on  the  recommendation  of  pay,  the  joint  annual  report 
on  Federal  statutory  salary  systems,  which  I  think  you  men  should 
have,  makes  the  following  comment: 

Extension  of  the  survey  to  nonmetropolitan  areas  was  in  accord  with  the  recom' 
mendation  of  the  Surveys  &  Research  Corp.  after  their  review  2  years  ago  of  the 
survey  used  for  Federal  comparability  purposes.  Also  in  accord  with  that 
corporation’s  recommendation  is  the  extension  of  the  current  1966  BLS  survey 
to  establishments  of  smaller  size. 

So  we  are  going  to  have  a  little  more  dilution  this  year.  The  1965 
was  diluted;  1966  is  going  to  be  diluted  still  more,  and  at  whose 
recommendation?  Is  it  on  the  recommendation  of  the  Congress? 
No;  it  is  on  the  recommendation  of  a  business  professional  organization 
that  conducts  the  survey. 


FEDERAL  SALARIES  AND  FRINGE  BENEFITS 


79 


The  comparability  has  moved  down.  It  is  no  longer  a  Government 
comparability — if  it  ever  was.  It  is  comparative  data  not  confined 
to  good  or  even  adequate  comparisons,  but  includes  the  poorly  paid 
employees— an  unworthy  objective,  if  the  Federal  salary  scales  are 
to  be  what  should  be  expected. 

I  don’t  think  that  the  Federal  Government,  who  should  be  an 
example  for  all  employers,  should  go  and  take  the  salary  of  people 
that  are  paid  substandard  wages  into  consideration  in  developing  a 
salary  schedule  that  is  adequate  for  Federal  employees.  I  think  we 
are  entitled  to  better  pay  than  that,  and  this  comparability  is  no 
comparability  at  all,  in  my  opinion. 

The  comparisons  used  in  many  instances  are  unreal,  and  I  want  to 
point  out  the  comparison  that  is  made  between  letter  carriers  is  tied 
in  with  office  clerical  employees.  What  they  have  to  do  with  clerical 
employees  God  only  knows.  We  have  objected  to  that  since  this 
program  first  went  into  operation.  We  are  tied  in  with  GS-5. 

And  in  the  report  to  the  President  of  the  salary  committee  we  also 
find  this  paragraph: 

Although  the  survey  has  produced  excellent  data  on  several  professional,  ad¬ 
ministrative,  and  technical  jobs  in  the  private  enterprise  equivalent  of  GS-5, 
the  data  has  not  been  used  this  year  nor  in  past  years  in  comparability  computa¬ 
tions.  Determination  of  use  of  the  data  is  based  upon  the  fact  that  more  than  70 
percent  of  GS-5  employees  are  engaged  in  clerical  work,  yet  no  data  has  been 
available  to  date  on  private  enterprise  rates  for  clerical  work  at  this  level.  Until 
such  data  are  available  it  does  not  seem  possible  to  accept  the  findings  of  GS-5 
as  being  sufficiently  representative  to  private  rates  at  the  work  level. 

Repeated  prior  attempts  to  survey  pay  for  GS-5  clerical  jobs  have  failed,  but 
successful  surveys  on  the  newly  added  jobs  should  satisfy  the  criterion  of  repre¬ 
sentatives  and  permit  use  of  this  data  in  computing  Federal  comparable  salaries. 

Now  that  is  what  we  are  opposed  to.  There  is  no  basis  for  the 
GS-5,  and  they  compare  letter  carriers  with  clerks  who  are  determined 
on  a  basis  of  a  comparability  that  has  no  data.  There  is  no  compara¬ 
bility  in  the  Government  plan.  Salaries  perpetually  lag,  and  there  is 
no  possibility  of  ever  catching  up. 

I  must  confess  at  the  outset  we  had  some  hopes  for  a  comparability 
program.  Several  of  the  above  criticisms  have  always  been  evident, 
but  we  had  hopes  that  the  weaknesses  would  be  eliminated  rather  than 
expanded.  This  has  not  happened. 

The  chart,  "National  Comparison,”  illustrates  what  has  happened 
in  the  pay  schedule.  It  shows  the  pay  of  letter  carriers  as  they  have 
progressed  in  comparison  with  people  in  three  other  industries.  I 
might  add  that  the  figure  in  1965  is  $2.9S,  the  figure  here  is  $3.44. 
Now  as  we  have  gone  along,  in  1949  we  received  more  hourly  pay  than 
any  of  these  three  groups,  but  their  salaries  have  increased  and  have 
increased  rapidly,  while  the  pay  of  the  letter  carriers  has  proceeded 
rather  slowly. 

(The  chart  follows:) 
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National  comparison 


Pay  of  step  7 
letter  carrier 

Petroleum 
refining  and 
related 
industries 

Blast  furnace 
and  basic 
steel 
products 

Motor 

vehicles  and 
related 
workers 

1949 . . . . . . . 

$1.  815 

$1.80 

$1. 66 

$1.70 

1950 _ _ _ 

(0 

1.84 

1.70 

1.78 

1951 _ 

>.  015 

1.99 

1.90 

1.  91 

1952 _ 

(') 

2. 10 

2.00 

2. 05 

1953 _ 

(>) 

2.  22 

2. 18 

2. 14 

1954 _ 

(>) 

2.29 

2.  22 

2.20 

1955 _ _ _ 

2.19 

2. 37 

2. 39 

2.29 

1956. _ _ 

(0 

2.54 

2.54 

2. 35 

1957 _ 

(>) 

2.66 

2.  70 

2.46 

1958-.._ _ _ _ _ 

2.  34 

2.73 

2.88 

2.55 

1959 _ 

« 

2.88 

3.08 

2.77 

1960 _ 

2.55 

2. 91 

3.05 

2.83 

1961 _ 

0) 

3. 03 

3. 25 

3.00 

1962 _ _ 

2.74 

3.06 

3.24 

3.11 

1963 _ 

(l) 

3.  24 

3. 31 

3.22 

1964 _ 

{ 

2.78 

2.88 

}  3.25 

3.  39 

3. 32 

1965 _ 

2.98 

3.26 

3.  41 

3.44 

1  No  increase. 


Mr.  Keating.  I  was  rather  interested  in  reading  Assistant  Post¬ 
master  General  Murphy’s  testimony  where  he  related  the  progress 
that  we  have  made  in  the  last  4  years  salarywise.  Now  it  is  true  that 
we  did  advance  some  the  last  4  years,  but  it  is  also  true  that  we  lost 
out  in  the  period  when  others  were  advancing. 

In  this  period  here  the  average  increase  in  private  industry  was 
5.3  percent  a  year.  We  averaged  1.37  percent  a  year  for  5  solid 
years.  But  the  next  period  shows  4.6,  these  people  had  a  4-percent 
increase,  while  we  had  a  3.2-percent  increase.  These  people  went  over 
4  percent  and  these  people  went  over  5  percent.  We  have  not  kept 
pace  with  these  increases. 

Now  in  the  1960’s  it  is  rather  odd  the  rate  of  increases  in  private 
industry  have  not  been  as  fast  as  they  were  back  in  this  period.  But 
in  this  period  when  we  had  high  acceleration  of  pay  you  saw  what  was 
happening  to  us — 1,  2,  3,  4,  5,  6,  7  years.  We  had  5  years  that  there 
were  no  pay  increases.  And  our  pay  was  substandard  when  we  went 
into  this  so-called  comparability  and  there  has  been  nothing  to  raise  it 
to  any  decent  standard  since.  It  has  been  going  downward  ever 
since.  We  have  had  the  7  lean  years,  but  we  haven’t  had  the  7  years 
of  plenty,  neither  before  nor  after. 

Under  the  present  program  negotiations  no  longer  exist  in  a  real 
sense.  An  infallible,  indestructive  comparability  figure  is  presented 
to  the  Congress.  It  is  held  out  to  be — we  are  told  it  is  a  sacred  figure. 
There  is  no  dispute. 

There  is  an  aura  woven  around  the  word  “comparability,”  however 
it  is  computed.  The  concept  is  regarded  as  infallible.  With  present 
procedures  employee  organizations  have  lost,  to  a  great  extent,  the 
right  to  negotiate.  Negotiations  of  pay  within  the  Federal  establish¬ 
ment  is  a  triparti  affair — the  Congress,  the  administration,  and  the 
employees.  That  is  what  it  should  be. 

Under  the  present  program,  negotiation  no  longer  exists  in  a  real 
sense.  An  infallible,  indestructible  comparability  figure  is  presented 
to  the  Congress.  Many  vital  economic  considerations  are  ignored. 

The  annual  review  is  excellent.  The  requirements  for  Presidental 
recommendations  are  good.  Congress,  however,  shoidd  rewrite  the 
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rules  governing  the  complete  operation.  Actually  it  is  not  a  study  of 
comparability.  In  our  opinion,  it  is  a  study  of  futility. 

We  propose  that  this  committee,  or  this  committee  together  with 
the  Senate  committee,  conduct  hearings  on  the  subject  of  a  proper  pay 
program  that  does  not  obscure  or  eliminate  so  many  vital  economic 
factors  from  consideration.  We  propose  that  all  pay  increases  be 
considered,  and  studies  not  be  limited  to  a  confined,  limited  group. 

Perhaps  the  present  program  has  resulted  in  some  progress,  but  it 
has  fallen  far  short  of  a  vital,  judicious,  adequate  program.  Its  con¬ 
cepts  are  too  simple  and  too  rigid  to  provide  pay  adjustments  for  postal 
and  Federal  employees. 

Mr.  Udall.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Keating.  I  commend  you  and  your 
very  fine  staff  on  your  presentation.  As  in  the  past,  you  conducted 
research  and  presented  facts  and  comparisons  which  have  been  most 
helpful  to  the  committee.  I  know  of  no  organization  better  prepared 
and  of  more  assistance  to  our  committee  than  yours.  Your  presenta¬ 
tion  today  is  certainly  up  to  the  high  standards  in  the  past. 

The  postal  workers  have  had  a  very  long  history  of  patience, 
loyalty,  and  dedication  to  our  country,  and  I  certainly  commend  you 
for  the  restraint  you  have  shown  over  the  years,  because  I  believe  that 
you  have  some  grievances. 

I  listened  attentively  to  the  testimony  presented  today,  and  I  am  in 
agreement  with  most,  if  not  all,  of  what  you  had  to  say. 

Last  year,  I  was  of  the  opinion  that  we  would  be  in  a  position  this 
year  to  make  some  real  advances  in  the  pay  of  postal  employees. 

However,  everything  we  are  doing  in  the  Congress  this  year  seems 
to  be  overshadowed  by  developments  in  Vietnam,  and  it  is  obvious 
to  me  that  true  comparability,  or  any  kind  of  comparability,  has  gone 
to  war. 

I  noticed,  as  I  am  sure  you  noticed,  that  the  President’s  budget 
provided  only  $350  million  as  a  contingency  fund  this  year.  Last 
year,  it  was  $400  million.  It  is  obvious  to  all  of  us  we  are  going  to 
have  to  supply  more  men  and  more  dollars  to  the  war  effort.  We  are 
in  a  critical  situation  and,  with  the  kind  of  loyalty  and  patriotism  we 
have  in  the  postal  service,  I  know  it  is  of  the  greatest  concern  to  your 
organization,  as  it  is  to  the  President,  myself,  and  the  members  of 
this  committee. 

We  have  made  a  remarkable  progress  in  this  country  in  the  last  5 
years — economic  growth,  continued  unprecedented  economic  growth. 
Profits  have  risen,  as  you  pointed  out;  personal  income  is  up.  The 
difficulty  is  that  these  figures  are  of  little  comfort  when  you  are  part 
of  the  group  that  isn’t  sharing  fully  in  that  growth,  in  the  increase  in 
personal  income,  the  increase  in  hourly  wages.  This  is  a  problem  for 
all  of  us. 

I  share  the  President’s  concern  that  we  have  to  hold  price  stability. 
Otherwise,  everyone  in  this  country  will  lose,  by  and  large.  For  you 
people,  it  is  a  particularly  painful  dilemma.  If  large  wage  increases 
continue  in  your  field  and  other  fields,  this  contributes  to  inflation. 
If  you  don’t  get  the  pay  increases,  you  are  penalized,  you  are  taxed 
by  the  increased  inflation. 

The  President  has  done  what  he  could  in  a  very  difficult  situation. 
He  has  asked  both  labor  and  private  industry  to  comply  with  these 
guidelines.  Some  have  complied  and  some  haven’t.  I  have  been  ad¬ 
vised  that  your  organization,  together  with  other  organizations,  had 
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conferences  with  some  of  the  top  advisers  of  the  President.  As  a  result 
of  these  conferences,  the  package  which  the  President’s  people  have 
presented  here  was  developed. 

My  first  question  is  a  difficult  one.  I  agree  with  most  of  the  argu¬ 
ments  you  made — that  you  don’t  have  comparability,  that  in  the 
last  16  years  while  other  groups  of  workers  which  you  were  once  equal 
to  have  forged  ahead  and  you  have  forged  ahead  at  a  much  slower 
pace — but  the  question  I  ask  is  are  you,  on  behalf  of  your  organiza¬ 
tion,  satisfied  to  accept  the  package  proposal  this  year,  with  all  the  mis¬ 
givings  and  all  the  arguments  and  all  the  unhappiness  that  you  have 
expressed  here,  with  which  in  large  part  I  agree.  Are  you  willing  to 
accept  this,  with  the  hope  that  next  year,  if  this  dangerous  military 
situation  has  improved,  we  will  do  something  of  a  substantial  nature, 
make  some  big  strides  toward  adjusting  Federal  pay  in  keeping  with 
that  of  outside  industry  and  in  keeping  with  facts  and  figures  that 
you  have  outlined  here  so  fully  today? 

Mr.  Keating.  Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  indeed  a  difficult  question. 

You  recall  that  last  year  the  House  passed  a  more  generous  pay 
bill  than  the  bill  that  was  finally  enacted  into  law.  We  thought 
that  was  fully  justified,  and  even  a  little  bit  more  was  justified; 
that  we  had  fully  expected  that  this  year  an  adequate  pay  bill  would 
be  enacted  by  the  Congress. 

However,  the  escalation  of  the  war  in  Vietnam  has  altered  this 
situation  substantially,  and  if  the  members  of  our  organization 
were  asked  individually  what  is  the  greatest  need  of  the  Nation 
today  I  am  sure  all  would  reply  that  a  speedy,  honorable  settlement 
of  the  war  in  Vietnam  is  the  paramount  problem. 

Most  of  our  members  have  served  their  country  in  the  military 
service  in  past  wars.  Many  of  them  are  serving  today.  Many  others 
have  children  now  out  on  the  battlefront. 

We  thought  we  would  get  a  larger  and  more  adequate  pay  raise 
this  year.  The  Vietnam  war  and  the  rigid  restrictions  that  have 
been  discussed  here,  which  we  may  or  may  not  agree — and  you  can 
draw  your  own  conclusion  from  what  we  have  said — including  the 
guidelines.  So  this  hope  apparently  will  not  be  realized. 

Our  members  are  patriotic.  They  are  more  concerned  with  the 
success  of  the  war  than  they  are  with  anything  else.  Under  this 
crisis  that  is  now  confronting  us  we  feel  that  we  are  not — you  asked 
if  we  are  satisfied — we  are  not  satisfied.  We  realize  what  the  legis¬ 
lative  situation  is.  Perhaps  the  best  thing  is  to  pass  this  package  and 
at  as  early  a  date  as  possible  get  to  consideration  of  a  proper  pay  raise. 

We  have  had  several  meetings  with  those  who  represent  the  admin¬ 
istration.  From  the  standpoint  of  the  administration  this  is  the  best 
package  that  they  will  agree  to. 

We  think,  however,  that  there  are  two  changes  that  are  most 
necessary  in  the  proposal  that  was  sent  up  here.  First,  we  object 
strenuously  to  the  effective  date  of  January  1,  1967.  We  think  it 
should  be  effective  on  the  1st  of  March  1966. 

Second,  we  believe  that  with  an  increase  as  minute  as  2.84  across 
the  board — rather  than  a  graduated  amount — it  should  be  paid  across 
the  board.  Those  receiving  larger  salaries  get  more  dollars  out  of  a 
percentage  than  those  getting  small  salaries.  The  amount  of  dollars 
received  is  very  small  indeed  on  that  type  of  a  percentage. 
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We  sincerely  hope  that  this  committee  will  give  favorable  thought 
to  the  proposals  that  we  have  presented  relative  to  developing  a  more 
adequate  and  just  way  of  adjusting  Government  salaries.  We  hope 
that  this  will  be  given  immediate  consideration  and  study,  and  that 
the  committee  will  activate  itself  in  that  direction  in  the  very  near 
future.  We  see  no  hope  in  comparability. 

Mr.  Udall.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Keating.  Let  me  say  that  I  applaud 
your  restraint  and  spirit  and  I  applaud  the  patriotism  of  your  organiza¬ 
tion  which  has  so  many  people  who  have  served  in  war.  Let  me  say 
that  if  this  package  is  enacted,  there  will  be  no  workers  in  this  country 
who  have  made  a  greater  sacrifice,  who  have  gone  further  to  meet  the 
so-called  guidelines  to  prevent  inflation  as  the  postal  workers  in  this 
country.  It  is  ironic  that  they  have  to  make  the  sacrifice  when  they 
are  the  people  who  have  lagged  furtherest  behind  anyway,  as  your 
chart  points  out.  It  would  have  been  far  better,  in  my  judgment, 
for  stockholders  and  employees  in  other  areas  to  have  made  greater 
sacrifices  than  to  place  the  burden  of  this  kind  on  you. 

Let  me  say  publicly,  and  to  you  personally  and  your  organization, 
that  the  attitude  you  have  developed  will  not  go  unnoticed  by  this 
Member  of  Congress,  and  it  will  be  matched  by  my  determination  to 
do  something  about  the  things  you  have  indicated.  I  believe  we 
must  move  to  strengthen  this  machinery  of  determining  pay  adjust¬ 
ments.  It  must  be  one  that  works  quickly  and  fairly,  one  in  which 
employees  fully  participate  and  are  given  a  right  to  be  heard. 

I  am  greatly  distressed  with  the  figures  you  have  cited  which  show 
that  policemen  and  streetsweepers  and  others  are,  in  larger  cities 
particularly,  making  far  greater  pay  than  letter  carriers  and  clerks. 

Secondly,  I  have  come  to  doubt,  in  the  light  of  the  figures  you  have 
indicated  here  about  policemen  and  streetsweepers,  and  others, 
whether  this  whole  concept  of  linkage  is  false,  whether  we  must  under¬ 
take  some  very  basic  reconsideration  of  the  levels  assigned  to  clerks 
and  carriers,  and  the  procedure  for  fixing  linkage  or  standards  for 
their  pay. 

The  gentleman  from  Montana. 

Mr.  Olsen.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I  want  to  join  my  chairman  in  complimenting  Mr.  Keating,  Mr. 
Rademacher,  and  your  splendid  staff  on  a  most  excellent  statement. 

Let  me  say  that  it  doesn’t  look  like  Government  employees  do  very 
well  even  in  peace  years.  I  was  looking  at  your  chart  here  for  1949 
through  1965.  Seems  to  me  the  war  in  Korea  ended  in  1953,  but 
you  have  done  very  poorly  in  all  the  years. 

As  a  matter  of  fact,  after  your  bill  was  sabotaged  in  the  Senate  last 
year,  you  were  given  many  promises.  I  was  there  when  you  were 
given  promises  about  what  we  would  do  this  year,  and  here  we  are, 
doing  more  poorly  than  we  ever  dreamed  we  would. 

I  would  like  to  refer  to  page  3  of  your  statement  where  you  quote 
from  the  AFL-CIO  executive  council  statement.  I  think  that  the 
last  two  paragraphs  are  a  very  proper  and  excellent  statement  of 
position  for  you  folks,  because  if  labor  costs  don’t  move  any  faster 
than  the  gains  in  productivity  it  would  seem  to  me  that  labor  costs 
cannot  be  blamed  for  any  kind  of  inflation.  Isn’t  that  right? 

Mr.  Keating.  There  is  a  quotation  from  Business  Outlook,  that 
according  to  the  Department  of  Commerce  and  the  Federal  Reserve, 
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labor  cost  per  unit  of  output  has  dropped  slightly  since  last  fall,  and 
today  is  about  as  low  as  any  time  in  the  past  6  years. 

Mr.  Olsen.  And  that  is  because  productivity  has  been  increasing 
faster  than  labor  cost? 

Mr.  Keating.  That’s  right.  That  is  a  February  5,  1966  report. 

Mr.  Olsen.  How  about  the  letter  carriers  and  productivity? 
What  has  been  their  record? 

Mr.  Keating.  The  productivity  of  the  letter  carriers  has  sub¬ 
stantially  increased.  They  are  working  harder  and  doing  more  work 
than  ever  before. 

Mr.  Olsen.  And  substantially  greater  than  the  cost  of  letter 
carriers. 

Mr.  Keating.  Substantially  greater. 

Mr.  Olsen.  Then  certainly  your  labor  costs,  as  those  of  others, 
should  not  be  credited  with  any  contribution  to  inflation,  should  they? 

Mr.  Keating.  No,  sir. 

Mr.  Olsen.  T  am  joining  you  in  your  hope  for  a  study  by  the 
Senate  and  the  House.  I  am  willing  to  go  along  with  this  rate  in¬ 
crease  now,  but  I  would  like,  at  the  appropriate  time,  to  try  to  exact 
an  agreement  that  we  begin  a  study  right  now,  this  year.  This 
business  of  next  year  never  comes.  We  could  have  an  agreement 
right  now  that  we  would  start  hearings  on  this  study,  and  it  could  be 
part  of  the  package  of  this  bill. 

It  seems  to  me  that  the  situation  of  the  letter  carriers  and  of  the 
postal  workers  and  Federal  employees  in  general  is  getting  worse, 
and  has  gotten  worse  ever  since  we  passed  the  comparability  clause 
in  the  1961  act. 

For  the  record,  I  wanted  to  say  that  early  this  year  a  spokesman 
for  the  administration  said  that  the  administration  wasn’t  about  to 
send  up  a  recommendation  for  a  pay  increase  unless  that  was  going 
to  be  it.  They  didn’t  want  the  recommendation  to  be  the  starting 
point.  They  didn’t  want  to  be  the  bad  guys  and  the  Congress  the 
good  guys. 

I  am  sorry  I  was  not  able  to  be  here  when  the  administration 
spokesman  was  here,  but  it  seems  to  me  that  the  administration’s 
attitude  is  the  best  argument  for  why  the  fixing  of  wages  better  stay 
in  the  Congress.  I  think  you  would  be  much  worse  off  if  we  delegated 
the  authority  for  fixing  wages  to  some  executive  body. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  don’t  have  anything  further  except  to  say  this  is 
a  very  disappointing  bill,  it  is  a  more  disappointing  situation  than 
last  year,  because  I  have  no  hope  that  these  people  are  going  to  get 
treated  any  better  next  year  or  the  year  after  than  they  are  being 
treated  this  year. 

Thank  you. 

Mr.  Udall.  The  gentleman  from  Louisiana. 

Mr.  Morrison.  First  of  all,  I  want  to  commend  Mr.  Keating  and 
his  associates,  who  have  the  responsibility  of  representing  a  great 
organization — the  National  Association  of  Letter  Carriers. 

I  have  been  in  the  Congress  for  a  little  more  than  23  years  now, 
and  ever  since  the  House  Committee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service 
was  created  by  the  Reorganization  Act  of  1946  I  have  been  a  member 
of  that  committee.  Prior  to  that  time,  I  was  a  member  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Civil  Service — before  it  was  combined  with  the  former 
Committee  on  Post  Office  and  Post  Roads  to  form  the  new  committee. 
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The  record  shows  that  I  have  been  in  the  center  of  every  fight  for 
needed  adjustments  in  salaries  of  postal  and  other  Federal  employees 
that  we  have  had. 

I  want  to  particularly  commend  the  National  Association  of  Letter 
Carriers  for  the  position  this  great  organization,  and  its  leaders,  have 
always  taken  in  support  of  justified  salary  increases. 

Your  organization  has  had  very  responsible,  effective,  and  dedicated 
leadership  over  the  years,  as  it  has  now.  You  have  always  come 
forward  with  valuable  testimony  and  information  and  worked  most 
diligently  to  see  that  your  membership  obtained  fair  and  equitable 
salary  adjustments  and  fringe  benefits — adjustments  to  which  they 
were  certainly  entitled  over  the  years. 

I  have  never  seen  any  pay  raise  legislation  that  was  easy  to  have 
enacted.  I  have  never  seen  any  pay  raise  proposal  that  did  not 
require  a  long,  hard,  fight.  Most  of  them  have  finally  been  worked 
out  by  compromise  just  before  adjournment  of  the  Congress.  There 
has  always  been  a  last  minute  question  whether  pay  measures  would 
be  passed  or  would  fail. 

But  on  all  occasions  this  organization  has  shown  a  degree  of  reason¬ 
ableness  and  willingness  to  reach  agreements  that  are  definitely  in 
the  interests  of  the  postal  service  and  the  public,  while  at  the  same 
time  being  fair  to  the  employees  concerned.  Your  organization  has 
always  been  blessed  with  truly  remarkable  leadership,  not  only  in 
Washington  but  in  your  locals  and  branches  throughout  the  country. 
This  spirit  of  cooperation  and  good,  sound  commonsense  in  the  long 
run  has  helped  your  cause  tremendously. 

And  so  I  want  to  emphasize  that  your  approach  has  been  most 
valuable  and  helpful.  Your  leaders  are  extremely  able  and  have 
contributed  immeasurably  to  the  work  of  this  committee  and  the 
Congress  through  their  careful  research,  always  excellent  preparation, 
and  scholarly  presentations  of  facts  and  evidence  that  we  need. 

I  think  that  the  position  that  you  have  taken  today,  Mr.  Keating 
and  gentlemen,  is  in  the  highest  tradition  of  your  organization  and  the 
gi'eat  labor  movement  of  which  you  are  so  important  a  part.  I  am 
confident  that  all  of  the  members  share  with  me  a  very  real  apprecia¬ 
tion  of  the  difficult — indeed,  the  soul  searching — you  have  experienced 
in  taking  this  patriotic  stand.  I  heartily  concur  in  your  decision  that 
all  of  the  other  issues  are  overridden  by  one  paramount  national 
concern,  and  that  is  the  cause  of  our  country  and  the  struggle  against 
communism,  both  in  in  Vietnam  and  here  on  the  homefront.  As  you 
have  so  w  ell  expressed  it,  no  one  lias  a  monopoly  on  patriotism  and 
certainly  you  and  your  membership  are  as  patriotic  as  any  group  or 
individual  I  have  ever  known.  Members  of  your  organization  have 
sons  fighting  this  very  minute  in  Vietnam.  They  have  always  con¬ 
ducted  themselves,  in  war  and  in  peace,  individually  and  as  an  organi¬ 
zation,  so  as  to  command  the  respect  and  admiration  of  all  Americans. 

I  believe  deeply  that  for  you,  as  an  organization,  to  take  the  unselfish 
position  you  do  in  support  of  our  President  shows  a  fine  sense  of 
understanding  of  the  situation  America  now  faces — where  we  are  at 
the  turning  point  of  success  or  failure  in  stopping  expansion  of  inter¬ 
national  communism.  The  lives  and  welfare  of  hundreds  of  thousands 
of  our  young  countrymen,  who  desperately  need  our  material  and 
moral  support  on  the  battlefield,  are  in  the  balance.  Their  trials 
and  their  suffering  far  outweigh  any  homefront  problems  of  taxes  or 
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shortages  or  self-denial.  Your  agreement  to  support  the  President’s 
guideposts,  because  of  the  Vietnam  war  and  other  heavy  obligations 
of  the  Government,  deserves  the  highest  commendation. 

I  know  that  your  decision  was  far  from  easy.  Of  all  of  your  con¬ 
siderations  in  reaching  it,  I  am  sure  that  the  greatest  motivation  is 
your  loyalty  to  your  country  and  your  patriotism.  By  taking  your 
position  in  support  of  this  legislation,  we  know  that  you  are  joining  us 
in  full  measure  in  our  hopes  and  prayers  that  hostilities  in  Vietnam  are 
brought  to  a  successful  conclusion  for  the  free  world  at  the  earliest 
possible  time.  When  that  has  been  done,  you  will  be  able  to  pro¬ 
ceed — and  should  proceed,  as  other  members  of  this  committee  have 
so  eloquently  stated — with  measures  to  achieve  richly  deserved  salary 
increases  in  accordance  with  the  comparability  principle  enacted  in 
the  1962  Pay  Act. 

I  do  not  know  of  any  organization  or  group  that  has  ever  risen  to 
an  occasion  of  national  emergency  and  met  the  test  of  loyalty  in 
so  timely  and  effective  a  manner  as  you  have  done.  You  have 
my  greatest  admiration  in  this,  which  is  certainly  one  of  your  finest 
hours. 

Mr.  Udall.  I  thank  the  gentleman  from  Louisiana. 

The  gentleman  from  Nebraska,  Mr.  Cunningham. 

Mr.  Cunningham.  May  I  pass  for  the  time  being?  I  am  sorry, 
I  had  to  go  to  a  meeting  of  the  Commerce  Committee. 

Mr.  Udall.  The  gentleman  from  Kansas. 

Mr.  Ellsworth.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I,  too,  want  to  compliment  the  witnesses  this  morning,  their 
officers  and  their  staff.  Jerry  Keating  and  Jimmy  Rademacher  are 
well  known  in  this  town  and  throughout  the  Nation  as  intelligent, 
courageous  and  responsible  leaders  of  men  and  women  in  their  organ¬ 
ization.  They  are  popular,  well  liked,  and  certainly  the  presentation, 
Mr.  Keating  and  Mr.  Rademacher,  that  you  have  made  this  morning 
adds  luster  to  your  representation,  both  of  you. 

I  can  assure  you  from  the  standpoint  of  the  power  of  the  anatysis 
that  you  made  in  your  formal  presentation  as  well  as  from  the  stand¬ 
point  of  the  high  responsibility  that  you  displayed  in  answering 
Chairman  Udall’s  question  when  he  asked  the  question,  I  certainly 
join  with  you  and  with  others  in  urging,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  at  the 
earliest  possible  moment  we  undertake,  either  by  ourselves  or  with 
the  Senate  committee,  a  complete  review  and  down-to-bedrock 
study  of  the  entire  procedure  and  concept,  as  it  has  operated  since 
1962  of  comparability;  and  I  want  you  to  know  that  1  will  be  one 
that  is  urging  and  pressing  and  working  for  that  from  this  side  of 
the  aisle  along  with  your  fine  leadership  and  the  members  of  this 
committee  from  the  other  side  of  the  aisle. 

It  is  always  a  pleasure  to  have  Mr.  Keating  and  Mr.  Rademacher 
with  us  at  this  committee,  talking  about  comparability,  talking 
about  the  problems  of  their  members;  and  I  again  want  to  compliment 
both  of  you  for  the  power  of  your  presentation  and  for  the  high 
responsibility  that  you  exhibited  in  your  answer  to  Chairman  Udall’s 
question . 

Mr.  Udall.  The  gentleman  from  New  Jersey,  Mr.  Daniels. 

Mr.  Daniels.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I  would  like  to  say  at  the  outset  that  my  failure  to  be  present 
earlier  this  morning  was  not  due  to  a  lack  of  interest  in  your  presen- 
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tation  and  the  presentation  of  your  colleagues  and  the  members  of 
your  staff.  It  was  due  to  the  fact  that  I  had  to  attend  a  very  im¬ 
portant  meeting  of  the  Postal  Operations  Subcommittee  of  this  full 
committee. 

I  do  wish  to  join  with  my  colleagues  in  congratulating  you  on  the 
leadership  role  that  you  are  playing,  and  have  played  in  the  past,  in 
these  wage  increase  fights.  1  know  that  your  dedication,  your  coura¬ 
geous  role,  and  your  capable  and  able  and  intelligent  presentation  of 
facts  to  this  committee  has  resulted  in  a  much  better  economic  life 
for  the  workers  that  you  represent,  not  only  of  your  union,  but  the 
entire  working  force  in  this  country. 

Your  representation,  as  the  other  member  of  this  committee  has 
stated,  is  well  known,  and  I  want  to  commend  you,  Mr.  Rademacher, 
and  all  associated  with  you  for  this  role. 

As  you  know,  Mr.  Keating,  the  administration  sent  this  package  up 
to  the  Hill  the  other  day,  and  within  an  hour  and  ten  minutes  this 
committee  started  work  on  this  bill.  It  not  only  involves  considera¬ 
tion  of  wage  increase,  but  also  other  fringe  benefits  in  which  I  am  sure 
that  you  are  likewise  interested. 

One  of  the  proposals  recommended  was  optional  retirement  of 
an  employee  after  30  years  of  service  at  the  age  of  55.  In  addition 
thereto,  the  administration  desires  to  reserve  the  optional  retirement 
feature  for  those  in  level  13  and  higher.  Do  you  care  to  comment 
on  that  reservation  of  the  Government? 

Mr.  Keating.  The  optional  feature  will  not  be  exercisable  in  our 
level,  it  applies  to  those  in  the  higher  levels.  As  a  general  proposition 
this  organization  has  always  been  opposed  to  the  double  option,  we 
think  it  should  be  exercised  entirely  by  the  employee.  That  has  been 
our  position  on  the  question  of  optional  retirement. 

Mr.  Daniels.  Do  you  care  to  make  a  comment  on  the  bill  that  I 
introduced  with  respect  to  increasing  life  insurance  on  Federal  em¬ 
ployees  to  150  percent  of  their  salary  to  the  next  higher  thousand 
dollar  level,  wherein  it  is  provided  that  on  the  reduction  of  coverage 
after  retirement  that  the  policy  be  reduced  at  the  rate  of  1  percent  a 
month  instead  of  2  percent  a  month,  and  to  a  level  of  50  percent  of  the 
principal  salary  instead  of  25  percent? 

Mr.  Keating.  That  is  an  excellent  bill.  First,  the  increase  to  150 
percent  is  the  most  costly,  but  we  are  for  both  phases. 

We  think  probably  the  most  important  part  of  it  is  that  that  has  to 
do  with  the  reduction  of  the  face  value  of  the  insurance  policy  by 
changing  the  rate  of  reduction  from  2  to  1  percent.  We  think  that  that 
is  an  excellent  piece  of  legislation,  and  we  do  hope,  guidelines  or  no 
guidelines,  that  it  will  be  adopted  by  this  Congress. 

Mr.  Rademacher.  Mr.  Chairman,  on  the  subject,  please,  in  re¬ 
sponse  to  the  Congressman’s  question,  I  know  that  Congressman  Dan¬ 
iels,  who  is  the  very  able  chairman  of  the  Subcommittee  on  Retire¬ 
ment  and  Insurance,  is  greatly  disappointed,  as  most  organizations  are, 
in  the  fact  that  his  bill,  or  any  reference  to  it,  was  omitted. 

Now  I  am  sure  that  Congressman  Daniels  recalls  that  the  spokesman 
for  the  Civil  Service  Commission  appeared  and  urged  that  you  take  no 
action  until  the  publication  of  the  Retirement  Committee’s  report,  and 
then  you  read  with  keen  disappointment  that  there  is  no  reference 
whatsoever  to  it. 
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I  think  it  would  have  been  more  than  fair  at  that  time  to  make 
such  an  announcement  rather  than  to  let  us  read  about  it  later  and 
get  the  hopes  up,  of  you  and  your  committee,  and  we  and  our  organi¬ 
zation.  We  are  still  solidly  behind  that  proposal  of  you  and  your 
committee,  and  we  hope  that  it  can  be  enacted. 

Mr.  Daniels.  Well,  Mr.  Rademacher,  inasmuch  as  you  are 
familiar  with  the  recommendations  made  by  the  administration  as 
well  as  the  President’s  message  to  Congress  relative  to  this  legislation, 
do  you  think  there  is  room  here  in  the  guidelines  laid  down  by  the 
Government  for  inclusion  of  life  insurance  coverage  in  this  bill? 

Mr.  Rademacher.  Mr.  Daniels,  I  would  think  that  would  be  a 
matter  of  determination  by  the  administration.  We  certainly  urge, 
though  since  we  testified  in  support  of  that  bill,  that  every  effort  be 
made  to  secure  their  blessing  on  that  legislation.  A  lot  of  people, 
including  retirees,  who  would  like  to  see  it  retroactive,  are  keenly 
interested  in  that  bill,  and  perhaps  it  was  overlooked  by  the  President’s 
Committee  when  they  made  the  recommendation. 

Mr.  Daniels.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Rademacher. 

Mr.  Keating.  It  seems  to  me  that  the  life  insurance  should  not  be 
a  part  of  the  guidelines.  When  the  President’s  Committee  set  down 
their  guidelines  they  did  not  include  social  security.  Retirement 
should  not  be  a  part  of  guidelines,  and  I  don’t  think  life  insurance 
should  either.  What  their  opinion  is  would  be  something  else  again. 

Mr.  Daniels.  Do  you  feel,  Mr.  Keating,  that  retirement  legisla¬ 
tion  ought  to  be  considered  separately  by  my  subcommittee  and 
be  part  of  a  separate  bill,  separate  from  the  pay  bill? 

Mr.  Keating.  Well,  if  the  result  is  the  same  I  don’t  think  the 
vehicle  makes  too  much  difference,  and  I  think  that  it  should  be  con¬ 
sidered  by  your  committee  certainly,  that  everything  that  relates  to 
retirement  ought  to  be  studied  by  your  committee.  But  the  question 
as  to  whether  there  should  be  one  or  two  bills  I  think  is  one  for  you 
and  Chairman  Udall  to  decide.  I  think  that  is  sort  of  a  mutual 
matter. 

Mr.  Udall.  The  Chair  will  say  that  I  have  some  ideas  on  this 
subject  which  I  want  to  discuss  with  my  friend  from  New  Jersey. 
I  strongly  support  the  bill  he  has  introduced  and  I  hope  that  we  can 
enact  it  this  year.  There  are  some  problems,  so  perhaps  it  should  not 
be  discussed  at  this  particular  point. 

Mr.  Daniels.  I  will  abide  by  your  judgment,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Udall.  The  gentleman  from  Alabama. 

Mr.  Buchanan.  Gentlemen,  I  want  to  join  with  the  others  in 
complimenting  you  on  this  presentation.  I  regret  I  was  detained. 
I  want  to  thank  you  for  this  very  comprehensive  report  of  analysis. 

I  join  in  expressing  my  sympathy  to  the  members  of  your  organiza¬ 
tion  for  this  mirage  of  comparability  that  keeps  appearing  and  then 
vanishing  again  on  the  horizon. 

Like  most  of  the  members  of  this  committee,  I  strongly  supported 
the  House  bill  last  year.  I  felt  we  were  making  a  significant  step 
toward  comparability  in  that  bill,  and  I  regret  that  it  was  so  severely 
slashed  in  the  final  bill  that  became  law.  I  doubly  regret  it  in  light 
of  the  situation  in  Vietnam,  which  none  of  us  can  help,  an  effort  there 
which  all  of  us  support,  but  which  nevertheless  now  does  have  a 
negative  effect  on  making  up  this  year  what  we  failed  to  do  last  year. 
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I  say  that  this  thing  is  a  comparability  mirage  because,  as  you  have 
indicated,  we  haven’t  arrived  at  anything  we  can  be  certain  of — of 
the  right  basis  for  comparability — and  that  we  seem  to  have  difficulty 
arriving  at  the  proper  linkage,  as  you  indicated.  This  basis  is  appar¬ 
ently  changing,  and  not  in  your  favor,  as  the  Government  makes  its 
analysis  on  which  to  base  comparability. 

I  say  mirage  also  because  of  the  inflation  itself  which,  while  this 
income  has  risen  in  total  income,  so  long  as  the  goods  and  services  one 
can  buy  keep  diminishing  with  a  given  amount  of  dollar  income  then 
it  takes  a  greater  rise  to  make  any  real  progress;  and  we  have  had  the 
problem  of  inflation,  which  I  don’t  think  the  Government  employees 
and  postal  employees  have  caused,  but  from  which  they  have  suffered 
along  with  retirees  and  many  other  groups. 

I  think,  too,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  while  there  is  virtue  in  doing 
everything  we  can  to  hold  down  inflation,  we  are  getting  into  conflict 
when  we  try  to  hold  guidelines  and  establish  comparability  at  the 
same  time.  It  is  just  not  exactly  possible  to  hold  Government  em¬ 
ployees  to  3.2  percent  when  everybody  else  is  going  to  take  at  least 
3.2  percent,  the  guidelines  to  the  contrary  notwithstanding.  So  if 
you  have  one  man  who  starts  off  100  yards  down  the  road  and  the 
second  man  80  yards  down  the  road  and  you  never  let  one  run  any 
faster  than  the  other,  the  second  man  will  never  catch  up,  and  we 
are  confronted  with  that  problem  here  and  I  regret  it. 

I  would,  therefore,  say  amen  to  this  idea  of  a  thorough  review  of 
comparability  and  hope  this  will  be  done  by  this  committee. 

Finally,  may  I  join  with  my  colleagues  in  thanking  you  for  the 
patriotism  expressed  and  your  willingness  to  accept  this,  which  all  of 
us  recognize  to  be  considerably  less  than  adequate,  and  which  does 
not  make  any  progress  toward  comparability;  for  your  willingness  to 
do  this  in  the  light  of  the  effort  in  Vietnam  and  what  our  boys  are  sacri¬ 
ficing  there.  IH 

I  think  in  this  you  are  not  only  manifesting  good  leadership,  Mr. 
Keating  and  Mr.  Rademacher,  but  you  are  also  being  good  repre¬ 
sentatives  of  the  people  of  your  organization,  because  I  share  with 
you  the  conviction  that  they  would  give  first  priority  to  Vietnam  and 
I  have  complete  faith  in  their  patriotism,  and  therefore  I  believe  you 
have  done  right,  and  I  hope  that  in  the  future  this  committee  will 
remember  this  and  attempt  to  do  everything  we  can  to  do  right  by 
you. 

Mr.  Udall.  The  gentleman  from  Hawaii. 

Mr.  Matsunaga.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  tried  to  look  at  this  matter 
from  the  point  of  view  of  the  administration,  from  the  point  of  view 
of  the  union  representative,  from  the  point  of  view  of  the  employee, 
I  looked  at  it  as  a  Congressman,  and  I  looked  at  it  as  an  individual 
taxpayer,  and  I  cannot  but  conclude  that  your  testimony,  both  of  you 
this  morning,  Mr.  Keating,  Mr.  Rademacher,  is  one  of  the  best  that 
I  have  ever  had  before  any  committee,  and  I  want  to  commend  you 
both.  I  think  it  has  made  a  great  contribution  to  the  deliberation 
which  this  committee  must  make  before  coming  to  any  conclusion. 

I  must  say  that  I  agree  with  you,  Mr.  Keating,  that  I  cannot  agree 
with  the  administration’s  proposal  relative  to  the  increase  in  the 
higher  levels ;  if  there  is  any  increase  to  be  made  because  of  the  lack 
of  funds  at  this  stage  of  the  game  that  the  major  part  of  the  increase 
dollarwise  ought  to  go  to  those  who  are  really  in  need  of  those  dollars. 
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I  am  inclined  to  agree  with  Mr.  Keserling  that  we  have  had  too  much 
theorizing  which  fattens  the  fat  and  starves  the  lean.  So  I  will  go 
along  with  that  recommendation  of  yours  that  we  make  that  change 
in  the  administration’s  proposal. 

As  a  long  advocate  of  unionism,  I  was  somewhat  surprised  at 
the  statement  made  on  page  5  of  your  testimony,  Mr.  Keating,  the 
middle  of  the  page: 

While  union  wage  increases  during  1965  were  greater  than  in  previous  years, 
this  tendency  was  even  more  pronounced  in  the  case  of  nonunion  employment. 
The  southern  textile  industry,  for  example,  granted  three  rounds  of  wage  increases 
in  a  period  of  approximately  18  months.  We  also  find  that  earnings  for  a  selected 
group  of  occupations  have  been  rising  more  rapidly  in  the  less  unionized  areas  than 
in  the  more  highly  organized  areas. 

This  wouldn’t  speak  too  well  for  the  unions.  I  was  wondering  what 
the  explanation  could  be. 

Mr.  Keating.  Well,  that  is  the  statement  made  by  Arthur  Ross, 
the  Commissioner  of  BLS.  That  is  his  comment  based  upon  his 
studies.  It  wasn’t  our  comment;  it  was  his  comment. 

Mr.  Matsunaga.  Yes,  I  know,  but - 

Mr.  Keating.  I  don’t  understand  it  either.  I  was  a  little  confused 
by  that,  too.  That  is  the  comment  he  made. 

Actually  another  point  in  our  comparability  that  makes  it  difficult 
where  they  compare  us  with  GS-5,  the  clerical  people,  they  are  unor¬ 
ganized  and  their  salaries  have  not  advanced  greatly.  Now  if  the 
nonunion  wages  did  advance,  I  think  it  was  over  a  limited  period,  it 
was  just  one  of  those  things  that  happened  to  occur.  But  on  a  long- 
range  basis  this  isn’t  true.  Union  wages  are  far  superior  to  nonunion 
wages  in  every  industry,  and  on  a  short-term  basis  you  might  get  an 
advance  in  nonunion  wages  that  would  be  superior  to  union  wages 
in  a  given  area. 

I  might  also  point  out  when  we  come  to  comparability  figures  in 
making  the  comparison  there  are  no  figures  taken  from  either  Hawaii 
or  Alaska  in  making  that  comparison.  They  are  taken  from  48  States. 
But  our  two  new  States  are  not  included. 

Now  I  think  a  valid  comparison  ought  to  include  the  50  States 
because  I  don’t  think  that  the  people  in  Hawaii  ought  to  be  compelled 
to  exist  on  the  salary  scale  that  is  paid  in  the  poorest  States  economic- 
wise  in  the  United  States.  I  think  that  their  wages  ought  to  be  taken 
into  the  comparison  if  we  are  going  to  have  real  comparability. 

Mr.  Udall.  Will  the  gentleman  yield? 

I  noticed  with  some  interest,  in  the  light  of  the  past  opposition  of 
your  organization  to  including  city,  municipal  and  State  employees  in 
comparability  studies,  the  very  high  pay  that  is  paid  in  some  areas  to 
policemen  and  street  sweepers.  I  wonder  if  we  are  not  falling  farther 
behind.  Maybe  it  would  be  to  your  advantage,  at  some  point,  to 
include  city,  local,  and  State  employees. 

Mr.  Keating.  It  would  in  some  areas.  I  think  that  the  extremely 
low  wages  should  not  be  used  in  a  real  comparable  study.  The 
administration  is  dedicated  in  trying  to  bring  up  the  standard  of 
wages — we  hear  a  lot  of  talk  about  minimum  wages.  Now  if  we  are 
going  to  go  down  and  dig  in  the  cellar  to  get  those  wages  to  compara¬ 
bility  you  are  not  getting  a  good  comparability.  It  is  inconsistent 
with  everything  else  that  is  said,  and  you  leave  off  the  top  ones  but  you 
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don’t  leave  off  the  bottom  ones.  If  yon  are  going  to  leave  anyone  off 
it  ought  to  be  the  ones  on  the  bottom. 

Mr.  Raoemacher.  Mr.  Matsunaga,  this  is  an  observation  regarding 
the  southern  textile  industry.  There  are  many  industries  in  our 
country  who  are  forced  to  continue  to  increase  wages  to  keep  unions 
out.  This  is  a  historic  policy  with  some  organizations,  some  firms, 
and  I  am  sure  it  is  evident  in  some  of  the  textile  industry  also. 

Mr.  Matsunaga.  But  isn’t  it  true  that  in  these  areas  mentioned  by 
Mr.  Ross  the  wages  are  still  lower  than  the  regular  union  wages? 

Mr.  Rademacher.  They  are  still  low,  but  by  giving  people  a  wage 
increase  every  6  months  they  are  satisfying  some  of  the  people  to 
keep  the  union  out.  But  certainly  the  wages  of  the  textile  industry 
are  nowhere  in  line  with  union  wages. 

Mr.  Keating.  Extremely  low. 

Mr.  Matsunaga.  So  it  is  somewhat  misleading  to  make  a  state¬ 
ment  such  as  this  without  quoting  the  actual  dollar  earnings  of  the 
workers.  This  is  the  point  I  was  trying  to  bring  out  and  had  hoped 
that  you  would  bring  out. 

But  I  am  inclined  to  agree  with  you,  too,  that  comparability  should 
not  be  down  at  the  lower  level.  I  have  always  been  doubtful  about 
this  theory  of  comparability  because  the  Federal  Government  which 
sets  minimum  standards  ought  to  be  able  to  set  the  pace  in  the  lower 
levels,  and  we  know  that  in  private  industry  those  at  the  low  levels 
are  so  lowly  paid  and  so  poorly  paid  to  the  point  where  the  Federal 
Government  has  had  to  institute  poverty  programs;  and  if  we  are  to 
spend  any  money  on  poverty  programs  the  Federal  Government  cer¬ 
tainly  ought  to  set  a  minimum  standard  where  those  receiving  Govern¬ 
ment  salaries  ought  not  to  be  on  poverty  programs,  and  I  am  defi¬ 
nitely  in  agreement  with  you  that  we  should  not  apply  the  theory  of 
comparability  at  the  lower  levels. 

I  wish  again  to  commend  you  both  for  the  wonderful  testimony 
you  both  presented. 

Mr.  Udall.  The  Chair  observes  that  we  have  only  15  minutes 
before  the  House  goes  into  session.  Two  of  our  most  diligent  mem¬ 
bers,  Mr.  Krebs  and  Mr.  Cunningham,  have  not  been  heard.  With¬ 
out  objection,  we  will  continue  in  order  that  they  be  recognized. 

Mr.  Cunningham,  I  passed  you  by.  Do  you  care  to  go  first? 

Mr.  Cunningham.  Well,  I  certainly  want  to  join  with  the  other 
members  in  the  compliments  that  have  been  directed  to  Mr.  Keating 
and  Mr.  Rademacher. 

The  administration  proposal  is  a  3.2  increase  and  within  a  so-called 
guideline — but  I  notice  in  the  first  three  grades  there  is  only  a  1- 
percent  increase,  and  I  am  talking  about  pay,  and  this  is  the  old 
problem  of  not  taking  care  of  the  people  that  need  it  the  most,  because 
when  you  get  up  to  grade  1 1  it  is  3.5  increase;  12,  it  is  3.9;  13,  it  is  4.2 ; 
14,  it  is  4.4;  and  15,  it  is  4.5. 

Now  starting  with  grade  11,  3.5,  and  going  to  grade  15,  4.5.  What 
happens  to  the  so-called  3.2  guideline? 

Mr.  Keating.  Well,  they  take  the  overall  like  the  steel  settlement, 
for  example,  they  say  that  came  out  3.2.  There  are  32  separate 
wage  schedules  in  the  steel  plants.  So  some  of  them — and  unfor¬ 
tunately,  in  the  steel,  too,  from  what  I  read — the  people  in  the  lower 
levels  got  the  smaller  percentage  and  some  of  those  in  the  middle  or 
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higher  levels  got  the  higher  percentage,  and  there  has  been  some 
dissatisfaction  in  the  steel  industry  because  of  that. 

Now  we  believe  that  where  you  get  a  minimum  wage  or  a  small 
ncrease  like  this  that  it  should  be  across  the  board,  rather  than  some 
buildup. 

They  talk  about  reaching  comparability,  but,  frankly,  they  have 
a  more  favorable  comparison  of  pay  in  the  higher  levels  than  they 
do  in  the  lower  levels. 

Mr.  Cunningham.  Well,  isn’t  it  the  same  old  story  we  have  heard 
so  long,  that  of  bringing  the  higher  grades  up  fast  to  gain  comparability, 
but  the  lower  grades  are  falling  farther  and  farther  behind  because 
they  don’t  nearly  come  up  to  the  standards  of  comparability,  and  we 
have  had  that  before  us  almost  every  year? 

Mr.  Keating.  We  think  that  the  recommendation  ought  to  be 
changed  to  give  the  2.84  to  everybody,  rather  than  this  1  to  4% 
percent. 

Mr.  Cunningham.  Well,  I  would  agree  with  you,  and  I  don’t 
like  to  have  the  public  misled  because  in  these  other  grades  the  increase 
is  much  higher,  and  I  think  the  public  ought  to  know  about  it. 

Well,  that  is  all  I  have,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Udall.  The  gentlemen  from  New  Jersey,  Mr.  Krebs. 

Mr.  Krebs.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  want  to  say  that  I, 
too,  commend  both  Mr.  Keating  and  Mr.  Rademacher  on  their  very 
excellent  and  informative  and  comprehensive  prepared  statements 
here  this  morning. 

I  want  to  say,  too,  and  I  think  that  honesty  dictates  that  I  do 
this — it  may  not  be  a  popular  or  smart  political  thing  for  me  to  say, 
but  I  have  to  say  that  I  am  disappointed  in  the  administration’s 
guidelines.  I  think  they  are  inadequate.  I  don’t  believe  that  they 
reflect  the  true  picture,  and  I  would  much  rather  say  that  here  on 
the  record  than  down  in  some  dark  bar,  or  men’s  room,  or  somewhere. 

This  doesn’t  suggest  that  I  am  antiadministration.  I  think  my 
voting  record  in  my  first  year  in  the  Congress  indicates  where  I  stand. 
I  think  that  there  comes  a  time  when  you  feel  you  don’t  agree  with 
something,  you  have  to  be  a  man  and  stand  up  and  say  it  publicly. 

I  think,  too,  that  the  whole  question  of  inflation  is  one  that  hasn’t 
been  satisfactorily  conveyed  to  me.  I  don’t  believe  that  the  threat 
of  inflation  is  nearly  so  great  as  some  would  have  you  think.  I  think 
that  if,  in  fact,  inflation  is  so  great — and  I  want  to  say  also  in  that 
connection  that  I  am  not  unpatriotic,  and  I  subscribe  to  the  over¬ 
whelming  majority  of  the  administration’s  program — but  if  inflation 
is  truly  the  threat  that  it  has  been  painted  to  be,  then  I  say  the  whole 
economy  and  the  whole  populace  ought  to  share  the  burden  of  should¬ 
ering  the  responsibility,  and  not  just  2.4  million  Federal  civil  service 
workers  or  any  other  isolated  segment  of  our  work  force  in  this  country; 
and  I  believe  that  this  is  something  that  ought  to  be  studied  not  just 
by  one  group  of  economists  or  advisory  board.  I  think  this  is  a  total 
public  problem  if  it  does  exist,  and  I  believe  that  a  commission  ought 
to  be  set  up  by  the  President  composed  of  members  of  industry, 
business,  and  the  public,  and  a  comprehensive  and  profound  look 
ought  to  be  taken  into  this  whole  question  of  our  economy  and  infla¬ 
tion  and  the  dangers  facing  us,  and  recommendations  from  the  broadest 
possible  group  of  experts  ought  to  be  presented  to  the  Congress,  and 
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they  ought  to  be  the  recommendations  that  guide  our  deliberations 
and  our  legislation. 

I  think,  too,  that  the  whole  question  of  doing  something  affirmative 
and  quick  about  the  question  of  civil  service  salaries  is  something 
that  should  be  dealt  with  in  the  proposed  Senate-House  committee, 
and  I  believe  that  we  ought  to  get  on  with  that  quickly,  and  I  support 
it  completely,  also. 

Now  there  are  some  questions  that  I  believe  ought  to  be  asked 
because  of  some  statements  put  in  the  record,  and  I  believe  these 
statements  ought  to  be  explored  from  a  couple  of  angles. 

No.  1,  there  was  much  talk  made  by  Mr.  Macy  here  when  he  pre¬ 
sented  his  testimony  on  Monday  about  how  much  comparability 
we  have  achieved.  He  made  statements  about  comparability  now 
being  accomplished  through  grade  5,  and  as  hard  as  I  try,  I  can’t 
find  this  to  be  the  case.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  I  think  we  are  getting 
farther  behind. 

There  were  also  questions  of  surveys  upon  which  the  proposed 
administration  increases  were  predicated,  and  it  is  my  humble  judg¬ 
ment  that  if  these  were  utilized  it  makes  a  greater  gap  between  com¬ 
parability  and  where  we  stand  today.  And  I  rather  think  that  we  are 
a  long,  long  way  from  acquiring  comparability.  I  would  like  to  ask 
you,  Mr.  Keating,  what  do  you  think  the  actual  fact  is  in  terms  of: 
Have  we  accomplished  comparability?  If  we  haven’t,  how  far  from 
it  are  we  and  what  do  we  do  about  it? 

Mr.  Keating.  To  begin  with,  of  course  we  don’t  agree  with  the 
present  basis  of  comparability,  Mr.  Krebs.  But  I  might  point  out 
that  2  years  ago  when  Chairman  Macy  appeared  before  this  committee 
he  stated  we  Avere  3  years  behind  in  the  loAver  levels.  Now  he  states 
that  with  the  proposed  adjustments  we  will  reach  full  comparability. 
How  we  got  there  I  don’t  know.  It  must  have  been  by  magic.  It 
hasn’t  been  by  legislation.  If  we  have  reached  comparability  it  was 
from  the  darker  recesses  of  magic  rather  than  legislation.  We  are 
still  3  years  behind. 

Mr.  Krebs.  May  I  interrupt?  We  are  3  years  behind  compar¬ 
ability  now,  the  study  upon  which  these  recommendations  Avere  based 
was  released  for  publication  the  end  of  February  or  the  beginning  of 
March,  1965,  and  the  resultant  increases  are  not  to  go  into  effect 
until  January  1,  1967,  which  is  a  23-month  span;  and  then  if  you 
put  these  increases  into  effect  on  January  1,  1967  and  they  pre\Tail 
until  December  31,  1968,  according  to  my  arithmetic  you  have  an 
additional  gap  of  35  months.  Hoav  do  you  relate  this  to  the  total? 

Mr.  Keating.  In  addition  to  that,  they  have  had  a  year’s  study  in 
compiling  these  figures. 

Mr.  Krebs.  The  figures  then  were  1964  figures,  or  earlier? 

Mr.  Keating.  They  went  back  and  most  of  the  figures  come  from 
1964.  While  they  were  published  in  February  and  March,  they  were 
taken  in  1964.  They  didn’t  take  a  survey  OA'er  a  12-month  period. 
They  investigated  in  a  certain  given  area,  and  most  of  them  Avere 
taken  in  1964.  So  these  are  old  to  start  with.  These  were  old  Avhen 
they  Avere  published. 

Mr.  Krebs.  And  you  don’t  believe  then  that  Ave  truly  haAm  achieved 
comparability  through  grade  5  or  through  grade  anything? 

Mr.  Keating.  We  don’t  have  any  comparability  any  place,  in 
either  the  postal  or  GS  schedule.  They  say  we  are  past  compara- 
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bility,  but  I  don’t  know  how  we  got  there.  They  admitted  some 
years  ago  we  weren’t  there,  and  now  we  are  there  without  a  trip. 

Mr.  Krebs.  One  other  thing:  How  do  you  feel  about  the  distribu¬ 
tion  of  our  wealth  in  this  country?  We  have  gone  in  1932  from  a 
$50  billion  a  year  gross  national  product  to  a  projected  gross  national 
product  in  1970  for  1974  of  $700  billion.  Do  you  think  that  working 
people  generally  have  gotten  an  equitable  share  of  this  growth? 

Mr.  Keating.  I  think  the  opposite  is  true.  We  quoted  here  exam¬ 
ples  of  the  increases  in  profits,  dividends  have  increased  substantially, 
both  over  10  percent.  Interest  rates  have  gone  up  now  for  2  years, 
prime  rate  has  gone  up  a  half  a  percent  both  in  the  Federal  Reserve 
and  in  the  commercial  banks.  So  the  people  that  lend  money  are 
doing  pretty  well. 

Labor,  on  the  other  hand,  has  had  increases  much  less  than  that. 

I  have  here  a  chart  that  goes  back  to  1959,  and  it  shows  the  consumer 
price  index  at  100  at  that  time  and  the  factory  unit  labor  cost  at  100. 
Now  at  the  end  of  1965  the  consumer  price  index  had  gone  up  to  109.4, 
but  the  factory  labor  unit  cost  had  gone  down  to  96.9,  and  this  was 
published  in  Business  Week.  It  indicates  that  the  labor  portion  of 
our  income  is  becoming  less,  and  certainly  in  the  case  of  Federal 
employees  it  is  becoming  substantially  less. 

Mr.  Krebs.  Let  me  ask  you  this:  It  is  my  curbstone  recollection 
that  the  average  increase  of  productivity  in  this  country  for  the  last 
10  or  15  years  has  been  3.6  or  3.7  percent.  If  you  and  your  letter 
carriers  had  gotten  a  3.6  or  3.7  percent  increase  each  year  would  you 
be  any  further  ahead  than  where  this  chart  indicates  you  are? 

Mr.  Keating.  What  is  that? 

Mr.  Krebs.  That  is  the  chart  that  says  in  1949  you  were  getting 
$1.50  an  hour,  in  1950  you  got  no  increase,  1951 - 

Mr.  Keating.  If  we  got  3.7,  yes;  we  would  have  been  further  ahead. 

Mr.  Krebs.  Would  it  be  substantial  or  average  or  moderate? 

Mr.  Keating.  Although,  frankly,  the  average  in  that  chart  runs  a 
little  bit  better  than  that.  I  think  the  average  is  a  little  higher  than 
that  because  you  had  about  5  years  where  it  went  over  5  percent,  and 
the  second  period  of  years  it  went  4  percent,  and  it  is  only  in  the  last 
5  years  that  it  has  been  less  than  4  percent. 

Mr.  Krebs.  Yes,  but  you  have  17  years  here  where  9  of  the  17,  bet¬ 
ter  than  50  percent,  you  got  no  increase,  so  it  had  to  be  substantially 
larger  than  5  percent  a  couple  of  years  to  bring  it  up  to  3.7.  All  right, 
a  few  more  questions.  It  was  testified  here  that  the  administration 
or  the  Post  Office  Department  or  the  Civil  Service  Commission,  it  was 
Mr.  Murphy’s  testimony,  considers  the  post  office  a  continuous 
operation  industry.  Do  you  agree  with  that? 

Mr.  Keating.  Well,  some  employees  work  continuously.  It  is  not 
a  continuous  operation  in  many  areas.  Some  of  the  smaller  offices 
are  closed  completely  at  night.  Most  of  them  close  part  of  the  24 
hours.  There  is  a  limited  number  of  people  that  work,  and  of  course, 
the  services  are  not  available  around  the  clock.  They  are  not  avail¬ 
able  nearly  as  much  as  they  used  to  be. 

Mr.  Krebs.  I  know  there  are  some  employees  that  work  continuous 
shifts,  but  on  balance  you  can’t  buy  a  postage  stamp  in  the  State  of 
New  Jersey  after  12  o’clock  on  Saturdays;  you  can’t  send  a  registered 
letter  on  Sunday;  nowhere  in  the  State  of  New  Jersey  can  you  get 
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into  a  post  office.  They  are  all  closed.  You  can’t  buy  a  postage 
stamp  in  New  Jersey  at  4  o’clock  in  the  morning,  week  night,  or 
Sunday  or  Saturday  nights.  So  it  would  not  be,  in  my  judgment, 
a  continuous  operation  industry. 

Mr.  Keating.  Your  mail  is  not  picked  up  after  5  or  6  o’clock  in 
many  cities. 

Mr.  Krebs.  All  right,  and  I  will  try  to  make  these  as  brief — Mr. 
Chairman,  how  much  time  do  I  have? 

Mr.  Udall.  The  gentleman  has  about  1  minute. 

Mr.  Krebs.  Another  statement  was  made  that  the  workers  in  the 
post  office  system  should  be  compared  with  nonproductive  or  white- 
collar  workers.  Do  you  agree  with  this? 

Mr.  Keating.  I  think  we  should  be  compared  with  productive 
workers;  it  is  not  a  white-collar  job. 

Mr.  Krebs.  I  have  a  lot  more  questions,  Mr.  Chairman.  But  in 
view  of  the  time  limitations,  I  am  finished. 

Mr.  Udall.  Let  the  Chair  make  one  statement  which  I  neglected 
to  make.  Mr.  Rademacher  made  a  very  compelling  presentation 
on  the  uniform  allowance.  I  am  distrubed  by  the  action  taken  by 
the  administration,  and  this  is  the  sentiment  shared  by  most  of  the 
members  of  this  subcommittee.  I  will  direct  the  staff  to  prepare 
appropriate  language  for  insertion  in  our  report  because  the  intention 
was  very  clear  that  the  uniform  allowance  would  be  increased,  and 
the  members  would  get  the  benefit  of  it.  If  it  takes  more  legislation 
to  carry  out  that  intent,  1  am  going  to  see  that  it  is  written. 

At  the  very  least,  we  are  bound  to  have  strong  language  in  our  re¬ 
port  indicating  the  committee’s  determination  to  implement  this  law. 

We  thank  all  of  you  for  your  very  helpful  testimony  this  morning. 

This  subcommittee  will  meet  again  on  Friday  at  10  o’clock  in  this 
room.  It  stands  adjourned  until  that  time. 

(Whereupon,  at  i2:03  p.m.,  the  subcommittee  adjourned,  to  re¬ 
convene  Friday,  March  11,  1966,  at  10  a.m.) 
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FRIDAY,  MARCH  11,  1966 

House  of  Representatives, 

Subcommittee  on  Compensation  of  the 
Committee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service, 

Washington,  D.C. 

The  subcommittee  met  at  10  a.m.,  in  room  215,  Cannon  Building, 
Hon.  Morris  K.  Udall  (chairman  of  the  subcommittee)  presiding. 

Mr.  Udall.  The  subcommittee  will  come  to  order  for  the  further 
consideration  of  Federal  salaries  and  fringe  benefits.  The  witnesses 
scheduled  this  morning  are  Mr.  Hallbeck,  Mr.  Goodman,  and  Mr. 
O’Dwyer.  We  have  approximately  2  hours  this  morning,  but  since 
the  House  is  not  in  session,  we  could  sit  during  the  lunch  hour  or  this 
afternoon,  if  need  be. 

The  Chair  recognizes  that  each  of  the  three  scheduled  witnesses 
speaks  for  organizations  having  tens  of  thousands  of  members.  The 
Chair  is  anxious  to  hear  all  that  these  witnesses  feel  should  be  said. 

At  the  same  time,  the  Chair  would  urge  that  we  expedite  the  hear¬ 
ings  by  moving  along  as  rapidly  as  possible. 

From  our  past  experience  with  these  witnesses,  we  know  that  we 
will  have  their  cooperation. 

The  first  witness  is  Mr.  E.  C.  Hallbeck,  who  is  president  of  United 
Federation  of  Postal  Clerks,  accompanied  by  our  old  friend,  Pat 
Nilan.  We  are  happy  to  have  you  both  here.  You  may  proceed. 

STATEMENT  OF  E.  C.  HALLBECK,  PRESIDENT,  UNITED 
FEDERATION  OF  POSTAL  CLERKS 

Mr.  Hallbeck.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  am,  of  course,  glad 
to  again  have  an  opportunity  to  appear  before  this  committee. 

I  first  want  to  express  our  appreciation  for  this  opportunity  to  ex¬ 
press  the  views  of  the  United  Federation  of  Postal  Clerks  with  respect 
to  pending  salary  legislation  to  this  distinguished  committee. 

I  am  accompanied  this  morning  by  our  legislative  director,  Mr. 
Patrick  J.  Nilan,  and  with  your  permission  each  of  us  will  discuss  par¬ 
ticular  portions  of  the  bills  before  you. 

We  believe  that  most  postal  and  Federal  employees  aie  truly  appre¬ 
ciative  of  the  many  forward  steps  taken  by  the  administration  and  the 
Congress  in  recent  years  toward  better  pay  for  postal  and  classified 
workers. 

We  are  mindful  and  grateful  for  the  interest  and  initiatives  of 
President  Johnson,  and  before  him,  President  Kennedy,  in  this  and 
related  fields. 

We  recognize  that  the  best  interests  and  welfare  of  all  employees 
of  the  Federal  Government  are  of  paramount  interest  to  the  Congress, 
as  well  as  the  President  and  the  administration. 


98 


FEDERAL  SALARIES  AND  FRINGE  BENEFITS 


We  also  know  that  postal  and  Federal  employees  are  concerned 
about  the  administration’s  attempt  to  promote  the  continuation  of 
an  unprecedented  6-month  peacetime  economic  boom,  while  at  the 
same  time  restraining  an  excessive  inflationary  trend  which  could  serve 
to  dilute  the  benefits  of  such  expansion  and  the  growing  prosperity 
which  accompanies  it. 

We  know  that  postal  and  Federal  employees  want  to  do  their  share 
in  promoting  the  best  interests  of  their  country,  and  are  just  as 
willing  to  exercise  necessary  restraints  as  are  any  other  patriotic 
citizens  of  this  great  country  of  ours.  However,  they  believe  that 
the  pursuit  of  their  best  interests  is  not  incompatible  with  this  concern 
for  the  objectives  of  their  country  and  the  administration. 

There  is  no  single,  “one-shot”  invariable  answer  to  the  complex 
problem  we  are  discussing  today.  Therefore  we  hope  that  what  we 
present  today  in  our  statements  will  be  recognized  as  what  we  believe 
to  be  in  the  best  interests  of  our  constituents — the  Nation’s  postal 
clerks — while  at  the  same  time  not  being  incompatible  with  national 
and  administrative  objectives. 

This  committee  has  before  it  a  number  of  bills  designed  to  provide 
urgently  needed  salary  increases,  as  well  as  a  proposal  submitted  to 
the  Congress  by  President  Johnson.  We  are  grateful  to  the  members 
of  this  committee  and  others  who  have  introduced  this  legislation. 

Most,  if  not  all,  of  the  bills  introduced  to  date  provide  for  a  salary 
increase  of  approximately  7  percent.  We  believe  that  an  increase  of 
that  amount  can  readily  be  justified.  For  the  past  several  years  the 
wages  of  employees  in  private  industry  have  been  increasing  at  a 
rate  of  approximately  3  percent  a  year  and  there  is  every  reason  to 
believe  that  this  trend  will  continue. 

According  to  a  BLS  survey,  Federal  salaries  were  lagging  something 
between  2b  and  3  percent  behind  the  wage  paid  in  private  industry  as 
of  March  1965.  Assuming,  as  I  think  reasonable,  that  the  normal 
annual  increase  in  industry  salaries  has  been  3  percent,  we  take  the 
position  that  a  pay  raise  effective  right  now  of  6  percent  would  be 
necessary  to  bring  Federal  salaries  reasonably  into  line  with  those 
currently  being  paid  in  private  industry. 

In  addition,  we  believe  that  there  has  to  be  an  additional  upward 
adjustment  of  at  least  1  percent  in  order  to  reflect  changes  now  taking 
place. 

One  of  the  subjects  to  which  I  want  to  address  my  statement  this 
morning  is  comparability.  Over  the  years  the  Congress  has  demon¬ 
strated  its  awareness  of  the  need  of  attaining  realistic  and  meaningful 
comparability  between  postal  and  classified  pay  rates  in  the  Federal 
service  and  the  national  average  rates  in  private  enterprise  for  equal 
skills,  training  and  duties  most  comparable  with  those  of  our  member¬ 
ship. 

But  if  the  application  of  such  a  comparability  test  awards  to  some 
workers — some  postal  clerks — less  than  they  are  entitled  to  under  the 
administration’s  proposed  wage  guideline,  doesn’t  it  fall  short  of  the 
mark? 

The  wages  of  postal  and  Federal  employees  have  for  years  lagged 
far  behind  the  wages  of  comparable  employees  in  private  industry. 
Salary  increases,  when  they  have  been  granted,  have  always  been  a 
year  or  2  years,  or  more,  behind  the  times. 

If  postal  employees  were  to  be  granted  a  wage  increase  today  that 
would  make  their  current  wage  comparable  with  the  wage  paid  to 
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employees  in  private  industry  for  work  requiring  the  same  measure 
of  skill,  training  and  intelligence,  the}7  would  receive  increases  of  at 
least  7  percent. 

Instead,  this  committee  has  before  it  the  administration  proposal 
which  would  raise  Federal  wages  by  an  overall  average  of  2.84  percent. 
Statistics  upon  which  this  recommendation  is  based  were  gathered 
by  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  during  a  period  which  ended  in 
March  of  1965.  For  the  most  part,  therefore,  they  reflect  the  wage 
paid  during  the  year  1964.  It  was  a  wage  higher  than  Federal  and 
postal  employees  were  paid  during  the  year  1965.  However,  the 
administration  proposal  would  only  make  the  wage  paid  in  private 
industry  in  1964  payable  to  Federal  employees  effective  January  1  of 
1967,  thus  further  widening  the  existing  pay  gap. 

Adopting  the  administration  recommendations  and  making  them 
effective  as  of  right  now  would,  at  best,  raise  Federal  salaries  only  to 
a  level  that  existed  in  private  industry  at  the  time  the  survey  was 
made.  It  would  not  relate  the  Federal  wage  to  the  wage  currently 
being  paid  in  private  industry. 

If  the  increase  is  delayed  until  January  of  1967  as  has  been  pro¬ 
posed,  the  lag  will  be  increased  another  year.  We  believe  that  any 
increase  should  be  immediately  effective. 

We  believe  that  the  Congress  and  the  administration  have  a 
responsibility  to  see  that  the  current  2-  or  3-year  lag  is  eliminated. 
The  Congress  and  the  administration  must  recognize  that  a  time 
lag  of  2  or  3  years  makes  true  comparability  impossible. 

In  point  of  fact,  comparability  will  never  be  attained  until  wage 
increases  are  made  retroactive  to  the  time  of  the  Bureau  of  Labor 
Statistics  survey.  Anything  less  than  this  means  that  Government 
employees  will  be  deprived  of  income  they  should  have  received  during 
the  period  covered  by  the  survey  and  prior  to  adjustments  being  made. 

The  Salary  Reform  Act  of  1962  established  procedures  for  periodic 
wage  adjustments,  based  on  annual  surveys  by  the  Bureau  of  Labor 
Statistics  from  which  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  and  the  Civil  Service 
Commission  would  make  recommendations  to  the  President  for 
necessary  changes  in  the  wage  structure  that  would  insure  compara¬ 
bility  between  the  wage  paid  in  private  industry  and  the  wage  paid 
by  the  Federal  Government  for  similar  work. 

We  endorsed  the  principles  of  the  1962  Pay  Act  because  we  had 
hopes  that  under  the  inspired  leadership  of  President  Kennedy,  and 
with  the  assistance  of  the  then  Secretary  of  Labor,  Mr.  Arthur 
Goldberg,  that  at  long  last  there  would  be  an  opportunity  to  put 
Federal  and  postal  employee  wages  on  a  basis  that  would  insure  at 
least  a  measure  of  economic  justice.  As  a  result  of  the  experience  we 
have  had,  I  am  not  at  all  sure  that  we  would  again  endorse  such  a 
proposal. 

The  simple  truth  is  that  the  principle  of  comparability  has  not 
worked.  It  has  not  been  allowed  to  work.  Comparability  has  been 
sacrificed  to  budgetary  expediency,  to  guidelines,  to  delays.  As  far 
as  we  are  concerned,  it  can  be  put  on  ice  until  such  time  as  this  com¬ 
mittee  can  give  it  further  study. 

We  despair  of  ever  achieving  true  comparability  for  post  office 
clerks  under  the  present  act.  Presently,  the  vast  majority  of  our 
people  are  in  PFS  level  4,  which  by  “linkage”  is  equated  with  level  5 
of  the  GS  schedule.  GS-5  represents  for  the  most  part  an  extremely 
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low-salaried,  white-collar  group,  people  it  would  be  extremely  hard  to 
find  in  the  postal  service. 

The  work  that  our  people  do  would  more  appropriately  be  compared 
to  the  blue-collar  skilled  trades  group,  for  wdiick  there  is  no  counter¬ 
part  in  the  GS  schedules. 

Comparability,  if  it  is  to  mean  anything  at  all,  requires  that  the 
comparison  be  of  like  things.  You  cannot  compare  an  apple  and  an 
onion  and  say  they  compare  with  each  other  merely  because  they  are 
of  approximately  the  same  size  and  weight. 

It  seems  to  us,  therefore,  that  there  is  a  pressing  and  immediate 
need  for  a  complete  reappraisal  of  the  1962  Salary  Reform  Act  in 
the  light  of  the  experience  of  the  past  4  years.  We  belive  that 
such  reappraisal  would  result  in  significant  amendments  to  the  act. 

I  am  confident  that  such  a  study  woidd,  in  the  case  of  our  people, 
at  least,  provide  a  more  realistic  formula  for  comparing  and  de¬ 
termining  future  wages.  I  hope  that  this  committee  will  give  early 
attention  to  a  complete  reappraisal.  In  the  meantime,  the  entire 
theory  of  comparability  can  be  put  in  a  deep  freeze  because  it  isn’t 
working  anyhow. 

In  the  face  of  growing  signs  of  unusual  prosperity,  the  President 
has  strongly  and  repeatedly  emphasized  adherence  to  the  administra¬ 
tion’s  guidelines.  The  guideline  figure  has  been  decreed  to  be  3.2 
percent,  which  is  supposed  to  approximate  the  rate  at  which  pro¬ 
ductivity  has  been  increasing  throughout  the  Nation.  We  under¬ 
stand,  however,  that  the  Nation’s  productivity  in  crease  would  have 
been  calculated  at  3.6  percent  if  the  Council  had  used  the  same 
formula  it  used  in  every  single  previous  year  in  which  it  has  ever 
calculated  guidelines. 

The  credibility  of  the  administration’s  wage  policy  was  not  improved 
by  the  Council’s  explanation  that  it  would  simply  be  “inappropriate” 
to  raise  the  guidelines. 

The  claim  is  that  a  5-year  period  for  calculating  productivity  is  not 
long  enough.  We  are  not  going  to  argue  the  merits  of  a  longer  or 
shorter  period  of  time  calculation.  But  postal  workers  and  all 
Government  workers  are  living  in  the  “here  and  now”  and  they  simply 
need  and  deserve  their  fair  share  of  the  Nation’s  increasing  produc¬ 
tivity  in  order  to  help  them  fulfill  their  hopes  and  aspirations,  and, 
further,  to  permit  them  to  continue  to  enter  consumer  markets  with 
their  dollars  to  help  perpetuate  our  country’s  high  levels  of  production 
and  prosperity. 

Organized  labor  has  opposed  the  Government’s  wage  guideline 
policy  as  prejudicial  and  unfair  to  labor,  unjustly  permissive  to 
management,  and  tending  to  award  the  major  benefits  of  prosperity  to 
investors,  managers  and  employers  in  general,  while  denying  a  fair 
share  to  wage  earners. 

By  discarding  its  own  rules  for  calculating  the  wage  guideline, 

states  a  recent  report  of  the  Economic  Policy  Committee  of  the 
AFL-CIO— 

in  flagrant  effort  to  keep  it  low,  the  Council  of  Economic  Advisers  has  destroyed 
the  guideline’s  credibility,  has  helped  to  accelerate  the  shift  of  incomes  away  from 
wage  and  salary  earners  to  other  groups  in  the  economy  and  has  added  to  im¬ 
balances  that  can  undermine  healthy  economic  growth.  Neither  trade  unionists 
nor  members  of  the  public  at  large  can  be  expected  to  accept  such  a  one-sided 
shift  in  the  method  of  arriving  at  the  guideline  figure. 
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The  theory  supporting  the  “guidelines”  is  that  average  worker 
earnings  should  increase  to  the  same  degree  that  average  productivity 
increases.  Or,  stated  another  way,  when  productivity  increases— 
when  output  per  unit  of  input,  per  worker  increases — the  gains  of  this 
increasing  productivity  should  be  shared  with  the  workers. 

It  should  be  recognized  that  when  there  is  increasing  productivity — 
and  there  certainly  has  been  in  recent  years — the  gains  of  it  accrue 
immediately  to  the  employer.  He  already  has  “his,”  so  to  speak. 

Increased  productivity,  whether  it  be  in  Government  or  private  in¬ 
dustry  or  business,  is  a  matter  of  fact.  It  is  then  the  responsibility 
of  the  employer,  in  Government  or  elsewhere,  to  pass  these  gains  on  to 
his  workers  who  make  them  possible — to  share  the  gains. 

The  employer  can  do  this  by  lowering  his  prices — and  I  must  say  we 
have  to  look  hard  and  long  to  find  cases  of  this — or  by  increasing  his 
wage  payments  to  them. 

We  are  painfully  aware  of  the  fact  that  the  wage- price  guideline  on 
which  the  administration  recommendations  are  based  currently, 

{irovides  for  increases  of  not  to  exceed  3.2  percent.  This  is  the  guide- 
ine  that  has  been  set  up  for  all  wages,  public  and  private.  However, 
there  are  very  significant  differences  in  application. 

In  the  private  sector,  the  wage-price  guideline  is  applied  solely 
to  workers.  It  is  not  applied  to  management,  and  management  wage 
increases  have  far  exceeded  the  guideline. 

In  the  Federal  sector  it  is  proposed  to  dilute  the  value  of  the  3.2- 
percent  guideline  by  making  it  applicable  not  only  to  workers,  but 
to  management  as  well,  and  to  give  management  by  far  the  largest 
dollar  and  percentage  increases. 

We  propose  that  the  maximum  increases  allowable  under  the  guide¬ 
line  be  applied  across  the  board  and  solely  to  those  in  the  nonman- 
agerial  levels.  We  do  not  believe  there  is  any  more  justification  for 
diluting  the  possible  benefits  that  could  accrue  to  postal  and  Federal 
workers  by  including  management  personnel,  than  there  would  be  for 
diluting  the  possible  benefits  that  could  accrue  to  the  steelworkers, 
for  example,  by  including  increases  for  the  presidents  and  other 
management  officials  of  the  steel  corporations  in  adjusting  steel  wages. 

Spreading  the  allowable  increases  under  the  guideline  among  exactly 
the  same  kind  of  people  who  would  be  covered  in  a  similar  situation 
in  private  industry,  will  permit  a  more  realistic  division  of  the  “pie” 
among  postal  and  classified  workers.  Management  can  always 
take  care  of  itself  in  other  ways,  such  as  upgrading  of  positions. 

This  course  of  action  will  certainly  make  possible  across-the-board 
increases  to  those  to  whom  they  would  properly  apply  considerably 
in  excess  of  those  proposed  in  the  President’s  message  to  the  Congress. 

I  see  no  purpose  at  this  time  in  submitting  for  the  record  repetitive 
examples  of  what  the  committee  already  knows.  Each  member  of 
this  committee  is  fully  aware  of  the  changes  that  have  taken  place  in 
wage  levels  in  his  own,  and  other  parts  of  the  country.  I  am  confident 
that  without  exception  every  member  of  this  committee  knows  that 
wages  in  private  industry  have  always  gone  up  faster  than  wages  in 
Government.  They  know  also  that  private  wages  are  continuing, 
and  will  continue,  to  rise.  The  simple  truth  is  that  Government 
wages  have  never  kept  up  with  the  wages  in  private  industry. 

The  administration  proposes  to  restrain  wages  and  prices  through 
the  device  of  voluntary  wage-price  guidelines,  guidelines  which  now 
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seem  to  be  less  than  valid  and  certainly  suspect.  The  voluntary 
feature  has  more  expression  outside  of  Government  than  inside  it, 
we  all  know. 

“Consultation”  and  the  opportunity  to  make  statements  before  the 
distinguished  members  of  the  subcommittee  we  appreciate,  but  in  the 
final  analysis  we  can  only  acquiesce  in  the  bill  which  is  finally  passed. 

We  hope  we  can  also  applaud  what  you  and  the  other  Members 
of  Congress  finally  see  fit  to  extend  to  our  members  and  other  Federal 
employees  as  a  just  and  fair  salary-benefit  package. 

Labor  and  wages  have  not  made  a  net  contribution  to  any  inflation¬ 
ary  pressures  which  may  exist.  This  is  because  the  increase  in 
workers’  earnings  has  been  less  than  increases  in  productivity. 

In  his  Economic  Report,  the  President  has  stated  that  unit  labor 
costs  in  the  national  economy  “have  barely  moved  as  gains  in  pro¬ 
ductivity  have  largely  offset  moderate  increases  in  hourly  labor  costs.” 
We  believe  it  is  even  more  significant  that  the  Economic  Report 
showed  that  in  the  key  manufacturing  sector,  unit  labor  costs  have 
been  in  a  declining  trend  since  1960 — having  declined  eight-tenths 
of  1  percent  in  1965  alone. 

It  seems  clear  that  in  the  major  industries  where  productivity  has 
continued  to  rise — where  unit  costs  have  decreased  through  more 
efficient  production — prices  have  been  set  by  factors  which  have 
little  or  nothing  to  do  with  labor  costs.  If  this  is  true,  where  is  the 
linkage  feared  by  the  administration  between  wages  and  inflation? 

Despite  this  record  of  relatively  stable  unit  labor  costs  in  the 
economy  as  a  whole  and  declining  costs  of  labor  per  unit  in  manu¬ 
facturing,  the  level  of  consumer  prices  has  risen  over  1  percent  per 
year  in  recent  years  and  wholesale  prices  have  increased  4%  percent 
during  the  past  18  months,  To  illustrate  this  distinction  between 
wage  increases  and  price  increases,  I  quote  the  AFL-CIO  policy 
committee’s  recent  report  to  the  executive  council. 

In  unorganized  companies,  wages  are  set  unilaterally  by  the  employer.  Where 
employees  are  represented  by  unions,  wages  are  determined  jointly,  through 
collective  bargaining,  with  the  restraint  of  employer  resistance. 

In  addition,  millions  of  employees  in  major  industries  are  covered  by  long-term 
agreements,  that  provide  extensive  periods  of  time  before  they  are  subject  to 
renegotiation. 

On  the  other  hand,  prices  in  several  key  industries  are  effectively  set  by  a  few 
top  executives  of  the  dominant  corporations  and  in  many  other  industries  prices 
respond  to  immediate  market  opportunities  with  little  if  any  regard  for  costs. 

When  prices  are  detached  from  unit  costs  they  cease  to  reflect 
efficiency  or  productivity.  It  follows,  then,  that-  the  problem  of 
rising  prices  cannot  be  attacked  by  limiting  wages  to  an  arbitrary 
level  based  upon  an  estimate  of  efficiency  and  costs. 

The  United  Federation  of  Postal  Clerks  submits  that  in  its  efforts 
to  hold  down  wages  through  the  wage-guideline  policy,  the  admin¬ 
istration  has  ignored  the  main  pressure  against  stability  in  the  econ¬ 
omy — prices  and  resulting  excess  profits. 

The  Commerce  Department  reported  in  February  that  dividends 
paid  by  U.S.  corporations  during  1965  were  up  to  10.25  percent  over 
1964  and  totaled  $19.5  billion — and  this  report  covered  only  20 
industry  groups. 

In  a  study  of  13  major  corporations  during  1965 — see  attached 
table — it  will  be  seen  that  net  profits  after  taxes  of  these  13  major 
corporations  averaged  33.8  percent  over  the  previous  year.  The 
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profits  of  some  of  these  corporations  were  as  high  as  74  and  76  per¬ 
cent  over  the  previous  year. 

Quite  frankly,  we  believe  that  it  is  going  to  take  more  than  wage- 
price  controls  to  do  the  job.  Any  burdens  should  be  shared  by  all, 
not  just  those  least  able  to  bear  them. 

At  this  time,  and  with  the  approval  of  the  committee,  I  would  like 
to  ask  Mr.  Patrick  J.  Nilan,  our  legislative  director,  to  present  our 
views  with  respect  to  other  features  of  the  President’s  proposals  and 
bills  pending  before  this  committee. 

Mr.  Udall.  We  would  be  happy  to  hear  from  Mr.  Nilan.  Before 
that,  the  Chair  would  ask  unanimous  consent  for  the  table  attached 
fo  your  statement  to  appear  in  the  record.  Without  objection,  it  is 
so  ordered. 

(The  table  follows:) 

Net  profit  after  taxes  of  13  major  corporations,  196 j  and  1965 


[Dollars  in  millions] 


Corporation 

1964 

1965 

Percent 
increase 
in  profits 

$9.  60 

$14.  57 

+51.8 
+12.0 
+35.2 
+24.5 
+16.8 
+74.5 
+76. 1 
+29.9 
+37.9 
+13.7 
+38.5 
+11.0 
+18.3 

1, 137.  77 
324.  00 

1,274.  84 
438. 10 

134.  41 

167.31 

37.00 

43.  90 

28. 43 

49.  60 

6.  27 

11.04 

68.  66 

89.  20 

112.  24 

154.82 

16.  90 

19.  22 

6.  57 

9.10 

19.  97 

22. 17 

6.54 

7.74 

Note. — Statistics  from  Standard  &  Poor’s  Compendium  of  American  Industries  issued  in  December  1965. 


Mr.  Udall.  1  suppose  someone  might  suggest  that  we  have  guide¬ 
lines  for  dividends  for  stockholders  if  we  are  going  to  have  them 
on  employees. 

Mr.  Hallbeck.  I  think  it  not  at  all  unreasonable. 

Mr.  Udall.  All  right.  Thank  you.  Mr.  Nilan,  you  may  proceed. 

STATEMENT  OF  PATRICK  J.  NILAN,  LEGISLATIVE  DIRECTOR, 
UNITED  FEDERATION  OF  POSTAL  CLERKS,  AFL-CIQ 

Mr.  Nilan.  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  joint  subcom¬ 
mittee,  thank  you  very  much  for  the  opportunity  to  present  some 
additional  views  of  the  United  Federation  of  Postal  Clerks  con¬ 
cerning  compensation,  retirement,  health  benefits,  and  life  insurance. 

First,  Mr.  Chairman,  we  urge  this  committee  to  consider  enactment 
of  the  overtime  proposals  provided  in  H.R.  12094,  as  follows: 

(1)  Overtime  for  all  hours  of  work  in  excess  of  8  hours  in  any  1 
day  for  all  substitute  postal  employees. 

(2)  Each  employee  shall  be  paid  for  all  work  in  excess  of  8  hours 
in  1  day  at  the  rate  of  150  percent  of  his  hourly  basic  compensation. 

(3)  Each  employee  who  performs  work  on  Saturdays  shall  be 
paid  at  the  rate  of  150  percent  of  his  hourly  basic  compensation. 

(4)  Each  employee  who  performs  work  on  Sundays  or  on  a  day 
referred  to  as  a  holiday  in  section  87b  of  title  5  or  on  a  day  designated 
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by  Executive  order  as  a  holiday  for  Federal  employees  generally  shall 
be  paid  at  the  rate  of  200  percent  of  his  hourly  basic  compensation. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  also  appreciate  Mr.  Paul  Krebs  of  this  committee 
introducing  legislation  in  this  regard. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  also  urge  this  committee  to  consider  the  enact¬ 
ment  of  legislation  which  would  specifically  establish  a  Monday 
through  Friday  basic  workweek  for  all  postal  employees  with  the 
overtime  compensation  to  be  paid  as  outlined  in  the  above  sections 
(1)  through  (4). 

We  respectfully  suggest  to  this  committee  that  it  is  most  important 
that  legislation  be  enacted  into  law  as  promptly  as  possible  to  com¬ 
pensate  substitute  postal  employees  at  the  rate  of  time  and  one-half 
overtime  pay  for  all  hours  worked  in  excess  of  8  hours  each  day.  It 
is  indeed  tragic  that  the  Government,  which  should  be  a  model  em¬ 
ployer,  insists  that  substitutes  are  not  entitled  to  the  same  considera¬ 
tion  as  other  regular  employees  when  working  more  than  8  hours  a 
day. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  do  not  intend  to  belabor  this  point  as  we  cer¬ 
tainly  believe  that  this  committee  and  the  U.S.  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives  received  ample  documentation  during  the  1st  session  of  the  89th 
Congress  in  support  of  overtime  pay  for  substitutes  after  8  hours  a 
day,  as  was  indicated  in  the  House  approval  of  the  original  1965  salary 
legislation,  H.R.  10281. 

We  would,  however,  certainly  suggest  that  the  testimony  presented 
by  Assistant  Postmaster  General  Richard  J.  Murphy  before  this 
committee  on  March  8,  1966,  concerning  overtime  practices  in  private 
industry  for  hourly  rate  employees — which  substitute  employees  in 
the  postal  service  are  by  law — supports  our  contention  that  this 
Congress  should  approve  such  overtime  pay.  I  refer  to  only  one  part 
of  Mr.  Murphy’s  testimony  as  an  indication  of  support  for  our 
position,  and  I  quote: 

Of  400  contracts  reviewed  by  the  Bureau  of  National  Affairs,  90  percent  speci¬ 
fied  time  and  one-half  for  overtime  after  8  hours  in  1  day. 

Regretfully,  Mr.  Murphy  went  on  to  say: 

But  we  ought  not  to  look  at  these  facts  as  appropriate  comparisons  with  our 
substitutes.  Our  substitutes  are  really  a  unique  group. 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee,  I  suggest  that  as 
long  as  substitute  employees  are  not  paid  time  and  one-half  overtime 
rates  lor  hours  of  work  in  excess  of  8  hours  in  1  day  that  those  sub¬ 
stitutes  really  are  a  unique  group,  as  Mr.  Murphy  suggests.  We 
believe  there  can  be  no  question  but  that  the  Post  Office  Department 
is  completely  out  of  step  with  enlightened  private  sector  overtime 
practices  in  refusing  to  realistically  endorse  and  recommend  overtime 
pay  for  substitutes  after  8  hours  in  each  workday.  We  sincerely 
urge  your  consideration  of  this  important  legislative  proposal  during 
this  session  of  the  Congress. 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee,  when  Assistant 
Postmaster  General  Richard  Murphy  appeared  before  this  committee 
on  March  8,  he  also  referred  to  "other  bills  now  pending  before  you  as 
they  relate  to  premium  or  special  pay  considerations  for  postal 
employees.” 

At  that  tune  Mr.  Murphy  emphatically  endorsed  a  proposal 
to  extend  the  maximum  number  of  consecutive  hours  during  which 
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a  postal  employee  may  be  worked  or  be  available  for  work  from  12 
hours,  as  presently  provided  in  Public  Law  89-301,  to  15  hours  a  day. 
We  are  absolutely  not  in  agreement  with  this  expression  by  Mr. 
Murphy  and  the  Post  Office  Department. 

The  United  Federation  of  Postal  Clerks  would  consider  such  legis¬ 
lation  a  distinct  backward  step  and  completely  unnecessary.  To 
avoid  any  possible  misunderstanding,  the  United  Federation  of  Postal 
Clerks  is  absolutely,  unequivocally,  and  100  percent  opposed  to  this 
proposal  by  the  Post  Office  Department  and  strongly  urges  this  com¬ 
mittee  and  the  Congress  to  retain  a  12-hour-work-span  limitation  as 
presently  provided  in  Public  Law  89-301,  and  this  12-hour  limitation 
should  be  the  absolute  limit  for  any  workday. 

We  also  must  state,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  contrary  to  the  suggestions 
by  Mr.  Murphy  and  Mr.  Swygert  of  the  Post  Office  Department 
before  this  committee,  that  we  as  a  union  have  received  a  comparative 
handful  of  complaints  on  this  12-hour-work-span  limitation  in  Public 
Law  89-301. 

Certainly  as  the  exclusive  union  representative  for  the  Post  Office 
Department’s  245,000  postal  clerks,  our  union  would  have  been 
contacted  by  postal  clerk  employees  if  there  was  any  strong  objection 
to  the  12-hour  limitation  by  our  people.  I  am  confident,  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  that  if  the  work  span  should  happen  to  be  increased  to  15 
hours  a  day,  instead  of  the  present  12-hour  limitation,  that  the 
overwhelming  majority  of  our  postal  clerk  membership  would  vehe¬ 
mently  complain  to  our  union. 

Also  in  the  area  of  compensation,  we  would  like  to  urge  this  com¬ 
mittee  to  give  consideration  for  enactment  of  legislation  to  correct 
the  many  inequities  in  pay  resulting  originally  from  Public  Law  68 
of  the  84th  Congress,  enacted  on  June  10,  1955.  These  inequities 
were  subsequently  extended  by  the  so-called  Salary  Reform  Act  of 
1962,  actually  Public  Law  87-793,  approved  on  October  11,  1962, 
and  Public  Law  88-426,  enacted  on  August  14,  1964. 

These  inequities  are  the  direct  residt  of  the  earlier  decisions  by 
Congress  not  to  provide  full  credits  for  years  of  service  in  conversions 
of  postal  employees  from  salary  schedules  in  effect  prior  to  the  enact¬ 
ment  of  Public  Law  87-793  and  subsequently  Public  Law  88-426. 
Unfortunately,  section  114  of  the  latter  law  enacted  on  August  14, 
1964,  failed  to  correct  these  inequities  and  neither  did  Public  Law 
89-301  enacted  during  the  last  session  of  the  Congress. 

Rather  than  explain  these  inequities  in  detail  during  this  hearing, 
we  are  including  attachment  A  at  the  end  of  our  statement  to  support 
our  representations  urging  correction  of  these  inequities.  The  pro¬ 
posals  we  are  making  in  this  regard  are  similar  to  the  Dulski  amend¬ 
ment  legislation  considered  in  previous  sessions  of  the  Congress. 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee,  we  regret  that  our 
testimony  on  fringe  benefits  such  as  retirement  and  health  benefits 
must,  at  this  time,  necessarily  be  limited  to  some  extent.  As  you 
know,  until  the  President’s  message  was  received  by  the  Congress  on 
Monday  of  this  week,  we  were  not  aware  that  fringe  benefits  would  be 
included  in  the  pay  message.  Also,  we  were  unaware  that  all  three 
of  these  important  areas  of  employee  benefits  would  be  considered  at 
one  time  before  this  joint  subcommittee  conducting  the  hearings  on 
Federal  employee  compensation. 
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Therefore,  we  are  unable  to  present  our  proposals  in  detail  and 
document  our  position  concerning  each  of  these  legislative  endeavors. 
However,  the  United  Federation  of  Postal  Clerks  would  like  to  ex¬ 
press  itself  for  the  record  in  each  instance,  including  consideration 
of  improved  Federal  employee  life  insurance  benefits. 

The  legislative  goal  for  improved  and  liberalized  retirement  benefits 
for  our  AFL-CIO  postal  clerk  membership  is  employee-optional 
retirement  with  30  years  of  service,  regardless  of  age  at  no  reduction 
in  annuity.  The  present  administration  proposal  falls  far  short  of 
this  goal,  although  employee-optional  retirement  at  age  55  with 
30  years  of  service,  and  the  other  retirement  proposals  would  be  definite 
improvements.  This  would  be  particularly  true  if  employees  were 
not  recpiired  to  increase  their  contributions  by  0.5  percent  to  the 
CSC  retirement  system. 

At  the  present  time,  Mr.  Chairman,  we  are  not  convinced  that  the 
administration  suggested  0.5  percent  increase  in  contributions  by 
employees  for  these  benefits  is  necessary,  and  we  urge  the  committee 
to  inquire  at  length  concerning  any  such  need  for  increased  employee 
contributions.  Remember,  this  0. 5-percent  increase  is  not  just  for 
1  year,  but  each  and  every  year  of  the  employee’s  working  life. 

We  also  state,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  our  organizasion  would  much 
more  enthusiastically  support  the  retirement  legislation  introduced 
b}r  Congressman  Dominick,  V.  Daniels,  the  distinguished  chairman  of 
this  House  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Subcommittee  on  Retirement, 
Insurance,  and  Health  Benefits;  namely,  H.R.  430.  Also  H.R.  9,  the 
omnibus  retirement  bill  by  Congressman  Arnold  Olsen,  certainly 
deserves  consideration  by  this  committee. 

In  the  area  of  health  benefits  the  0.1-percent  cost  item  of  the  so- 
called  package  proposed  by  the  administration  for  increasing  Govern¬ 
ment  contributions  to  health  benefit  premiums  is  certainly  totally 
inadequate,  although  it  is  gratifying  to  note  that  the  administration 
has  finally  recognized  the  need  for  liberalization — meager  though  it 
may  be — of  Government  contributions. 

The  goal  of  UFPC  in  this  area  is  ultimate  complete  payment  by 
the  Government  of  health  benefit  premiums.  Certainly  Government 
should  at  this  time  contribute  at  least  an  equal  share  of  such  costs 
(50-50)  with  postal  and  Federal  employees  consistent  with  wThat  we 
believe  the  minimum  average  practice  is  in  private  industry. 

If  these  organization  goals  cannot  be  accomplished  at  this  time, 
we  urge  that  the  administration’s  proposal  for  a  two-step  increase  in 
contributions  over  a  2-year  period  starting  in  1967  be  combined  into 
a  single  total  increase  based  on  the  0.1 -percent  cost  item  as  of  the 
effective  date  of  this  legislation. 

We  suggest  this  Mr.  Chairman  because  it  is  obvious  to  those  of  us 
who  have  worked  with  the  health  benefits  program,  that  by  1968 
when  the  proposed  legislation  in  the  health  benefits  area  become 
available,  that  by  that  time  the  Government  contribution  would  then 
be  down  to  10  percent  that  is  presently  recommended  in  their 
representation. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  are  including  attachment  B  at  the  end  of  this 
statement  as  a  partial  listing  of  representative  industry  which  already 
is  paying  100  percent  of  premium  costs  for  health  benefit  coverage  of 
their  employees  and  dependents  for  the  information  of  the  committee. 
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I  might  add  here  that  it  was  interesting  to  note  that  the  three 
major  automobile  companies,  General  Motors,  Chrysler,  and  Ford, 
all  have  100-percent  payment  of  premiums  for  employees  in  their 
respective  health  benefit  programs. 

The  Federal  Employees  Health  Benefits  Act  of  1959  provided  that 
the  Government  will  share  in  the  cost  of  health  benefit  plans  for  its 
employees,  consistent  with  general  practice  in  private  industry.  The 
principle  set  forth  in  this  act  was  that  the  Government’s  contributions 
“shall  be  50  percent  of  the  lowest  rate  charged  by  a  carrier”  of  a  Gov¬ 
ernment-wide  plan  for  a  low-option  level  of  benefits,  within  a  fixed 
maximum  and  minimum.  An  attractive  feature  of  this  plan  at  that 
time  was  that  employees  could  purchase — at  their  own  expense — 
additional  benefits  comprising  a  high-option  plan  the  cost  of  which 
would  be  offset,  in  part,  by  the  Government’s  contribution  to  the  low- 
option  plan. 

While  at  that  time  the  formula  appeared  as  an  attractive  feature  of 
the  program  it  did  give  rise  to  a  number  of  unforeseen  problems. 
Those  employees  who  anticipated  lower  health  care  needs  chose  the 
low-option  plan  and  claims  against  this  plan  have  been  so  low  that 
premium  costs  have  remained  stable  since  inception  despite  the 
steady  rise  in  health  service  costs. 

Since  Government  contributions  are  pegged  to  premium  rates  for 
the  lowest  level  of  benefits,  there  has  been  no  increase  in  Government 
contributions.  This  is  still  the  case,  after  5  years,  despite  the  fact 
that  for  most  of  those  covered  for  high  option  benefits  there  has  been 
an  increase  of  20  to  30  percent  in  premium  rates. 

Before  November  1964  Government  contributions  covered  35  to 
40  percent  of  the  cost  of  high  option  benefits.  At  this  ratio,  an  in¬ 
crease  in  premium  rates  equivalent  to  25  percent,  or  approximately 
the  amount  that  premium  rates  for  high  option  plans  increased  be¬ 
tween  1960  and  1964,  would  in  the  future  if  projected  add  40  percent 
to  the  employee’s  share  of  the  cost. 

Since  85  percent  of  all  Federal  employees  are  enrolled  in  high  option 
plans,  the  vast  majority  of  Government  workers  are  presently  paying 
72  percent  or  more  of  their  health  benefit  costs.  The  administration’s 
plan,  as  presented  by  Mr.  Macy,  would  reduce  this  burden  by  only 
10  percent.  It  would  not,  however,  attempt  to  solve  the  problems 
caused  by  the  fact  that  those  who  need  health  care  least  will  continue 
to  receive  the  largest  share  of  relief  from  the  Government.  Those 
who  need  health  benefits  most  will  have  to  pay  more  from  their  own 
pockets. 

To  quote  Mr.  Macy’s  statement  before  this  committee : 

Increases  in  health  insurance  premiums  are  inevitable;  they  are  caused  by  the 
increasing  cost  and  the  increasing  use  of  medical  care  *  *  *.  In  the  absence  of  an 
increase  in  the  Government’s  contribution,  an  increase  in  premium  would  be 
paid  entirely  by  the  employee  and  it  would  reduce  his  take-home  pay. 

As  long  as  the  Government’s  contribution  is  pegged  to  a  plan  likely^ 
to  be  selected  by  people  needing  a  minimum  of  health  care,  these 
costs  will  continue  to  reduce  employees’  income. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  suggest  that  in  this  important  area  of  employee 
health  benefits,  H.R.  428,  by  Chairman  Daniels,  to  increase  Govern¬ 
ment  contributions  to  $2  biweekly  for  self  only,  and  $5  biweekly  for 
self  and  family  would  be  much  more  acceptable  to  our  membership  as 
a  start  at  this  time  in  the  right  direction. 

60-359 — .66 - 8 
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We  would  like  to  earnestly  suggest  to  Mr.  Daniels,  as  chairman  of 
the  Subcommittee  on  Retirement,  that  his  committee  seriously 
consider  a  field  investigation  of  the  skyrocketing  increases  in  hospital- 
medical  costs  during  recent  years  as  related  to  the  absolute  necessity 
to  substantially  increase  health  benefit  plan  premiums  under  the 
Federal  program  to  offset  these  tremendous  hospital-medical  ex¬ 
penses. 

We  would  like  to  quote  the  following  statistics  from  the  BLS  Con¬ 
sumer  Price  Index  as  but  one  reason  for  offering  this  suggestion: 

“(1)  Medical  care  is  up  19  percent  from  1960  to  1964. 

“(2)  In  1960  the  average  cost  per  patient  day  was  $32.23,  average 
length  of  stay  was  7.6  days,  and  average  cost  per  patient  stay  was 
$244.53.” 

However,  4  years  later,  in  1964  the  average  cost  per  patient  day  was 
$41.58,  average  length  of  stay  was  7.7  days,  and  the  average  cost  per 
patient  stay  was  $320.17.  These  statistics  demonstrate  a  26-percent 
increase  in  hospital  care  expenses  from  1960  to  1964. 

“(3)  For  the  10-year  period  1954-64,  the  cost  of  an  average  patient 
stay  increased  89  percent,  from  $169.67  to  $320.17.” 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  are  also  including  attachment  C  to  this  state¬ 
ment,  a  reprint  from  a  recent  edition  of  the  New  York  Times.  I 
regret  we  do  not  have  the  date  of  publication  available  but  we  will 
make  it  available.  This  news  report  suggests  numerous  reasons  for 
inquiring  into  the  relationship  of  health  benefit  payments  for  surgeon 
fees  and  related  additional  charges  to  patients. 

In  concluding  my  testimony,  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the 
committee,  the  United  Federation  of  Postal  Clerks  would  certainly 
be  ungrateful  if  we  did  not  state  our  appreciation  to  Chairman  Dan¬ 
iels  and  his  subcommittee  for  the  recent  hearings  on  H.R.  11879. 
This  legislation  by  Chairman  Daniels  proposing  to  improve  the  Fed¬ 
eral  employees’  life  insurance  program  received  the  wholehearted 
and  warm  support  of  UFPC  when  we  testified  on  February  16,  1966. 
We  sincerely  hope  H.R.  11879  will  be  favorably  reported  out  of  Mr. 
Daniels’  subcommittee  and  the  full  committee  and  enacted  into  law 
before  this  session  of  Congress  adjourns. 

It  is  doubly  unfortunate  the  administration  first  not  only  opposed 
enactment  of  the  Daniels’  life  insurance  bill,  H.R.  11879,  but  also 
refused  to  include  any  proposal  on  life  insurance  improvements  in  its 
message  to  the  Congress  on  March  7,  1966.  We  urge  enactment  of 
H.R.  11879  in  the  area  of  employee  life  insurance  benefits  at  this  time, 
with  the  hope  that  the  UFPC  ultimate  goal  of  full  payment  by  the 
Government  of  life  insurance  premiums  will  be  realized  in  the  not-too- 
distant  future. 

We  certainly  appreciate  the  splendid  cooperation  of  Chairman 
Udall  and  the  members  of  his  Subcommittee  on  Compensation  for 
expediting  hearings  much  earlier  this  year  than  was  possible  in  1965. 
The  officers  and  members  of  the  United  Federation  of  Postal  Clerks 
always  have,  and  always  will,  appreciate  the  genuine  interest  and 
sympathetic  understanding  which  the  Congress  of  the  United  States 
always  demonstrates  in  the  problems  of  our  people. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  this  joint  committee, 
for  your  patience  and  kind  indulgence  in  permitting  the  United 
Federation  of  Postal  Clerks,  AFL-CIO,  to  testify  on  compensation, 
retirement,  health  benefits,  and  life  insurance  before  this  committee 
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all  at  the  same  time — somewhat  different  than  appearing  before  you 
on  each  of  these  questions  separately,  but  all  of  them  most  important 
to  our  membership. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Udall.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Nilan  and  Mr.  Hallbeck,  for  a  very 
effective  and  helpful  testimony.  Unless  there  is  an  objection,  attach¬ 
ments  A,  B,  and  C  to  the  statement  of  Mr.  Nilan  will  appear  in  the 
record  at  this  point.  Hearing  no  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

(The  attachments  follow:) 

In  regard  to  the  inequities  being  endured  by  many,  many  of  our  members  as 
the  result  of  salary  acts  starting  in  1955  and  remaining  uncorrected  to  date,  we 
would  like  to  explain  the  problems  with  suggested  remedial  legislative  proposals. 

As  an  example,  postal  clerks  in  PFS  level  4  were  converted  under  the  salary 
schedules  of  Public  Law  87-793  to  a  new  series  of  pay  steps,  1-12,  and  at  the 
same  time  were  required  to  commence  new  anniversary  dates  consistent  with 
the  effective  date  of  the  law  for  what  are  generally  referred  to  as  “longevity  steps.” 
In  thousands  of  cases,  estimated  potentially  to  be  191,000,  employees  lost  any¬ 
where  from  2  weeks  to  2  years,  11  months  and  2  weeks  credit  toward  a  next 
higher  longevity  pay  step.  These  are  clerks  and  letter  carriers  in  steps  8-11  of 
level  4. 

Public  Law  88-426,  enacted  on  August  14,  1964,  did  not  correct  these  inequities 
and  did  not  restore  credits  for  years  of  postal  service  for  pay  purposes.  As  a 
result,  clerks  comparatively  “junior”  to  more  “senior”  clerks  (up  to  almost  3 
years  junior)  have  continued  to  receive  the  same  pay  as  the  more  senior  employees. 
This  situation  also  applies  to  letter  carrier  employees  in  level  4. 

Unfortunately,  there  are  even  more  glaring  pay  inequities  where  junior  em¬ 
ployees  in  level  4  and  other  salary  levels  are  promoted  to  higher  salary  level 
positions  and  receive  a  higher  rate  of  compensation  than  employees  senior  to 
them  in  these  same  higher  pay  levels. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  cite  two  specific  examples  to  explain  these  inequities  where 
such  promotions  are  involved  and  which  would  also  be  corrected  by  legislation 
properly  crediting  total  years  of  postal  service  for  salary  purposes. 

Junior  clerks  promoted  after  January  1,  1964  are  receiving  $205  more  per 
annum,  at  present,  than  senior  clerks  promoted  prior  to  January  1,  1964.  They 
perform  the  same  duties. 

Example:  A  mobile  clerk  with  25  years’  service  is  in  level  5,  step  10,  $6,965. 
A  post  office  clerk  with  the  same  years  of  service  is  in  level  4,  step  11,  $6,650. 

If  the  post  office  clerk  transfers  to  road  duty  (a  mobile  clerk)  he  is  promoted  to 
level  5,  step  11,  $7,145.  Here  are  two  men  with  the  same  number  of  years  in 
the  postal  service  working  side  by  side,  doing  the  same  work  and  one  is  receiving 
$180  more  per  annum  than  his  coworker. 

Another  example:  Promotion  from  level  5,  step  10  to  level  7  (supervisor). 

Prior  to  January  1,  1964:  Promotion  from  level  5,  step  10  was  to  level  7,  step  6. 


Level  5,  step  10 _  $6,  450 

Two-step  increase _  330 


Total _  6,  780 

Placed  in  level  7,  step  6,  $6,780. 

After  January  1,  1964:  A  promotion  from  level  5,  step  10  was  to  level  7,  step  7. 

Level  5,  step  10 _  $6,  615 

Two-step  increase _  340 


Total _  6,  955 

Since  $6,955  was  higher  than  level  7,  step  6,  promotion  was  to  level  7,  step  7, 
$7,150. 

There  are  numerous  such  inequities,  but  these  two  examples  are  indicative  of 
the  need  for  the  corrective  legislation  which  we  have  suggested.  The  questions 
are  why  should  a  junior  employee  receive  more  money  than  a  senior  employee 
when  they  are  both  performing  the  same  duties  and  why  should  one  of  two 
employees  performing  the  same  duties  be  receiving  less  than  the  other  employee 
when  they  both  have  been  in  the  postal  service  for  the  same  length  of  time? 
We  do  not  believe  they  should. 
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This  is  why  we  request  this  committee  to  amend  section  3552  of  title  39,  United 
States  Code,  by  adding  the  following  new  subsection: 

“(e)  Notwithstanding  the  foregoing  provisions  of  this  section,  each  employee — 

“(1)  Who,  immediately  prior  to  the  first  day  of  the  first  pay  period  which 
began  on  or  after  the  date  of  enactment  of  the  Postal  Employees  Salary 
Adjustment  Act  of  1962  (76  Stat.  850,  Public  Law  87-793),  was  subject  to 
the  postal  field  service  schedule,  the  rural  carrier  schedule,  or  the  fourth-class 
office  schedule,  and 

“(2)  Who  is  holding  a  position  subject  to  any  such  schedule  on  the  first  day 
of  the  first  pay  period  which  begins  on  or  after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this 
subsection,  and 

“(3)  Who  has  not  reached  the  highest  step  for  his  position;  shall  effective 
on  the  first  day  of  the  first  pay  period  which  begins  on  or  after  the  date  of 
enactment  of  this  subsection — 

“(A)  Be  placed  in  the  appropriate  step  of  his  salary  schedule  deter¬ 
mined  in  accordance  with  subsections  (a),  (b),  and  (c),  of  this  section, 
on  the  basis  of  his  total  satisfactory  postal  service,  without  being  con¬ 
sidered  to  have  received  an  equivalent  increase  in  compensation  by 
reason  of  such  placement  in  step,  or 

“(B)  Be  retained  in  the  existing  step  of  his  position  if  the  application 
of  subparagraph  (A)  would  result  in  a  reduction  in  compensation, 
until  he  is  entitled  to  further  advancement  by  step  increases  under  subsec¬ 
tions  (a),  (b),  and  (c)  of  this  section.  Credit  earned  prior  to  adjustment 
under  this  subsection  and  not  used  in  computing  such  adjustment  shall  be 
retained  for  purposes  of  all  such  further  advancements.” 


Air.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee,  we  do  urge  your  favorable  con¬ 
sideration  of  this  recommendation.  Justice  has  already  been  delayed  much  too 
long  and  “justice  delayed  is  justice  denied.” 

Allis- Chalmers  Manufacturing  Co.,  West  Allis,  Wis. 

American  Smelting  &  Refining  Co.,  120  Broadway,  New  York,  N.Y. 

Chain  Belt  Co.,  4501  West  Greenfield  Avenue,  Milwaukee,  Wis. 

Caterpillar  Tractor  Co.,  600  West  Washington  Street,  Peoria,  Ill. 

Continental  Can  Co.,  633  Third  Avenue,  New  York,  N.Y. 

Ford  Motor  Co.,  Dearborn,  Alich. 

Chrysler  Corp.,  341  Massachusetts  Avenue,  Detroit,  Alich. 

General  Motors  Corp.,  Detroit,  Mich. 

Kaiser  Aluminum  &  Chemical  Corp.,  300  Lakeside  Drive,  Oakland,  Calif. 
American  Potash  &  Chemical  Corp.,  Los  A_ngeles,  Calif.  (Trona,  Calif,  plant) 
Fuller  Brush  Co.,  East  Hartford,  Conn. 

General  Insulated  Wire  Works,  Providence,  R.I. 

Diebold,  Inc.,  Canton,  Ohio 

Kaiser  Gypsum  Co.,  Inc.,  Oakland,  Calif.  (Long  Beach  plant) 

International  Resistance  Co.,  Philadelphia,  Pa. 

Iowa  Power  &  Light  Co.,  Des  Aloines,  Iowa 
Alotor  Wheel  Corp.,  Lansing,  Alich. 

New  England  Telephone  &  Telegraph  Co.,  Boston,  Alass. 

The  Tappan  Co.,  Mansfield,  Ohio 
Xerox  Corp.,  Rochester,  N.Y. 

Pabst  Brewing  Co.,  Milwaukee,  Wis. 

L.  J.  Wing  Manufacruting  Co.,  Linden,  N.J. 

Weirton  Steel  Co.,  Weirton,  W.  Va. 

Youngstown  Foundry  &  Alachine  Co.,  Youngstown,  Ohio 
Inland  Steel  Co.,  Chicago,  Ill. 

United  States  Steel  Corp.,  New  York,  N.Y. 

Revere  Sugar  Refinery,  Charlestown,  Alass. 

National  Acme  Co.,  Cleveland,  Ohio 
Vancouver  Plywood  Co.,  Vancouver,  Wash. 

As  early  as  1963,  BLS  figures  show  that  it  was  an  increasing  practice  in  private 
industry  that  all  health  benefit  costs  would  be  paid  by  the  employer.  A  BLS 
survey  for  that  year  showed  that  well  over  one-half  of  the  industries  sampled,  paid 
all  health  benefit  costs  for  their  employees.  We  are  satisfied  that  this  trend  has 
continued  and  that  noncontributory  health  plans  are  more  widespread  now  than 
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3  years  ago.  While  we  do  not  propose  immediate  assumption  by  the  Government 
of  all  health  benefits  costs,  we  again  suggest  that  payment  of  50  percent  of  these 
costs  would  be  much  more  consistent  with  private  industry  than  the  38  percent 
level  proposed  by  the  administration. 


[From  tho  New  York  Times] 

Surgical  Benefit  Seen  as  Lagging — Study  Finds  Fees  Outpace  Insurance 

Reimbursements 

(By  Damon  Stetson) 

New  York,  November  17. — A  study  of  12  employer-employee  health  and 
welfare  plans  has  indicated  that  surgeons’  fees  were  increased  as  the  schedule  of 
allowances  for  operations  was  raised. 

The  survey,  conducted  by  the  New  York  Labor-Management  Council  of  Health 
and  Welfare  Plans,  Inc.,  showed  that  bills  of  surgeons  were  on  the  average  almost 
100  percent  more  than  the  amount  reimbursed  by  surgical  fee  insurance. 

The  study  concluded  that  patients  had  to  match  out  of  their  own  pockets  almost 
as  much  as  they  received  from  insurance.  Put  another  way,  it  said,  average 
insurance  reimbursements  cover  57  percent  of  the  average  surgeon’s  bill,  with  the 
patient  paying  the  remaining  43  percent. 

FEES  CALLED  UNREASONABLE 

Efrem  Kahn,  chairman  of  the  council  and  president  of  E.  A.  Kahn  &  Co.,  and 
Jay  Rubin,  cochairman  and  president  of  the  New  York  Hotel  Trades  Council, 
said  “Funds  included  in  the  study  are  typical  of  those  covering  millions  of  New 
Yorkers.” 

“Some  of  them  have  the  most  liberal  reimbursement  fees  for  the  payment  of 
surgeons’  bills,  ranging  in  some  cases  up  to  $500.  Yet  even  these  funds  could  not 
provide  reimbursements  that  would  adequately  protect  employees  from  heavy 
out-of-pocket  medical  costs. 

“The  results  of  the  study  raise  serious  questions,  not  only  for  active  employees, 
employers,  and  the  welfare  funds,  but  for  the  success  of  the  new  social  security 
medicare  program.  That  program,  so  urgently  needed,  will  insure  elderly 
Americans  for  reasonable  physicians’  fees.  But  our  study  shows  that  many 
surgeons’  fees  are  unreasonable,  if  measured  against  reasonable,  even  liberal, 
reimbursement  schedules.” 

The  study  showed,  for  example,  that  when  a  fund  paid  $50  for  a  tonsillectomy 
and  adcnoidectomy,  the  average  surgeon’s  charge  was  $74.  When  a  fund  paid 
$65  for  the  operations,  it  said,  the  average  physician’s  charge  rose  to  $85. 

The  study  found  many  of  the  physicians  performing  major  surgery  did  not  have 
the  rating  of  diplomate  or  fellow  of  a  specialty  college,  denoting  the  highest  skill. 
It  also  said  that  a  significant  amount  of  surgery  being  performed  in  the  New 
York  area  was  done  in  hospitals  not  accredited  by  the  American  Hospital  Associa¬ 
tion  and  the  American  Medical  Association. 

Among  the  recommendations  of  the  study  were  establishment  of  a  fee  schedule 
that  would  pay  complete  costs,  and  that  medical  care  consumer  groups  and 
organized  medicine  set  up  committees  to  make  certain  fee  schedules  were  followed. 

Mr.  Nilan.  Mr.  Chairman,  may  I  at  this  point  also  ask  that  the 
statement  that  I  made  available  to  the  committee  by  Mrs.  Victor 
Reimann,  president  of  our  national  woman's  auxiliary,  also  be 
inserted  in  the  record. 

Mr.  Udall.  The  Chair  will  make  that  unanimous  consent.  Is 
there  any  objection?  Hearing  none,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  Nilan.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

(The  statement  referred  to  follows:) 

Prepared  Statement  of  Mrs.  Victor  Reimann,  President,  National 
Woman’s  Auxiliary  to  United  Federation  of  Postal  Clerks,  AFL-CIO 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee,  for  the  record,  I  am  Mrs.  Victor 
Reimann,  national  president  of  the  Woman’s  Auxiliary  to  the  United  Federation 
of  Postal  Clerks,  AFL-CIO.  I  appreciate  this  opportunity  to  submit  a  state- 
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ment  in  behalf  of  the  wives,  mothers,  daughters,  and  sisters  of  the  245,000  postal 
clerks  and  to  point  out  the  woman’s  viewpoint  on  the  question  of  a  much  needed 
salary  increase.  In  this  report  I  want  to  speak  primarily  for  postal  clerks  and 
their  families. 

The  wives  and  mothers  of  postal  clerks,  as  homemakers  in  general,  are  the 
first  to  realize  the  need  for  more  adequate  and  comparable  salaries.  We  bear 
the  brunt  of  revising  the  already  overstretched  budget  to  cope  with  the  ever- 
rising  and  increased  costs  and  prices  each  month.  Perhaps  even  better  than 
the  employees  themselves  we  realize  how  inadequate  the  incomes  of  postal  clerks 
really  are. 

It  is  our  job  as  the  homemakers  to  see  that  our  families  have  the  best  food, 
clothing,  and  shelter  the  worker’s  earning  power  will  purchase.  We  are  concerned 
with  increased  cost  of  living  because  there  are  no  guidelines  on  prices  and  no 
guidelines  for  profits  and  dividends. 

Twenty  percent  of  the  income  is  estimated  to  be  spent  for  food.  The  continued 
rise  in  food  prices  are  a  great  concern  and  our  biggest  problem.  From  January 
1965  to  January  1966,  food  averaged  an  increase  of  4.5  percent  which  reflected  a 
13-percent  increase  in  meat  prices.  Pork  prices  alone  were  36-percent  higher 
over  the  year.  Eggs  rose  almost  15  percent  in  price.  Cost  of  fresh  vegetables 
advanced  3  percent,  lettuce  even  went  up  25  percent,  and  apples  2}^  percent. 

Each  year  we  find  a  decrease  in  the  amount  of  food  and  the  number  of  items 
you  can  purchase  for  $10.  Today  in  my  city  of  Evansville,  Ind.,  $10  will  buy 
approximately  the  following:  10  pounds  potatoes,  4  quarts  milk,  10  pound  flour, 
5  pounds  sugar,  3  loaves  of  bread,  a  6-pound  roast,  and  1  dozen  eggs.  These 
are  certainly  not  luxury  items  but  very  necessary  items. 

Clothing  prices  are  higher  but  the  clothing  problem  we  can  control  somewhat 
by  just  not  buying  any  more  than  the  absolute  minimum,  or  by  remaking  and 
altering  clothing  on  hand.  But  we  do  have  to  buy  shoes  and  the  cost  has  advanced 
as  much  as  $1  and  even  $2  on  the  pair. 

Consumer  services  rose  2.5  percent.  Homeowners  costs,  rents,  laundry  costs 
all  advanced  in  1965.  Transportation  services  advanced  more  than  4  percent, 
so  this  means  higher  rates  for  automobile  insurance,  gasoline,  accident  insurance, 
registration  fees,  and  driver’s  license  fees. 

The  advance  in  barber  and  beauty  shop  prices  can  be  controlled  somewhat. 
Trips  to  the  beauty  shop  can  be  dispensed  with  but  barber  shops  must  be  fre¬ 
quented.  However,  there  are  more  of  us  each  day  learning  to  cut  a  boy’s  hair 
as  well  as  we  cut  a  girl’s.  And,  some  of  our  wives  are  even  brave  enough  to  try 
out  the  trimming  of  the  man’s  hair  because  when  you  have  a  family  with  a  couple 
of  boys  and  a  husband  and  haircuts  run  from  $2  to  $3  each,  this  can  make  quite  a 
dent  in  the  family  budget  and  then  haircuts  become  a  luxury  item  instead  of  a 
necessity.  Or,  we  can  let  our  boys  go  modern  and  wear  the  Beatle  hair  styles  and 
save  on  trips  to  the  barbershop,  which  most  of  us  do  not  approve  of. 

We  have  some  of  the  most  thrifty  and  best  bargain  hunters  of  all  housewives. 
Most  of  our  homemakers  buy  in  the  chain  stores  as  neighborhood  stores  are  much 
higher.  Also  we  shop  for  the  biggest  bargains  in  everything  that  we  buy.  If  it 
were  not  for  sales  and  our  bargain  hunting,  we  would  not  be  able  to  have  the 
things  we  now  have. 

Recently,  the  AFL-CIO  Department  of  Research  updated  the  family  budget 
to  show  the  changes  in  living  standards  and  buying  patterns  for  the  fall  of  1964. 
Postal  clerks  were  at  least  6  percent  behind  them,  and  since  prices  have  increased 
since  this  survey,  we  are  even  further  behind.  The  total  cost  of  a  budget  in  20 
major  cities  in  the  autumn  of  1964  was  estimated  to  be  $6,418.  This  was  a  worker 
with  two  children,  son  and  a  daughter,  ages  13  and  8.  The  budget  included  rent 
and  utilities,  average  between  car  owners  and  nonowners,  and  allowed  for  life 
insurance,  occupational  expenses,  etc.  It  listed  the  following: 

Housing,  $1,441;  food,  $1,899;  clothing,  $581;  medical  care,  $365;  transporta¬ 
tion,  $491;  other  goods  and  services  $764;  personal  taxes,  $555;  other  costs  $322. 
This  allowed  for  less  than  one  egg  per  person  per  day  and  3  quarts  of  milk  and  milk 
products  per  day  per  family;  they  considered  a  five-room  house  or  apartment  with 
one  bath  and  they  maintained  a  70°  temperature  during  the  winter;  bought  a 
TV  set  every  9  years  and  a  used  car  every  3  years.  This  allowed  for  a  washing 
machine  every  8  years.  This  was  a  modest  adequate  living  for  four  people  with 
a  cost  tag  of  $123  a  week. 

If  this  was  a  modest  but  adequate  living,  then  I’m  afraid  our  postal  clerks  are 
lagging  considerably  behind  this  living  scale.  The  average  postal  clerk  is  in  level 
4,  step  7,  and  makes  less  than  $110  per  week  after  retirement  is  deducted.  Most 
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of  our  clerks  enter  the  service  at  level  4  and  advance  in  12  steps  from  $5,181  to 
$7,062,  but  it  takes  them  over  20  years  to  attain  the  highest  level. 

Here  are  the  results  of  a  survey  made  in  my  hometown  of  probably  what  would 
be  considered  a  fairly  average  family  of  a  clerk  in  level  4,  step  7,  whose  salary  is 
$6,207  yearly  before  deductions.  This  couple  was  married  in  1957,  are  28  and  26 
years  of  age,  have  4  children — two  boys  and  two  girls,  ages  8,  6J4,  5,  and  4.  They 
help  support  a  16-year-old  brother  who  lives  with  them.  Like  most  average 
families  they  also  have  a  dog.  In  1962  they  bought  a  $10,950  home  which  has 
three  bedrooms,  bath,  living  room,  and  kitchen.  Their  refrigerator  is  7  years  old, 
TV  5,  washer  2,  and  have  a  used  dryer.  Following  are  their  expenses  incurred 
during  1965: 

Food,  $1,788.  This  includes  all  staples  needed  for  running  a  home  such  as 
laundry  soap,  cleaning  powders,  bathroom  necessities,  etc.  It  also  includes  food 
for  the  dog.  It  does  not,  however,  include  coffee,  cigarettes,  or  any  alcoholic 
beverages  as  they  do  not  use  any  of  these  items. 

House  payments,  $1,718.28.  They  bought  their  home  on  an  FHA  loan.  This 
does  not  include  any  upkeep  on  the  home  nor  an  extermination  job  that  had  to 
be  done  last  year  which  ran  $110  but  it  includes  utilities,  taxes,  and  furniture 
payments. 

Transportation,  $1,763.62.  Car  payments,  licenses,  gasoline,  and  upkeep  on 
two  vehicles.  There  is  no  public  transportation  available  so  they  need  a  second 
means  of  transportation  because  of  the  hours  he  works  so  they  bought  a  motor¬ 
cycle  as  this  is  cheaper  than  a  second  car. 

Clothing,  $352.  This  is  a  most  conservative  figure  for  a  family  this  size.  This 
woman  also  uses  very  little  cosmetics. 

Other  goods  and  services,  $170.  This  reflects  only  the  cost  of  sending  their 
children  to  school — cost  of  school  tuition,  school  lunches,  etc. 

Other  costs,  $733.65.  Life  insurance,  health  insurance,  doctor,  and  medicine 
over  and  above  the  health  insurance  allowance.  No  dental  costs  included. 

Contributions,  $200.  Contributions  weekly  to  their  church  and  another 
weekly  contribution.  Also  all  civic  contributions  that  are  collected  periodically. 

They  manage  to  have  an  $18.75  bond  taken  out  of  his  salary  each  payday. 
The  bonds  necessarily  need  to  be  cashed  occasionally  to  pay  emergencies  but 
it  shows  they  do  try  to  save. 

The  items  listed  above  I  would  consider  as  necessary  expenses  and  they  add  to 
$6,725.65.  At  this  present  salary,  if  they  tried  to  live  on  that  alone,  they  would 
be  losing  $518.65  each  year.  It  is  apparent,  then,  that  a  second  income  is  neces¬ 
sary  in  this  family. 

This  is  a  story  that  is  repeated  again  and  again  throughout  our  postal  families. 

In  many  of  our  families  our  men  must  hold  down  a  second  job.  The  Bureau 
of  Labor  Statistics  report  that  1  of  every  9  of  the  Post  Office’s  630,000  em¬ 
ployees  has  a  second  job.  This  report  further  states  that  they  moonlight  because 
they  “need  the  money.”  It’s  no  wonder  our  men  must  of  necessity  hold  down 
two  jobs.  And  what  does  this  second  job  do?  It  provides  the  needed  income 
but  also  at  the  same  time  it  works  against  the  worker’s  morale,  his  family  life, 
and  his  health. 

In  the  families  where  our  men  do  not  have  a  second  job,  our  wives  must  work. 
It  is  estimated  that  one-third  of  our  women  are  employed  in  this  country  today 
and  I  know  that  our  postal  wives  make  up  a  good  percentage  of  these  statistics. 
Our  wives  do  not  work  because  they  like  to  get  away  from  home  and  the  responsi¬ 
bility  of  raising  their  families.  They  work  because  they  must  supplement  the 
income  of  the  family.  And  these  wives  working  cause  us  great  concern.  In 
many  cases  it  leaves  our  children  by  themselves  too  much  and  children  left  alone 
can  be  a  contributing  factor  to  juvenile  delinquency.  In  other  families  the  wives 
work  the  hours  their  husbands  are  at  home  so  this  means  there  is  no  family  life 
here. 

If  our  women  could  afford  to  stay  at  home,  we  feel  that  surely  it  would  open 
up  more  jobs  for  men  and  relieve  unemployment  and  provide  openings  for  the 
young  people  who  are  going  out  into  the  working  field  each  year. 

Everyone  seems  to  be  in  agreement  that  Government  salaries  lag  behind  private 
industry  salaries  and  that  postal  employees’  salaries  should  be  made  to  be  com¬ 
parable  to  the  salaries  of  private  industry  but  this  assumption  is  not  brought  to  a 
successful  conclusion  by  catching  up  the  lagging. 

But  we  in  the  postal  family  still  pay  the  same  comparable  price  as  those  in 
private  industry.  A  loaf  of  bread  cost  us  from  29  cents  to  35  cents  and  a  quart 
of  milk  costs  us  20  cents  to  25  cents  the  same  as  it  does  workers  in  private  industry. 
We  pay  the  same  prices  for  utilities,  taxes,  insurance,  education,  clothing,  food 
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transportation,  and  all  else.  We  find  no  cost-of-living  adjustments  made  to  us  to 
compensate  for  the  lag  in  true  comparability  of  salary. 

Also  we  are  asked  to  contribute  in  comparability  to  all  civic  projects  such  as 
Community  Fund,  Mental  Health,  Red  Cross,  March  of  Dimes,  and  all  others. 
And  we  do  this  as  a  part  of  making  a  better  world  and  a  better  community.  But 
charity  does  begin  at  home  and  we  desire  to  feed  and  properly  clothe  our  own 
families  and  educate  our  own  children  and  take  care  of  their  many  needs  as  a 
worthy  cause  too. 

Another  point  that  we  feel  should  be  considered  as  important  is  the  fact  that 
the  lag  in  comparability  of  salary  has  certainly  resulted  in  the  failure  to  attract 
the  type  of  people  desirable  and  needed  to  do  the  highly  efficient  work  in  the  postal 
and  Federal  service.  We  are  attracting  fewer  people  because  of  the  more  lucra¬ 
tive  positions  outside  the  postal  and  Federal  service.  And  each  year  true  com¬ 
parability  is  denied,  this  means  additional  hardships  will  be  created. 

Just  this  week  I  read  where  the  iron  workers  in  Denver  are  asking  for  16.5  per¬ 
cent  increases;  New  Jersey  operating  engineers  are  seeking  11  percent;  Pittsburgh 
carpenters,  10  percent  with  fringe  benefits;  and  the  Louisville  craft  union  seeks 
10  percent  with  fringe  benefits. 

We  want  our  postal  clerks  to  take  pride  in  their  jobs  and  their  responsibility  to 
the  Government  in  handling  the  mail.  And,  if  the  postal  clerks  know  they  can 
depend  on  just  treatment;  have  a  salary  comparable  to  the  demands  made  on 
their  time,  their  energy  and  their  health,  then  jobs  will  be  handled  with  the 
greatest  degree  of  efficiency  possible.  To  have  the  additional  strain  put  upon  our 
men  because  their  salary  and  the  cost  of  living  does  not  tally  is  really  tragic  and 
we  women  feel  this  more  keenly  than  perhaps  anyone. 

We  realize  that  you,  the  members  of  this  committee,  are  put  in  a  position  to 
decide  between  what  is  a  fair  increase  for  postal  families  and  what  is  a  level  for 
the  whole  country  and  we  know  what  a  responsibility  lies  with  all  of  you.  But, 
we  also  feel  that  we  are  not  out  of  line  in  asking  for  a  reasonable  salary  for  our 
postal  clerks;  a  chance  to  be  able  to  live  as  other  wives  do;  a  chance  for  working 
conditions  that  will  enable  us  to  hold  our  families  together  and  build  for  a  greater 
future.  So,  we  hope  and  pray  that  this  committee  will  favor  legislation  in  its 
entirety  as  recommended  in  the  bill  of  Congressman  Paul  J.  Krebs,  II. R.  12094. 

May  we  again  thank  you  most  humbly  for  listening  to  our  side  of  this  story. 

Mr.  Udall.  I  think  the  statement  on  page  4  of  Mr.  Hallbeck’s 
presentation  is  a  very  ominous  one. 

Mr.  Keating  said  the  other  da}^  that  employee  organizations  who 
so  loyally  fought  for  this  principle  of  comparability  are  now  dis¬ 
enchanted — think  it  is  a  dead  letter,  that  it  hasn’t  worked. 

This  should  be  a  very  ominous  thing  for  the  administration  and 
those  who  make  policy  in  this  field.  The  comparability  principle 
said  what  I  felt  was  a  permanent  resolution  of  the  difficulties  involved 
in  this  field. 

We  should  all  be  concerned  that  this  principle  is  apparently  no 
longer  accepted  and  is  one  that  is  considered  to  have  failed  by  those 
who  fought  for  it  most  loyally  and  supported  it.  I  hope  we  can  save 
this  principle.  I  hope  we  can  make  the  investigations  and  get  the 
facts  which  will  enable  us  to  either  rewrite  the  principle  or  make  it 
work  somehow,  because  I  share  many  of  jmur  misgivings. 

It  has  occurred  to  me  as  I  have  listened  to  the  testimony  that 
you  can’t  have  comparability  and  have  the  guidelines.  They  are 
mutually  exclusive.  We  are  either  going  to  have  one  or  the  other. 
We  can’t  seem  to  have  both. 

If  we  are  to  have  comparability,  we  should  have  it  in  good  tunes 
and  in  bad  times.  We  ought  to  have  it  even  when  there  is  a  tough 
budgetary  situation.  So  your  statement,  taken  with  the  statement  of 
Mr.  Keating,  raises  to  me  some  very  serious  questions  for  this  sub¬ 
committee  and  the  Congress  to  consider. 

Two  of  you  have  documented  in  a  very  strong  fashion  the  inade¬ 
quacy  of  the  administration’s  proposal,  the  injustices  to  the  Federal 
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employees  which  have  existed  over  the  past  few  years.  The  tough 
question  I  want  to  ask  you  is  the  one  I  asked  Mr.  Keating  the  other 
day,  and  I  think  you  were  both  in  the  room. 

Conceding  as  1  do  most  of  the  points  you  have  made,  that  the 
proposed  package  is  inadequate,  is  unfair,  in  the  realities  of  the 
situation,  faced  as  we  are  with  the  war  in  Vietnam  and  the  budgetary 
pressure,  in  understanding  that  next  year,  if  the  situation  is  improved, 
we  will  come  back  and  try  to  really  do  a  job  that  should  be  done,  are 
you  willing  to  accept  this  package  as  it  has  been  put  together? 

Mr.  Hallbeck.  Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  true  that  I  participated  in 
conferences  with  people  representing  the  administration  on  matters 
now  before  this  committee.  During  those  conferences  it  was  made 
very  plain  that  there  would  be  no  yielding  on  the  part  of  the  adminis¬ 
tration  from  the  3.2-percent  guidelines  on  wages  and  prices  that  have 
been  set  by  the  Council  of  Economic  Advisers.  Under  those  circum¬ 
stances,  and  fully  aware  of  the  political  facts  of  life,  we  proceeded  to 
develop  the  best  bargain  we  could  within  that  guideline.  I  think  it 
can  fairly  be  said  that  as  a  result  of  our  discussions  the  package 
presented  by  Mr.  Macy  was  a  better  package  than  that  originally 
suggested.  However,  and  on  this  I  still  have  my  working  notes,  it 
•was  expressly  understood  by  those  present  that  (1)  we  were  not 
bound  to  accept  the  effective  date  of  January  1,  1967,  and  (2)  we  were 
not  bound  to  accept  the  proposed  spread  of  the  increases  which  the 
administration  suggested. 

In  my  prepared  statement  we  have  already  proposed  an  immediate 
effective  date,  and  have  further  recommended  a  completely  different 
spread  of  wage  benefits. 

We  maintain,  and  I  think  justly,  that  given  to  understand  that  the 
guidelines  are  as  sacred  as  they  are  reported  to  be,  that  the  increase 
of  3.2  percent  of  payroll  allowable  under  the  guidelines  should  be 
applied  at  the  point  of  greatest  need.  If  the  committee  agrees  with 
this  view,  then  certainly  a  salary  increase  of  3  percent  in  the  working 
grades  is  readily  possible,  plus  improved  health  benefits  and  retire¬ 
ment  proposals. 

Within  that  framework  there  was  a  substantial  agreement.  That  is 
not  to  say  that  anyone  was  even  reasonably  satisfied,  but  rather  that 
there  was  a  recognition  that  it  was  the  best  that  could  be  done  under 
the  circumstances  presently  existing.  I’m  sure  it  would  be  obvious, 
but  I  think  it  should  be  stated,  that  this  position  is  based  on  the 
assumption  that  the  guideline  would  hold. 

In  the  event  that  it  does  not  hold,  and  to  the  extent  that  higher 
increases  are  provided  for  private  industry,  then  certainly  we  would 
expect  to  be  treated  equally  as  well. 

Mr.  Udall.  I  want  to  commend  you  and  your  fine  organization  for 
a  fine  statement  and  for  what  you  have  done.  I  believe  what  you  have 
done  is  not  only  in  the  best  interest  of  the  country,  but  in  the  interest 
of  the  members  of  your  organization  and  the  Federal  employees 
generally. 

It  is  easy  for  a  politician — and  I  guess  you  people  are  politicians  in  a 
very  real  sense — to  grandstand  and  make  noises,  to  promise  things  that 
you  can’t  deliver,  and  make  futile  fights.  It  is  sometimes  a  lot  tougher 
to  do  the  realistic  things  which  can  be  done  in  the  circumstances. 
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We  have  heard  a  lot  about  Vietnam  and  what  we  should  have  done 
10  years  ago,  but  we  are  faced  with  the  problem  there  and  the  question 
for  the  country  now  is  what  do  we  do  in  the  situation  we  are  in? 

There  is  an  old  motto  of  Alcoholics  Anonymous,  a  prayer  which 
says:  “Lord,  give  us  the  strength  to  accept  the  things  we  can’t 
change,  the  courage  to  change  the  things  we  can  change,  and  the 
wisdom  to  know  the  difference.” 

I  suspect  this  would  apply  somewhat  to  the  situation  that  you 
and  some  of  the  rest  of  us  find  ourselves  in  this  year. 

Because  there  have  been  some  newspaper  comments  on  this  package 
proposal,  let  me  say  just  two  or  three  things  and  then  I  will  recognize 
some  of  my  colleagues.  We  have  heard  some  talk,  and  I’m  sure 
we  will  hear  more  of  it,  that  this  package  deal  was  a  sellout,  that  it 
was  not  to  the  advantage  of  your  employees  and  all  the  rest. 

It  is  the  judgment  of  the  chairman  of  this  subcommittee  who  has 
worked  in  this  field  of  endeavor  for  some  time  that  those  of  you  who 
participated  in  these  discussions  drove  a  pretty  hard  bargain.  The 
package  that  has  been  developed  and  which  I  hope  will  be  passed 
shortly  is  a  far  superior  result  to  what  would  have  been  achieved 
for  your  members  and  Federal  employees  if  you  had  taken  the  attitude 
I  have  described. 

In  the  first  place,  I  think  there  would  be  a  very  strong  likelihood 
that  we  would  have  had  no  pay  message  at  all.  The  administration 
would  have  said  you  go  up  and  get  whatever  you  can  out  of  the  Con¬ 
gress,  and  I  think  they  meant  business  this  year.  So  we  got  a  message, 
an  early  message. 

Secondly,  I  think  your  negotiations — and  I  was  a  party  to  some  of 
the  early  conversations  that  led  up  to  this — pushed  the  administration 
considerably  beyond  what  they  were  prepared  to  offer  when  these 
negotiations  began.  A  number  of  additional  meaningful  steps  relat¬ 
ing  to  fringe  benefits  were  taken.  We  have  had  some  real  break¬ 
throughs  in  recent  years  and  you  have  continued  these  breakthroughs 
by  putting  together  this  package. 

I  think  your  statesmanlike  action  has  made  it  very  likely  that  we 
will  have  early  action  on  the  pay  bill  and  an  early  effective  date,  far 
more  so  than  we  would  have  had  if  we  even  had  a  bill  at  all,  which  I 
doubt  had  this  action  not  been  taken. 

Finally,  I  think  your  action  has  set  the  stage  for  some  real  con¬ 
structive  action  in  the  future.  If  this  war  situation  is  settled  and  the 
budgetary  situation  improves  next  year,  I  don’t  think  there  will  be  a 
group  of  people  in  this  country  in  a  stronger  moral  position  than  the 
Federal  employees  who  have  gone  along  in  a  patriotic,  statesmanlike 
fashion  to  help  the  President  and  this  country  in  this  difficult  time. 

I  think  you  would  be  in  the  strongest  position  to  come  to  the 
Congress  and  say,  “For  3  or  4  years  we  fought  for  comparability  and 
never  got  it.  We  were  good  citizens  in  1966  when  the  squeeze  was 
on,  and  now,  my  friends,  we  are  here  and  we  want  action  and  we 
want  justice.” 

I  think  you  will  have  a  very  receptive  ear  from  this  member  and 
the  other  members  when  that  time  comes. 

While  I  know  your  decision  was  a  difficult  one,  I  think  you  have 
acted  in  the  best  interest  of  this  country  and  of  the  Federal  employees. 
As  one  who  doesn’t  like  the  package  I  commend  you  for  helping  put 
it  together  and  for,  I  think,  insuring  that  it  will  be  enacted  promptly. 
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Mr.  Hallbeck.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  I  could  say  just  one  word? 

If  I  had  my  druthers,  as  they  say,  I  probably  would  never  have 
been  a  part  of  it.  I  don’t  have  to  tell  you  that  no  citizen  refuses  the 
request  of  a  President  that  you  discuss  something.  While  the  sug¬ 
gestion  didn’t  come  directly  from  the  President  there  was  no  doubt 
that  he  knew  what  was  going  on. 

Any  talk  of  a  sellout  is  pure  nonsense.  In  any  sale  you  have  got 
to  get  something.  What  the  hell— pardon  my  language — what  could 
we  get?  Plain  nonsense. 

I  want  to  assume  full  responsibility.  I  alone,  in  this  organization, 
was  responsible  for  that  decision.  It  is  my  responsibility,  not  Mr. 
Nilan’s  or  anyone  else.  You  have  to  act  when  the  time  comes. 

Mr.  Udall.  You  have  to  take  the  alternatives  as  they  exist  and 
not  as  you  would  hope  they  might  be. 

The  gentleman  from  Kansas. 

Mr.  Ellsworth.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I’m  sorry  I  didn’t  get  here,  Mr.  Hallbeck,  when  you  made  your  oral 
presentation,  but  I  have  read  your  statement  thoroughly,  and  of 
course,  Mr.  Nilan,  I  was  here  for  most  of  your  oral  presentation. 
The  reason  I  was  late,  I  was  down  at  the  Rate  Subcommittee  along 
with  some  of  my  other  colleagues  on  this  subcommittee.  We  haven’t 
figured  out  yet  how  to  be  at  two  places  at  the  same  time. 

Mr.  Hallbeck.  You,  too? 

Mr.  Ellsworth.  Yes. 

Mr.  Udall.  I’m  surprised;  I  thought  the  gentleman  from  Kansas 
could  do  anything. 

Mr.  Ellsworth.  I  want  to  compliment  both  of  you  on  your  fine 
statements  and  particularly  you,  Mr.  Hallbeck,  on  your  statement  as 
it  relates  to  these  guidelines  and  to  the  effect  of  labor  and  wages  on 
the  inflationary  situation  that  we  are  now  confronted  with. 

As  a  member  of  the  Joint  Economic  Committee  I  have  been  con¬ 
cerned  with  the  guidelines  problem,  with  the  validity  of  the  guidelines 
as  they  exist  this  year,  the  way  they  have  been  computed.  It  is  a 
problem  that  you  point  to  in  your  statement,  and  I  want  to  second 
your  statement  on  page  9  where  you  say,  and  I  quote : 

Labor  and  wages  have  not  made  a  net  contribution  to  any  inflationary  pressures 
which  may  exist. 

I  think  that  is  true.  I  think  the  hearings  we  have  had  on  the 
Joint  Economic  Committee  have  proven  that  it  is  true  as  well  as 
many  other  hearings  and  statements  that  have  been  made  by  knowl¬ 
edgeable  people. 

I  also  want  to  second  the  chairman’s  statement  that  he  made  in 
his  remarks,  Chairman  Udall,  when  he  said  that  comparability  and 
guidelines  are  incompatible  with  each  other,  or  to  put  it  another  way, 
they  are  mutually  exclusive. 

The  point  that  I  made  when  Mr.  Macy  was  up  here,  to  the  effect 
that  the  law  that  we  are  operating  under  calls  for  comparability,  that 
is  the  objective  of  the  law  that  we  are  supposed  to  be  operating  under. 
It  doesn’t  say  anything  about  guidelines.  And  we  are  a  long  way 
from  bumping  into  any  guidelines  as  far  as  wages  of  F ederal  employees 
are  concerned. 

So  I  do  want  to  compliment  you  on  your  very  fine  statement  and 
your  staff  on  helping  you  prepare  it,  and  on  your  presentation.  It  is 
a  powerful  statement. 
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I  want  to  say  again  today,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  hope  that  we  can  get 
moving  on  this  review  of  the  comparability  setup,  either  by  ourselves 
or  together  with  the  Senate  committee,  whatever  can  be  worked  out. 

I  want  to  say  to  you,  Mr.  Hallbeck,  that  you  can  certainly  count  on 
this  member  of  the  subcommittee  and  of  the  Congress  to  fight  for  an 
early  effective  date,  an  immediate  effective  date,  as  immediate  as  we 
can  get  for  this  pay  increase. 

Finally,  I  want  to  tell  you  how  much  I  and  many,  many,  many  of 
my  friends  here  in  the  Congress  as  well  as  my  constituents  appreciate 
your  leadership  in  taking  the  responsible  position  that  you  have  on 
this  package.  I  think  that  certainly  in  the  statement  you  have  made 
in  response  to  Chairman  Udall’s  question,  you  have  demonstrated 
the  two  qualities  of  leadership  in  behalf  of  your  organization  that 
everybody  recognizes  are  essential,  and  that  is  intelligence,  No.  1, 
and  No.  2,  courage. 

I  appreciate  it,  and  many,  many,  many  of  my  friends  do,  and  we 
will  not  forget  it.  You  can  be  sure  of  that. 

Mr.  Hallbeck.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Ellsworth. 

Mr.  Ellsworth.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Udall.  Mr.  Olsen. 

Mr.  Olsen.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I  want  to  congratulate  Mr.  Hallbeck  and  Mr.  Nilan  on  excellent 
statements.  I  share  with  both  of  you  your  belief  that  there  wouldn’t 
have  been  any  recommendation  for  a  pay  increase  from  the  President 
at  all  except  that  you  have  come  to  some  understanding  about  the 
top  ceiling  on  what  the  President  might  recommend.  I  think  I  share 
the  feeling  of  the  chairman  and  of  yourselves  that  you  could  struggle 
all  year  for  a  much  higher  percentage  and  you  wouldn’t  end  up  with 
anything  better.  I  share  that  feeling  because  of  the  history  of  last 
year’s  bill.  When  it  got  into  the  Senate  it  was  sabotaged,  and  I  think 
that  efforts  higher  than  those  recommended  by  the  President  might 
very  well  be  sabotaged  again  this  year  in  the  other  body. 

I  am  saying  this  publicly,  because  I  think  there  ought  to  be  some 
work  done  on  some  politicians  around  this  Hill,  certainly  in  this  great 
election  year,  so  that  we  are  not  repeatedly  up  against  the  proposition 
of  the  other  body  refusing  to  consider  any  pay  bill  at  all  until  after 
they  see  what  we  do  over  here,  and  then  going  to  work  to  cut  it  up. 

1  congratulate  you  again  on  your  statements  and  on  your  courage. 
You  particularly,  Mr.  Hallbeck,  for  taking  the  responsibility  of 
having  had  to  respond  to  the  invitation  of  the  President  and  talking 
this  subject  over  and  hitting  some  kind  of  agreement  so  that  it  could 
come  to  the  Hill. 

But  now  I  want  to  make  a  statement  about  my  own  position  on  this 
particular  bill.  I  think  that  it  is  an  attempt  to  amend  the  rules  of 
this  committee,  and  we  only  adopted  them  on  the  26th  of  February 
of  last  year,  in  an  attempt  to  force  the  administration  to  talk  with 
more  than  just  one  member  of  the  committee.  The  administration 
would  only  talk  to  one  or  two  members  of  the  committee,  and  the 
rest  of  us  didn’t  count  for  anything  at  all. 

Now  I  think  I  could  have  elected  to  go  on  some  other  committee 
where  more  members  are  talked  to,  but  it  was  my  understanding  that 
we  were  going  to  live  by  these  rules  that  we  adopted  last  February, 
and  I  think  that  we  should  live  by  the  rules. 
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I  agree  with  Mr.  Nilan’s  view  that  things  that  are  in  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  Subcommittee  on  Retirement  Insurance  and  Health  Benefits 
should  have  a  separate  hearing  before  that  subcommittee  and  that 
indeed  we  should  have  separate  hills.  The  pay  bill,  the  compensation 
bill,  ought  to  be  one  thing,  and  of  course  it  could  take  into  considera¬ 
tion  the  things  immediately  concerned  with  compensation,  such  as 
overtime  and  hours  of  work,  but  I  think  that  those  things  that  are 
under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Subcommittee  on  Retirement,  Insurance, 
and  Health  Benefits  ought  to  stay  there.  If  the  administration  wants 
the  rules  of  the  committee  amended,  the  administration  ought  to 
come  to  the  whole  committee  and  have  a  hearing  on  the  question  of 
changing  the  rules  and  not  come  in  and  attempt  to  dictate,  absolutely 
dictate,  a  change  in  the  rules  by  offering  this  particular  bill. 

I  for  one  am  not  in  favor  of  considering  anything  but  compensation 
and  overtime  and  fringe  benefits  directly  related  to  pay  in  the  bill, 
and  think  we  should  take  up  retirement  and  health  insurance  and 
life  insurance  in  separate  legislation. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Udall.  Mr.  Daniels? 

Mr.  Daniels.  I,  too,  wish  to  join  with  my  colleagues  and  con¬ 
gratulate  you  and  Mr.  Nilan  for  a  wonderful  statesmanlike  presenta¬ 
tion  here  this  morning  and  also  for  the  position  that  you  have  taken  on 
this  package  that  has  been  sent  up  here  to  the  Hill  by  the  administra¬ 
tion. 

I  note  in  your  statement,  Mr.  Hallbeck,  that  you  consider  it 
most  important  and  pressing  that  there  be  an  immediate  study  made 
of  the  1962  Salary  Reform  Act.  You  stated  that  the  principle  of 
comparability  had  to  be  put  asleep  or  put  in  a  deep  freeze. 

I  am  sure  that  you  approve  of  the  principle  of  comparability  but 
you  meant  to  say  by  that  statement  that  it  isn’t  working,  that  some¬ 
thing  else  today  has  not  been  substituted  for  it.  I  think  that  this 
committee  should  make  a  very  comprehensive  study  of  that  Salary 
Reform  Act  of  1962,  and  the  Government,  which  has  a  moral  obliga¬ 
tion  to  abide  by  the  law,  should  carry  out  the  principle  that  was 
adopted  4  years  ago  or  abandon  it.  We  know  what  their  position  is. 

We  had  to  accept  one  principle  in  that  year  because  the  position 
then  would  be  favorable  and  then  2  or  3  years  later  abandon  it.  So 
I’m  glad  that  you  forcibly  brought  that  out  this  morning. 

Mr.  Hallbeck.  I  thoroughly  agree  with  you,  Mr.  Daniels.  Com¬ 
parability  can  work,  but  the  truth  is  it  has  not  been  allowed  to. 
The  truth  is  that  the  bill  that  was  enacted  was  a  fine  start.  I  think 
in  the  light  of  the  experience  we  have  had  over  the  past  4  years,  it 
can  be  greatly  improved  upon,  that  it  could  be  made  the  kind  of  a 
vehicle  that  tiie  chairman  and  others  in  this  committee  have  referred 
to  in  the  past  that  might  take  wages  out  of  the  political  football  field. 

I  think  it  can  be  made  into  that,  but  it  isn’t  that  right  now.  It 
hasn’t  been  allowed  to  work. 

Mr.  Daniels.  Well,  I  for  one  introduced  a  pay  bill  this  year. 
I  am  one  of  the  members  who  thought  that  our  Federal  employees 
had  been  sadly  neglected,  that  comparability  had  not  been  achieved, 
that  our  Federal  employees  are  far  behind  what  such  employees  would 
be  paid  if  they  were  working  for  private  industry,  and  that  if  it  is  not 
7  percent  it  is  pretty  close  to  that. 
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It  is  unfortunate  that  we  do  have  this  international  situation  on 
our  hands.  I  know  everybody  wants  to  be  patriotic  and  do  their 
bit  to  help  their  country,  and  you  are  to  be  commended  for  the  posi¬ 
tion  that  you  have  taken.  Mr.  Keating  and  his  organization  are  to 
be  complimented  for  the  position  the}7  have  also  taken. 

I  am  sure  that  if  you  come  before  us  next  year,  let’s  hope  that  the 
Vietnam  situation  is  over,  we  will  give  this  a  good  hard  look  and 
see  that  you  are  brought  up  close  to  comparability,  as  close  as  you 
possibly  can  be  in  one  full  step. 

Mr.  Hallbeck.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Daniels. 

Mr.  Daniels.  Now,  Mr.  Nilan,  in  your  statement  you  make 
reference  to  the  fringe  benefits  that  are  included  in  this  package, 
and  you  support  the  recommendation  made  by  the  admimstra  ion 
of  optional  retirement  after  30  years  of  service  upon  attainment  of 
the  age  of  55. 

But  you  did  not  make  mention  or  comment  upon  the  other  proposal 
which  was  made  a  condition  of  that  proposition  that  the  Federal 
Government  shall  have  the  option  also  of — it  is  referred  to  as  involun¬ 
tary  retirement  of  those  employees  at  a  level  13  and  above.  Do  you 
care  to  make  any  statement  on  that? 

Mr.  Nilan.  Well,  I  will  make  this  statement:  At  the  present,  time 
at  least  it  doesn’t  directly  affect  our  people.  That  is  point  1.  If  it 
were  affecting  our  people,  that  is  the  people  we  basically  represent, 
the  rank-and-file  employees,  I’m  sure  the  committee  would  hear  a 
very  strong  and  aggressive  statement  opposing  this  proposition  from 
our  union. 

Secondly,  I’m  not  enthused  about  granting  management  the 
unilateral  prerogative  of  retiring  people  at  management’s  discretion  in 
principle,  without  some  appeal  or  protection  for  the  people  that  are 
concerned.  I  cannot  be  enthused  about  that  particular  part  of  the 
proposal,  and  therefore  this  is  the  reason  why  I  did  not  comment  on 
it. 

Mr.  Daniels.  Well,  I  would  like  to  comment  on  it  at  this  time, 
because  I  think  I  was  incorrectly — -my  position  was  incorrectly 
reported  in  the  newspapers,  and  I  will  read  it.  It  appeared  in  one  of 
the  local  newspapers,  in  which  I  am  supposed  to  have  said: 

This  involuntary  retirement  power  was  needed  by  the  Government  as  a  good 
management  aid  in  order  to  get  rid  of  employees  who  have  passed  their  peak. 

I  happen  to  have  before  me  a  stenographic  copy  of  the  testimony 
taken  on  that  day,  and  I  never  made  any  such  statement.  All  I  said 
to  Mr.  Murphy,  after  he  said  why  he  thought  management  needed 
this  for  grade  13  and  above,  was: 

Mr.  Murphy,  I  don’t  disagree  with  your  views,  I  am  inclined  to  agree  with  you 
I  want  you  to  know  I  want  to  know  the  thinking  behind  that  statement  because 
it  was  not  amplified. 

Now,  I  might  say  that  since  that  comment  was  made,  I  have  given 
serious  thought  to  that  and  I  am  reappraising  my  own  thinking  on  it. 
Only  this  morning  I  received  a  letter  from  a  F ederal  employee  stating 
that  she  had  taken  the  competitive  examination.  She  came  out  No. 
1,  but  she  is  now  being  asked  to  retire  because  of  age. 

I  think  this  committee  should  give  very  very  serious  consideration 
to  this  condition,  when  it  is  attached  to  the  30-year  optional  retirement 
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principle  set  down  in  this  package.  1  just  wanted  to  make  that 
comment. 

I  think  if  the  civil  service  system  is  a  merit  system,  why  we  should 
keep  it  in  proper  focus,  px-oper  prospective,  and  if  it  is  going  to  be  a 
merit  system  it  should  be  a  merit  system.  But  we  don’t  want  any¬ 
thing  to  be  included  in  any  legislation  which  we  adopt  to  make  that 
merit  system  a  political  football. 

Mr.  Nilan.  The  thing  that  concerns  us,  if  I  may  just  add  this, 
Mr.  Chairman,  is  that  what  is  being  done  to  someone  else  today  can 
be  done  to  us  tomorrow.  This  is  why  I  expressed  my  feeling  on  the 
involuntary  retirement  proposal. 

Mr.  Udall.  The  gentleman’s  time  has  expired. 

The  gentleman  from  Hawaii. 

Mr.  Matsunaga.  I  would  like  to  join  in  commending  the  gentle¬ 
men,  Mr.  Hallbeck  and  Mr.  Nilan,  for  their  excellent  testimony  this 
morning.  If  the  administration  could  have  as  good  lobbyists,  so  to 
speak,  as  the  unions  have  had — including  the  testimony  we  had 
yestei’day — we  might  even  have  a  more  difficult  time  trying  to  inter¬ 
pret  what  to  do  here. 

I  was  very  much  impressed  by  your  statement,  Mr.  Hallbeck, 
relative  to  the  watering  down  of  the  share  of  labor  in  any  percentage 
increase.  I  am  inclined  to  agree  with  you  100  percent,  except  that  I 
am  not  too  sure  as  to  how  the  guideline  is  applied  in  industry;  private 
industry,  that  is.  If  you  take  the  guideline  of  3.2  percent,  are  you 
saying  that  this  is  not  applied  at  all  to  the  management-level  employees 
in  private  industry? 

Mr.  Hallbeck.  Unions  don’t  negotiate  for  management  employees. 
Unions  in  their  negotiations  are  negotiating  for  workers,  and  the 
3.2  applies  to  the  group  that  they  are  negotiating  for. 

Management  has  always  been  outside  of  that.  I  will  admit  that 
there  have  been  cases  whei'e  management  has  probably  been  given 
comparable  increases. 

Mr.  Matsunaga.  How  is  the  guideline  applied?  You  take  3.2 
percent,  is  that  3.2  percent  of  the  total  payroll,  and  in  private  industry 
they  exclude  the  payroll  of  the  management  group? 

Mr.  Hallbeck.  Surely. 

Mr.  Matsunaga.  You  are  certain  about  this? 

Mr.  Hallbeck.  Our  economist  tells  me  that  is  correct. 

Mr.  Matsunaga.  Well,  then,  you  are  absolutely  correct. 

By  application  to  the  management  group,  in  Federal  service,  we 
are  watering  down  your  worker’s  group. 

Mr.  Hallbeck.  That  is  right.  There  are  several  inconsistencies 
that  don’t  woi'k  the  same  way,  but  that  is  one  of  the  more  glaring 
ones.  We  are  neither  fish  nor  fowl  to  be  absolutely  honest.  It 
seems  that  all  the  bi-eaks  are  bad  breaks. 

Mr.  Matsunaga.  You  will  go  along  with  Mr.  Keating,  who  suggest¬ 
ed  yesterday  that  we  go  across  the  board  with  the  increase  rather 
than  have  the  smaller  dollar  increases  at  the  lower  level,  as  is 
pi'oposed? 

Mr.  Hallbeck.  Yes. 

Mr.  Matsunaga.  Would  you  go  along  with  the  idea  further  that 
we  have  the  greatest  percentages  down  at  the  lower  levels  so  that  the 
dollar  increases  would  be  as  great  at  the  lower  level  than  at  the  man¬ 
agement  level? 
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Mr.  Hallbeck.  Yes.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  for  years  legislation 
dealing  with  wages  in  Government,  when  enacted,  provided  what  we 
used  to  call  flat  dollar  increase,  $300  flat  increase.  The  argument  was 
that  that  distorted  pay  schedules.  The  truth  is  that  they  maintained 
exactly  the  same  ratios  between  the  worker  and  the  management  at 
all  times. 

Percentagewise  it  could  be  said  to  have  worked  to  the  advantage  of 
the  worker.  Actually,  dollarwise,  they  were  in  exactly  the  same 
position  as  a  result  of  flat  increases.  We  believed  in  it.  It  wasn’t  at 
our  insistence  or  with  our  support  that  the  change  was  made  from  the 
flat  dollar  to  the  percentage  increase,  so  the  answer  to  your  question, 
as  originally  posed,  would  be  yes,  we  would  prefer  the  flat  dollar. 

Mr.  Matsunaga.  So  that - 

Mr.  Hallbeck.  This  is  a  case  of  need.  There  is  a  much  greater 
dollar  need  at  the  lower  levels,  measured  in  terms  of  bread  and 
meat  and  clothes. 

The  fellow  at  the  bottom  of  the  ladder  is  the  one  that  needs  it. 

Mr.  Matsunaga.  So  when  we  have  a  limited  amount  of  dollars  to 
distribute,  you  would  agree  that  the  dollars  should  be  spread  out  at 
the  lower  level? 

Mr.  Hallbeck.  Where  they  are  needed  the  most. 

Mr.  Matsunaga.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Udall.  The  gentleman  from  New  Jersey. 

Mr.  Krebs.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  I,  too,  want  to  join  my 
colleagues  and  commend  you,  Mr.  Hallbeck,  and  you,  Mr.  Nilan,  for 
your  well-prepared  presentation. 

I  want  to  say,  too,  and  I  say  this  I  hope  in  the  constructive  sense,  I 
really  hope  that  this  committee  doesn’t  get  itself  into  the  position  of 
certain  members  being  accused  of  having  labels  stuck  on  them  if  they 
happen  to  be  dissenters. 

I  think  we  had  a  recent  experience  in  Washington,  going  back  10 
years  or  so,  where  people  who  honestly  disagreed  with  the  popular 
notion  were  intimidated  into  abandoning  their  intellectual  honesty  and 
independence.  I  want  to  say  that  I  am  one  who  disagrees  with  this 
proposal,  and  I  restate  that  at  the  risk  of  having  a  label  stuck  on  me. 
I  hope  I  don’t,  but  if  I  do,  then  I  am  willing  to  submit  for  the  label. 

I  think  there  is  room  for  honest  disagreement  with  this  proposal,  and 
I  believe  that  in  all  of  your  formal  presentations,  in  Mr.  Keating’s  and 
yours,  and  Mr.  Nilan’s,  the  basic  facts  were  set  forth  that  I  can  sub¬ 
scribe  to.  I  am  not  going  to  burden  the  record  further  than  to  say 
that  my  position  today  is  as  it  was  on  Wednesday,  that  as  it  was  on 
Tuesday,  and  is  as  it  was  on  Monday. 

In  the  absence  of  any  more  substantial  evidence  to  the  contrary,  I 
am  unlikely  to  change  my  feeling  about  it.  I  say  that  because  I 
genuinely  feel  that  way  and  not  because  I  find  that  it  is  easier  to  take  a 
popular  position  and  act  irresponsibly. 

I  want  to  say,  too,  that  some  of  the  points  you  made  are  important. 
One  of  them  is  comparability.  I  made  a  proposal  to  Mr.  Macy  on 
Monday,  that  I  would  write  a  bill  abolishing  comparability,  amending 
Public  Law  793,  and  I  asked  him  if  he  would  support  it,  because  I 
agree  with  you,  that  comparability  has  been  a  shame  as  far  as  I  can 
ascertain.  Either  this  ought  to  be  our  public  pay  policy,  or  it  ought 
not  be.  And  if  it  is,  we  ought  to  respect  it  and  honor  it  and  abide  by 
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it;  and  if  it  isn’t,  we  ought  to  be  courageous  enough  to  say  that  we 
have  changed  our  minds. 

I  want  to  compliment  you  in  saying  that  it  is  like  a  muscle  that  has 
atrophied  for  lack  of  use.  If  it  is  going  to  continue  that  way,  it  might 
very  well  be  stricken  from  the  law  because  it  is  just  fooling  people. 
I  think  it  is  like  a  muscle  that  is  atrophied. 

I  want  to  say,  too,  that  the  percentage  of  employees  that  are  on  the 
Federal  payroll  is  about  3.4  percent  of  all  the  people  working  for  a 
living  in  the  United  States  today.  While  you  have  got  voluntary 
controls  or  voluntary  suggested  controls,  on  large  and  overwhelming 
sectors  of  our  economy,  and  compulsory  controls  on  3.4  percent  of  the 
people  working  in  this  country,  I  honestly  don’t  see  how  it  is  going  to 
have  any  effect  on  warding  off  inflation.  I  certainly  don’t  see  how 
you  can  put  controls  on  3.4  percent  of  the  working  people  in  this 
country,  and  not  put  them  on  corporate  profit.  As  witness  after  wit¬ 
ness  has  testified,  the  profits  of  American  corporations  are  sky  high 
and  so  are  the  dividends  to  some  stockholders.  If  we  really  have  a 
threat,  then  I  think  we  are  all  patriotic.  If  we  have  a  threat  to  our 
economy,  then  let’s  appraise  it  and  take  the  proper  steps  and  write  the 
right  prescription. 

That,  in  my  opinion,  comprises  writing  the  right  restraints  on  our 
economy. 

I  also  fail  to  see — you  pointed  out  that  medical  care  insurance  has 
gone  up  19  percent,  from  1960  to  1964,  and  that  hospital  care  has  gone 
up,  and  I  didn’t  get  the  percentage.  But  you  also  said  that  patient 
stay  in  hospitals  was  up  89  percent  in  the  like  period. 

I  want  to  ask  you  something.  I  hear  and  I  have  heard  for  a  long 
time  when  the  insurance  companies  buy  Blue  Cross  and  Blue  Shield 
and  the  other  ones  are  looking  for  rate  increases  they  say  this  is 
brought  about  because  the  patients  stay  in  the  hospitals  longer  than 
they  should. 

I  want  to  ask  you  if  you  know  any  patient  that  stays  in  the  hospital 
or  has  himself  admitted  in  the  hospital,  or  is  this  the  responsibility 
of  doctors? 

Mr.  Nilan.  I  certainly  agree  that  it  is  the  complete  responsibility 
of  the  doctors.  But  the  statement  we  make  has  been  taken  from  the 
civil  service  records.  The  increase  up  to  7.7  days  length  of  stay 
from  7.6  days  is  an  insignificant  change. 

Mr.  Krebs.  All  I  am  saying  is  that  it  is  a  shame  that  that  has  been 
used  by  the  people  seeking  increases  in  rates.  They  blame  it  on  the 
patients;  they  say  the  sick  patient  decided  to  come  in  a  week  before 
he  should  have,  and  we  tried  to  chase  him  out.  This  is  sheer  nonsense. 

Mr.  Hallbeck.  It  certainly  is.  In  some  parts  of  the  country 
there  is  a  waiting  list  to  get  in  the  hospital.  They  get  you  up  so  fast 
nowadays  that  you  are  not  even  well  when  you  get  out.  It  is  not 
the  patients’  fault. 

Mr.  Olsen.  You  are  supposed  to  get  well  walking  around. 

Mr.  Hallbeck.  I  know. 

Mr.  Krebs.  Let  me  ask  you  this:  Do  you  think  that  if  this  package 
included  a  $5,000  or  $10,000  increase  in  the  benefits,  that  this  increase 
would  be  inflationary?  You  can  ask  your  economist  if  you  want 
to  get  a  professional  opinion  on  the  record. 
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Mr.  Udall.  I  don’t  think  that  he  needs  an  economist  for  that. 

Mr.  Hallbeck.  No. 

Mr.  Krebs.  I  just  wanted  to  have  both  sides  on  the  record. 

Let  me  ask  you  this:  There  are  some  statements  make  in  this 
hearing — Mr.  Murphy  said  on  Tuesday  in  his  formal  testimony  that 
they  compared  the  work  in  the  Post  Office  Department  with  continu¬ 
ous  process  industries.  Do  you  think  the  Post  Office  Department  is 
continuous  process  industry? 

Mr.  Hallbeck.  In  the  sense  that  it  operates  around  the  clock. 
The  entire  postal  service  does.  Most  post  offices  don’t  operate  as  a 
continual  process. 

Mr.  Krebs.  In  other  words,  I  asked  some  questions,  I  try  to  buy 
postage  stamps  occasionally  when  I  close  my  office  on  Saturdays  in 
my  district,  and  it  is  in  the  biggest  city  in  the  State,  12  o’clock  Satur¬ 
day  you  can’t  buy  a  stamp.  The  windows  close.  You  can’t  send 
a  registered  letter,  the  windows  are  closed.  The  frequency  of  collec¬ 
tion  from  boxes  on  the  street  is  reduced  on  Saturday.  There  is  one 
in  the  morning  and  one  in  the  afternoon  on  Sundays.  This  is  in  an 
area  of  a  million  population. 

I  pointed  out  that  I  had  to  go  to  New  York  City  one  Saturday  after¬ 
noon  to  send  a  registered  letter.  It  is  hard  for  me  to  believe  that  this 
is  truly  a  continuous  operation  industry  when  these  services  are  not 
available  and  the  workers  are  not  working  on  Saturday  or  Sunday,  or 
during  the  night.  Continuous  service  industry,  in  my  judgment,  is 
like  a  hospital,  where  you  have  got  doctors  and  nurses  and  all  the 
services  available  24  hours  a  day,  7  days  a  week,  or  like  the  police 
department  or  the  fire  department  or  industries  that  might  be  working. 
The  railroad  is  7  day.  But  even  that  is  curtailed  somewhat. 

But  by  and  large,  can  you  find  any  stretch  of  the  imagination  that 
would  allow  you  to  fit  the  post  office  in  the  continuous  operation 
industry? 

Mr.  Hallbeck.  No,  sir. 

Mr.  Nilan.  If  I  may  just  comment,  you  are  extremely  fortunate  in 
your  area  if  you  have  two  collections  of  mail  on  Sundays. 

Mr.  Krebs.  Maybe  I  shouldn’t  have  said  it. 

Mr.  Nilan.  The  ones  that  I  am  familiar  with,  they  are  lucky  if  they 
have  one  around  3:30  or  4  in  the  afternoon  and  one  on  Sunday.  You 
are  lucky  if  you  get  one  in  the  afternoon  of  every  day. 

Plus  the  transportation  reductions  on  weekends  and  holidays. 
Our  mobile  clerks  that  are  on  the  road  have  found  in  recent  years 
that  their  RPO  and  HPO  service  routes  have  been  reduced  sub¬ 
stantially,  in  some  instances  eliminated  on  Saturday  and  Sunday 
both.  So  even  the  railroad  transportation  of  mail  drops  off.  This 
is  strictly  by  the  arbitrary  decision  of  the  Post  Office  Department. 
So  it  is  not  a  continuous  operation,  as  indicated  by  the  Post  Office 
Department. 

Mr.  Krebs.  Another  point  was  made  in  Mr.  Murphy’s  testimony. 
He  felt  that  it  was  proner  to  compare  post  office  workers  with  non¬ 
productive  workers.  That  is  what  the  caption  of  his  chart  and  his 
testimony  is.  Maybe  I  am  wrong,  but  I  have  had  some  experience 
in  this  field  and  it  has  been  my  understanding  for  30  years,  that 
generally  there  are  three  classifications  of  workers:  There  are  pro¬ 
fessional  people;  there  are  white-collar  workers;  and  blue-collar 
workers. 
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From  what  I  have  seen  around  the  post  office,  since  I  am  a  Member 
of  Congress  and  a  member  of  the  committee,  I  have  a  license  to  take 
a  short  cut  through  the  back  entrance  of  the  post  office  to  go  up  to 
my  office,  and  I  don’t  see  many  people  who  have  white  collars  or 
clean  hands  in  the  post  office. 

I  want  to  know  what  your  concept  is. 

Mr.  Hallbeck.  In  my  statement  I  said  you  will  look  a  long  while 
to  find  a  white-collar  worker  with  which  we  are  compared.  We  are 
blue  collar,  and  we  would  be  properly  classified  as  blue  collar.  The 
very  few  white  collars  that  you  might  find  would  be  up  at  a  service 
window,  and  even  now  the  uniform  service,  the  blue  shirt,  if  you  have 
got  a  collar  on  it  is  a  blue  collar. 

Mr.  Krebs.  One  last  fast  point. 

Mr.  Keating,  in  his  testimony  on  Wednesday,  made  the  point  that 
a  streetsweeper  in  Oakland,  Calif.,  made  more  money  than  a  letter 
carrier.  Do  you  have  any  examples  that  are  more  dramatic  than  that? 

Mr.  Hallbeck.  There  are  examples.  But  certainly  there  are  a  lot. 

Mr.  Krebs.  The  point  I  want  in  the  record — is  this  an  isolated 
case  that  was  dug  up. 

Mr.  Hallbeck.  Not  at  all.  We  can’t  hire  people  on  the  west  coast 
because  of  the  competition  in  every  area. 

Mr.  Krebs.  I  have  no  further  questions.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Udall.  Thank  you,  gentlemen,  for  being  with  us  this  morning. 
We  appreciate  your  testimony. 

The  next  witness  is  Mr.  Sidney  A.  Goodman,  accompanied  by  our 
friend,  David  Silvergleid,  who  is  the  secretary. 

Mr.  Goodman.  Accompanied  by  Mr.  Edward  Bowley. 

Mr.  Udall.  We  are  happy  to  have  him. 

STATEMENT  OF  SIDNEY  A.  GOODMAN,  PRESIDENT,  NATIONAL 

POSTAL  UNION;  ACCOMPANIED  BY  DAVID  SILVERGLEID, 

SECRETARY-TREASURER,  AND  EDWARD  BOWLEY 

Mr.  Goodman.  Dispensing  with  the  formalities,  the  administration 
has  proposed  a  new  approach  in  terms  of  “gross  compensation” 
which  includes  not  only  salary  increases,  but  so-called  fringe  benefits, 
and  has  made  specific  proposals  with  regard  to  minor  improvements 
in  retirement  and  health  premiums. 

Ordinarily,  each  of  these  major  legislative  items  would  come 
under  consideration  by  separate  subcommittees  and  as  such  would 
be  much  more  likely  to  receive  the  comprehensive  consideration 
which  their  importance  individually  warrants. 

This  is  true  irrespective  of  the  merits  that  may  be  claimed  for  the 
package  approach.  On  page  6  of  the  report  to  the  President  by  the 
Cabinet  Committee  on  Federal  Staff  Retirement  Systems,  dated 
March  8,  1966,  appears  some  very  enlightening  and  frank  observations 
on  the  limitations  of  the  “package”  approach  to  the  whole  question 
of  comparability.  It  calls  into  serious  question  the  validity  of  the 
administration’s  present  approach. 

I  will  not  burden  the  committee  by  reading  it. 

Mr.  Udall.  Without  objection,  the  entire  statement  of  Mr. 
Goodman  will  appear  in  the  record  at  this  point. 

(The  full  text  of  Mr.  Goodman’s  statement  follows:) 
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Prepared  Statement  of  Sidney  A.  Goodman,  President,  National 

Postal  Union 

Mr.  Chairman,  and  members  of  the  subcommittee,  my  name  is  Sidney  A. 
Goodman,  and  I  am  privileged  to  serve  as  president  of  National  Postal  Union, 
located  at  509  14th  Street  NW.,  Washington,  D.C.  I  am  accompanied  here  by 
our  secretary-treasurer,  David  Silvergleid.  We  represent  60,000  postal  em¬ 
ployees,  organized  in  excess  of  500  local  affiliates  in  50  States,  including  Puerto 
Rico  and  the  District  of  Columbia. 

The  administration  has  proposed  a  new  approach  in  terms  of  “gross  compensa¬ 
tion”  which  includes  not  only  salary  increases,  but  so-called  fringe  benefits,  and 
has  made  specific  proposals  with  regard  to  minor  improvements  in  retirement  and 
health  premiums.  Ordinarily,  each  of  these  major  legislative  items  would  come 
under  consideration  by  separate  subcommittees  and  as  such  would  be  much  more 
likely  to  receive  the  comprehensive  consideration  which  their  importance  individ¬ 
ually  warrants.  This  is  true  irrespective  of  the  merits  that  may  be  claimed  for 
the  “package”  approach.  On  page  6  of  the  report  to  the  President  by  the  Cabinet 
Committee  on  Federal  Staff  Retirement  Systems,  dated  March  8,  1966,  appears 
some  very  enlightening  and  frank  observations  on  the  limitations  of  the  “package” 
approach  to  the  whole  question  of  comparability.  It  calls  into  serious  question 
the  validity  of  the  administration’s  present  approach.  It  reads  as  follows: 

“Benefit  levels,  and  methods  of  determining  those  levels,  are  matters  of  con¬ 
tinuing  concern  to  beneficiaries  of  the  retirement  systems  and  to  Government. 
Government  is  committed  to  the  principle  of  pay  comparability  for  civilians  and 
to  an  equitable  relationship  between  civilian  and  military  pay.  We  must,  when  it 
becomes  possible,  extend  this  principle  to  encompass  comparability  of  total 
compensation,  including  retirement  and  other  fringe  benefits.  But  reliable  (or 
even  usable)  data  on  fringe  benefits  prove  extraordinarily  difficult  to  pin  down, 
and  such  data  as  have  been  obtained  are  in  terms  of  employer  costs  rather  than  of 
benefits  received,  which  is  what  is  important  to  those  being  compensated.  Another 
difficulty  is  that  the  comparability  principle  promises,  in  theory,  at  least,  com¬ 
parable  compensation  for  comparable  responsibilities.  Special  conditions, 
however  (e.g.,  combat  duty  in  the  case  of  the  military,  conflict-of-interest  require¬ 
ments,  restrictions  on  off -the- job  conduct  and  activities,  inability  to  strike),  limit 
the  extent  to  which  Federal  service,  and  its  compensation  can  be  considered  com¬ 
parable  to  that  of  private  industry.  Perhaps  the  comparability  principle  is,  for 
now  and  until  more  valid  data  are  obtainable,  best  applied  only  to  the  major 
elements  of  compensation,  leaving  the  others  to  find  their  own  levels  in  a  way  that 
hopefully  will  result  in  a  reasonable,  if  not  exact,  overall  balance.” 

We  support  H.R.  10294,  although  we  feel  that  the  7-percent  increase  recom¬ 
mended  will  still  leave  postal  employees  behind.  This  legislation  is  once  again 
the  test  of  good  faith  in  terms  of  Congress’  pledge  of  comparability  as  embodied 
in  Public  Law  87-793.  I  want  to  congratulate  Congressman  Olsen  for  his  bill 
in  this  regard. 

In  the  1st  session  of  the  89th  Congress,  National  Postal  Union  testified  three 
times  on  pay  at  length  with  special  emphasis  on  the  gap  in  comparability,  intro¬ 
ducing  considerable  statistical  data.  In  view  of  extended  testimony  on  this  aspect 
taken  previously,  we  are  dispensing  with  this  approach  at  this  time.  The  gap 
continues  and  the  situation  remains  basically  unchanged  from  the  standpoint  of 
employees. 

It  should  be  remembered  that  in  the  last  session,  the  House  passed  a  bill  provid¬ 
ing  a  4)'2-percent  increase  and  that  this  was  reduced  to  4  percent  in  the  final 
stages  of  the  last  session  of  Congress  only  in  order  to  meet  the  administration’s 
insistence  on  a  smaller  percentage.  The  Senate  then  reduced  this  to  3.6  percent 
and  the  House  accepted  this  only  because  it  believed  there  was  no  realistic  alter¬ 
native.  The  Congressional  Record  is  replete  with  ample  evidence  of  the  indig¬ 
nation  of  the  House  at  the  veto  threat  and  the  failure  of  the  administration  to 
meet  its  pledge  of  comparability. 

Considering  what  employees  have  already  lost  by  the  failure  to  achieve  com¬ 
parability  since  October  1962,  and  in  view  of  what  they  are  entitled  to  on  this 
score,  projected  on  a  current  basis,  postal  employees  in  levels  1  to  6  are  certainly 
entitled  to  a  minimum  of  the  7-percent  increase  recommended  and  effective 
January  1,  1966,  not  1967. 

It  should  be  noted  that  when  Congress  pledged  comparability  in  October  1962, 
with  passage  of  Public  Law  87-793,  this  was  geared  to  salary  alone  and  the  intro¬ 
duction  of  the  “package”  concept  at  this  time  has  a  tendency  to  blur  congressional 
commitments  on  this  single  item. 
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The  administration  proposes  a  2.5-percent  salary  increase  for  postal  employees, 
which  is  referred  to  by  the  Director  of  the  Budget  as  a  2.85  percent  “average”  in¬ 
crease,  based  presumably  on  considering  the  impact  of  the  wages  on  employees 
covered  under  the  postal  field  schedule  and  the  general  service  schedule.  Ac¬ 
cording  to  our  computation,  postal  employees  in  step  4,  level  4,  a  median  normally 
used,  would  actually  get  slightly  less  than  2.4  percent,  based  on  the  figures  pro¬ 
vided  in  the  “Joint  Annual  Report,”  dated  March  3,  1966,  submitted  to  the 
President  by  the  Director,  Bureau  of  the  Budget,  and  the  Chairman,  U.S.  Civil 
Service  Commission. 

The  administration  has  placed  the  heaviest  possible  emphasis  on  the  question 
of  not  exceeding  so-called  wage  guidelines  in  order  to  avoid  the  threat  of  inflation. 
Certainly  we  all  have  a  responsibility  in  this  respect.  However,  we  support  the 
views  of  the  distinguished  member  of  this  committee,  who  in  questioning  a  De¬ 
partment  spokesman,  pointed  out  the  disparity  in  the  views  of  the  administration 
with  respect  to  wage  guidelines,  as  against  the  total  lack  of  guidelines  with  respect 
to  corporation  profits.  As  was  pointed  out,  the  net  profits  after  taxes  of  such  cor¬ 
porations  as  Ford  and  General  Motors,  averaging  60  to  65  percent  in  recent 
quarterly  reports,  constitutes  a  far  greater  threat  of  inflation,  in  our  opinion,  than 
granting  deserved  and  long  overdue  salary  increases  to  Government  employees. 
The  corporation  profits  referred  to,  unlike  wages,  which  bolster  a  viable  economy, 
are  utilized  for  reinvestment,  which  in  turn  increases  production  without  any 
assurance  that  it  will  be  accompanied  by  any  balancing  increase  in  purchasing 
power.  Yet  this  aspect  is  ignored  by  the  administration. 

In  a  recent  statement  before  the  congressional  Joint  Committee  on  Economics, 
Mr.  Arthur  M.  Ross,  Commissioner,  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics,  asserted  that 
“outside”  increases  substantially  exceeded  the  3.1-percent  guideline  as  follows: 

Steel  wages  increased  by  4.2  percent. 

Office  clerical  workers  increases,  3.4  percent. 

Manufacturing  industry  increases,  which  are  below  2.8  percent. 

Construction  industry  increases,  4.1  percent. 

In  testifying  before  this  committee  on  March  7,  the  Chairman  of  the  U.S.  Civil 
Service  Commission,  in  responding  to  questions  by  a  member  of  this  committee, 
conceded  a  gap  of  at  least  21  months  from  the  period  on  which  the  most  recent 
Bureau  or  Labor  Statistics’  report  utilized  by  the  administration  were  taken, 
until  the  effective  date  recommended  for  salary  increases — namely,  January  1, 
1967.  Further,  this  leaves  completely  out  of  account  the  fact  that  irrespective 
of  substantial  increases  which  could  take  place  between  the  1st  and  12th  month 
during  which  a  given  BLS  report  is  binding,  such  increases  could  only  be  reflected 
in  subsequent  BLS  reports. 

Let’s  take  a  look  at  exactly  what  the  administration  proposes  in  terms  of 
increases  in  actual  take-home  pay  for  employees,  utilizing  step  4,  level  4,  as  a 
median  of  “pay  line.”  Under  it,  salary  would  be  increased  from  $5,694  to  $5,830, 
or  nominally  $136  per  annum.  The  proposed  biweekly  increase  would  amount  to 
$5.23.  From  the  standpoint  of  take-home  pay,  this  would  be  decreased  by  the 
additional  J4  percent  increase  in  retirement  deduction  as  proposed,  which  would 
amount  to  $1.46  biweekly,  leaving  a  net  gross  increase  in  take-home  pay  of  $3.77 
biweekly.  The  difference  in  increased  Federal  taxes  would  cost  the  employee 
73  cents  biweekly.  Thus  the  net  increase  in  pay  biweekly  would  be  $3.04,  which 
would  amount  to  the  munificent  sum  of  $1.52  per  week.  Let  us  also  remember 
that  for  employees  in  levels  1,  2,  and  3  of  the  postal  field  service,  the  ones  that 
need  it  the  most,  it  would  be  substantially  less.  Is  this  the  bold  look  of  the  Great 
Society?  And  is  this  being  put  forth  seriously  by  its  sponsors  as  a  meaningful, 
dynamic  program  of  economic  redress? 

The  administration  places  great  stress  on  productivity  as  a  major  aspect  in  its 
salary  guidelines.  The  $1.52  a  week  would  amount  to  0.0037  percent  of  gross 
annual  salary  in  the  median  step  and  level.  In  the  Annual  Report  of  the  Post¬ 
master  General  1965,  it  states: 

During  postal  fiscal  year  1965,  workload  in  all  WMS  installations  increased 
4.8  percent  over  postal  fiscal  year  1964  versus  a  2.9-percent  increase  in  total 
clerk-mail  handler  workhours. 

This  means  that  there  was  an  actual  net  increase  in  productivity  of  1.9  percent  in 
which  employers  were  the  decisive  factor.  In  actual  practice,  they  have  been 
entirely  dependent  on  the  degree  to  which  employees  in  outside  industry  are  able 
to  translate  increases  in  productivity  into  increased  wages  under  their  respective 
employment  contracts.  We  assert  that  the  comparability  pledge,  should  be  the 
floor  and  that  to  it  should  be  added  this  increased  productivity  of  postal  employees, 
amounting  currently  to  1.9  percent. 
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The  administration  stands  in  firm  opposition  to  an  increase  in  premium  pay  for 
Saturday,  Sunday,  and  holiday  work.  It  contends  that  this  is  not  a  sufficiently 
general  practice  in  the  private  sector  so  as  to  warrant  having  this  reflected  in  the 
pay  bills  under  consideration.  In  so  doing,  statistical  reference  was  made  to 
conditions  prevailing  in  supposedly  comparable  outside  industry.  On  question¬ 
ing  however,  the  Department  spokesman  conceded  that  the  figures  cited  covered 
white-collar  workers.  In  further  questioning,  he  conceded  that  postal  employees 
were  not  oidy  not  white-collar  workers  generally,  but  were  in  fact  unique,  and 
not  literally  comparable  to  outside  positions.  Thus  the  Department’s  views  were 
shown  to  be  basically  irrelevant,  and  therefore  invalid.  We  assert  that  if  the 
Department  and  the  administration  are  truly  concerned  with  assuming  full  respon¬ 
sibility  for  establishing  a  sound  and  progressive  salary  structure  for  postal  and 
Federal  employees,  they  will  support  the  provisions  of  H.R.  10294  and  related 
bills,  which  call  for  payment  of  time  and  one-half  for  Saturdays,  and  double  time 
for  Sundays  and  holidays.  We  urge  the  committee  to  act  forthrightly  in  this  area. 

The  spokesman  for  the  Department,  in  opposing  payment  of  overtime  rates  for 
substitutes  for  work  in  excess  of  8  hours,  made  reference  to  the  fact  that  only  29 
million  out  of  69  million  outside  employees  are  subject  to  the  Fair  Labor  Stand¬ 
ards  Act,  although  admittedly  this  is  required  for  outside  employees  by  other 
legislation,  such  as  the  Walsh-Healey  Act.  As  was  pointed  out  by  a  distinguished 
member  of  this  committee,  this  reference  of  course  includes  only  employees  en¬ 
gaged  in  interstate  commerce,  and  totally  ignores  a  much  larger  number  employed 
intrastate  who  do  have  equivalent  protection.  Actually,  as  the  Department 
spokesman  himself  conceded,  “of  400  contracts  reviewed  by  the  Bureau  of  Na¬ 
tional  Affairs,  90  percent  specified  time  and  one-half  for  overtime,  after  8  hours 
in  1  day.”  The  implication  is  very  clear.  Postal  substitutes,  just  as  regulars, 
should  be  entitled  to  be  paid  time  and  one-half  for  all  work  performed  in  excess  of 
8  hours  a  day. 

Because  of  this  inequity,  we  have  had  numerous  problems  having  to  do  with  the 
opportunity  for  overtime  given  substitutes  as  against  regular  employees.  The 
Department’s  own  instructions  provided  for  generally  giving  equal  opportunity. 
Nevertheless,  in  practice,  substitutes,  although  in  excess  of  40  hours  a  week  and 
thus  on  overtime,  have  repeatedly  been  given  greater  opportunity  for  overtime 
in  many  offices,  although  there  is  no  savings  to  the  Department.  This  happens 
because  supervisors  tend  to  hold  substitutes  for  overtime  rather  than  regulars 
because  of  the  possibility  that  a  given  substitute  may  not  have  reached  40  hours 
in  a  given  workweek,  and  thus  theoretically  may  be  utilized  at  straight  time, 
resulting  in  a  so-called  economy. 

In  large  offices,  it  is  virtually  impossible  to  keep  a  sufficiently  accurate  account¬ 
ing  of  hours  so  as  to  enable  a  supervisor  to  know  at  any  given  moment  what  given 
substitute  will  be  on  actual  overtime.  The  result  has  been  confusion,  and  a  great 
deal  of  unnecessary  resentment  caused,  with  no  gain  in  efficiency  whatsoever. 
We  urge  in  the  strongest  possible  terms  that  substitutes  be  paid  overtime  for  all 
work  in  excess  of  S  hours  a  day  as  a  matter  of  simple  equity. 

One  aspect  of  the  Department’s  application  of  the  recent  pay  law,  Public  Law 
89-301,  requires  mention.  Under  the  authority  vested  in  the  Postmaster  General, 
a  workweek  beginning  at  12:01  a.m.  Saturday,  and  ending  12  midnight  Friday 
was  established.  It  should  be  noted  that  this  covers  substitutes  who  are  defined 
under  the  same  law  as  employees  with  no  regular  work  schedule.  Under  de¬ 
partmental  instructions,  substitutes  who  work  past  midnight  on  Fridays,  arbi¬ 
trarily  had  their  tour  terminated  at  12  midnight  for  pay  purposes  only,  and  were 
required  to  hit  a  new  timecard  at  12:01  a.m.  Saturday. 

Thousands  of  substitute  employees  who  continue  to  work  several  hours  past 
midnight  Friday  had  these  hours  counted  as  part  of  a  new  workweek.  The 
result  was  to  deny  these  employees  who  may  have  worked  40  hours  by  12  mid¬ 
night  on  Fridays — overtime  rates  for  work  performed  on  Saturday  a.m.  as 
part  of  a  continuous  tour  which  begins  on  Friday,  the  night  previous.  In  effect, 
since  November  6,  1965,  we  are  happy  to  note  that  recent  Department  instructions 
appear  to  have  eliminated  this  injustice. 

There  is  a  special  aspect  for  regulars,  too.  The  Department  has  deliberately 
encouraged  establishment  of  tours  on  Saturday  and  Sunday  nights  different  from 
reporting  time  the  other  days  in  the  week  in  order  to  avoid  payment  of  Sunday 
differential.  This  means  a  regular  report  4  days  a  week  at  one  hour  and  on 
Saturday  or  Sunday,  at  a  completely  different  hour. 

The  E)epartment  also  proposes  an  extension  from  12  to  15  hours  as  the  maximum 
hours  “during  which  an  employee  may  be  worked  or  available  to  work,  retaining 
the  current  requirement  that  no  employee  shall  be  employed  more  than  12  hours  in 
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1  day.”  We  flatly  and  strongly  oppose  this  proposal.  The  Department’s  spokes¬ 
man  referred  to  the  need  for  utilizing  employees  in  small  offices  at  peak  periods 
from  6  to  8  a.m.  and  then  from  5  to  8  p.m.  on  that  same  day.  This  is  reminiscent 
of  “split  shifts”  which  have  not  been  seen  on  the  American  labor  scene  since 
the  depression  of  the  1930’s.  Citing  the  Department’s  needs  in  such  terms  is  a  sad 
commentary  on  the  extent  to  which  acceptance  of  modern  personnel  practices  has 
yet  to  permeate  the  Department. 

This  proposal,  and  the  resistance  to  overtime  rates  for  substitutes  for  work  in 
excess  of  8  hours  a  day,  are  based  largely  on  the  Department’s  contention  that  the 
substitutes  constitute  a  unique  category.  They  do  indeed,  Mr.  Chairman,  but 
does  the  Department  think  that  by  claiming  a  so-called  special  need,  it  thereby 
assumes  the  right  to  create  a  subhuman  category  which  becomes  completely 
expendable?  It  was  this  kind  of  approach  which  led  to  a  protest  demonstration 
here  in  Washington  in  the  early  1930’s  in  which  subs  carried  signs  saying,  “Mr. 
Farley,  can  you  live  on  $6  a  week?”  As  we  have  emphasized  in  previous  testi¬ 
mony,  Mr.  Chairman,  is  a  substitute  less  a  human  being,  a  father,  a  citizen,  a 
breadwinner,  less  subject  to  physical  strain  and  less  vulnerable  to  fiscal  pressures 
because  the  Department  rhetorically  has  dubbed  them  “on  call”  employees?  Is 
there  any  comparable  outside  industry  that  would  dare  to  attempt  to  create  a 
special  category  of  employees  which  by  definition  became  less  entitled  to  proper 
working  conditions  and  standards?  I  think  not,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  I  urge  that 
this  committee  reject  this  philosophy  in  its  entirety.  It  is  long  since  time  that  the 
Post  Office  Department  stopped  demanding  special  privileges  and  accepted  the 
same  responsibility  as  do  outside  employers  in  this  connection,  particularly  since  it 
frequently  refers  to  outside  conditions  when  discussing  other  phases  of  its  proposals. 

In  considering  increases  for  postal  employees,  some  aspects  not  directly  con¬ 
nected  with  salary  as  such,  but  which  bear  directly  on  the  question  of  the  status 
of  postal  workers  should  be  considered.  The  administration  salary  recommenda¬ 
tions  must  be  evaluated  in  terms  of  continuing  personnel  policies  which  tend  to 
undermine  the  status  of  major  categories  of  employees.  This  is  underscored  by 
the  continuing  difficulty  encountered  by  the  Department  in  attempting  to  attract 
badly  needed  additional  personnel.  As  an  example,  I  submit  a  copy  of  the 
Department’s  regional  letter,  marked  “Exhibit  A,”  dated  January  17,  1966,  an 
open  acknowledgment  of  this  problem.  I  call  to  your  attention,  Mr.  Chairman, 
another  aspect;  the  increasing  tendency  to  fragment  and  parcel  out  essential 
aspects  of  the  duties  of  distribution  clerk  and  letter  carriers  to  various  kinds  of 
temporary  employees.  This  type  of  development  has  a  serious  adverse  affect 
on  morale  and  while  morale  may  be  an  intangible  from  the  standpoint  of  statistical 
reports,  it  is  ultimately  the  most  decisive  factor  from  the  standpoint  of  improving 
real  efficiency.  At  this  point,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  permsission  to  insert  into  the 
record,  exhibit  B,  a  copy  of  a  letter  from  me  to  the  Postmaster  General,  dated 
March  2,  1966. 

In  this  same  vein,  I  request  permission  to  submit  for  the  record  exhibit  C,  a 
letter  on  this  same  subject,  also  dated  March  2,  1966,  addressed  to  Mr.  John 
W.  Macy,  Jr.,  Chairman,  U.S.  Civil  Service  Commission. 

The  whole  question  of  Government  contributions  to  health  premiums  has 
become  an  increasingly  vital  issue.  Repeated  increases  in  the  cost  of  premiums 
under  the  Health  Benefits  Act  of  1959,  has,  in  effect,  resulted  in  an  annual  wage 
cut  for  postal  employees.  This  means  that  in  a  relative  sense,  the  wage  status  of 
postal  employees  has  up  until  now  steadily  deteriorated  in  a  major  area.  We 
appreciate  the  fact  that  the  administration  has  taken  cognizance  of  the  fact  that 
there  have  been  no  increases  in  Government  contributions  since  the  Health 
Benefits  Act  became  effective  in  July  1960.  Its  recommendation,  however,  for 
what  amounts  to  a  25-cent-per-week  increase  in  its  contribution,  beginning 
January  1967,  with  another  25  cents  to  be  added,  effective  January  1,  1968,  falls 
far  short.  I  take  the  liberty  of  submitting  a  communication,  marked  “Exhibit 
D,”  I  sent  the  Honorable  Dominick  V.  Daniels,  the  distinguished  chairman  of  the 
House  Subcommittee  on  Retirement,  Insurance,  and  Health  Benefits,  dated 
January  26,  1966,  which  sets  forth  our  position  with  respect  to  the  need  for  an 
increase  in  Government  contributions  to  employee  health  premiums.  It  is  a 
most  serious  problem  and  I  urge  that  the  most  positive  and  liberal  action  be  taken. 

We  commend  the  administration’s  recommendations  to  establish  optional 
retirement  at  age  60  with  20  years  of  service  and  to  assure  a  minimum  annuity 
for  disability  retirement,  amounting  to  not  less  than  the  amount  an  employee  in 
outside  industry  could  obtain  under  social  security.  It  must  be  recognized,  how¬ 
ever,  that  these  are  essentially  peripheral  and  do  not  touch  the  heart  of  the  need 
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for  basic  improvements  in  retirement  benefits.  In  this  connection,  we  note  that 
there  is  not  even  mention  of  support  of  the  administration-blocked  proposal  in 
the  last  session  which  would  have  increased  annuities  for  survivors  and  dependents 
from  55  to  60  percent,  a  modest  5-percent  increase.  We  do  not  think  that  the 
administration’s  proposed  improvements  on  retirement  begin  to  go  far  enough. 
National  Postal  Union’s  retirement  program,  as  adopted  by  various  national 
conventions,  is  as  follows: 

1.  Elimination  of  the  1-percent  deduction  per  annum  between  the  ages 
55-60. 

2.  All  annuities  to  be  tax  exempt.  Elimination  of  all  deductions  assessed 
for  the  privilege  of  selection  of  widows’  and  dependents’  annuities. 

3.  Optional  retirement  after  25  years  of  service,  regardless  of  age,  based 
upon  2 percent  of  the  highest  1  year  of  service  multiplied  by  the  number  of 
years  of  service,  not  to  exceed  100  percent  of  the  salary. 

4.  No  increase  in  the  present  6 ^-percent  deduction  of  the  employee’s  basic 
salary. 

5.  Extend  all  benefits  to  former  employees  now  on  the  retirement  rolls. 

6.  All  salary  increases  enacted  be  immediately  reflected  in  retirement 
benefits  to  all  annuitants. 

7.  That  the  Government  appropriate  such  sums  as  may  be  necessary  to 
assure  that  Government  contributions  will  have  equaled  employee  contribu¬ 
tions  since  the  inception  of  the  act  in  1920. 

8.  That  the  proviso  of  5  years  of  civilian  service  for  survivors  benefits 
under  the  death  claim  be  changed  to  read:  “Immediately  upon  becoming  a 
member  of  the  Civil  Service  Retirement  Fund.” 

9.  When  a  wife  or  husband  for  whom  the  survivor’s  annuity  election  was 
made  predeceases  the  employee,  the  employee’s  annuity  be  automatically 
restored  to  the  full  amount. 

We  assert  that  above  all,  action  is  long  overdue  to  provide  for  full  retirement 
benefits  with  30  years  of  service,  regardless  of  age,  and  without  any  increase  in  cost 
for  employees.  We  also  urge  the  committee  to  act  favorably  on  other  aspects  of 
the  retirement  program  as  just  enunciated. 

On  February  16,  1966,  National  Postal  Union  testified  in  strong  support  of 
H.R.  11879,  introduced  by  Congressman  Dominick  V.  Daniels,  which  would 
improve  Federal  group  life  insurance.  Our  comments  covered  10  pages  and  we 
deliberately  confine  our  remarks  to  a  summary.  We  urged  three  amendments. 
First,  that  all  eligibles,  regardless  of  title  or  level,  be  assured  a  minimum  of 
$10,000  coverage.  Secondly,  that  present  provisions  which  provide  for  a  reduction 
in  the  face  value  at  age  65,  unless  the  employee  remains  in  the  service,  be  canceled, 
in  its  entirety,  with  the  full  face  value  retained.  Thirdly,  that  there  be  no  increase 
in  cost  to  employees. 

The  distinguished  Chairman  of  the  Civil  Service  Commission  in  testifying  on 
this  subject,  has  indicated  support  only  with  respect  to  authorizing  an  increase 
to  a  maximum  of  $30,000  insurance.  This  would  apply  only  for  higher  level 
employees,  based  on  the  formula  presently  used.  Obviously,  life  insurance  bene¬ 
fits  accrue  to  the  survivor  and/or  dependents  of  an  employee,  not  the  employee 
himself,  in  addition  to  annuities  paid  to  such  survivors  and  dependents.  In  the 
case  of  life  insurance,  however,  an  increase  to  a  maximum  of  $30,000  without  any 
increase  in  the  face  value  for  lower  level  employees  would  be  an  injustice.  The 
survivors  and  dependents  of  higher  level  employees  should  not  be  invested  with 
five  of  six  times  the  need  and  right  of  lower  paid  employees  without  assuring  such 
employees  a  reasonable  minimum  such  as  $10,000.  Indeed,  it  is  obvious  that  the 
survivors  and  dependents  of  lower  level  employees,  especially  in  the  case  where 
there  are  young  children,  have  had  much  less  an  opportunity  to  shore  themselves 
up  against  the  vicissitudes  of  life.  As  I  stated  in  my  previous  testimony,  Mr. 
Chairman,  there  should  be  no  such  aristocracy  in  death. 

On  this  subject,  I  would  like  to  bring  to  the  attention  of  this  committee  another 
aspect.  On  December  2,  1965,  a  communication  from  the  U.S.  Civil  Service 
Commission  invited  comment  on  a  proposed  amendment  to  the  Federal  employees 
group  life  insurance  regulations  which  would  limit  free  coverage  while  in  nonpay 
status  to  a  total  of  12  months,  unless  the  employee  returned  to  pay  status  for  the 
purpose  of  performing  substantial  service.  We  strongly  oppose  such  a  retro¬ 
gressive  change.  Included  in  those  who  would  be  adversely  affected  by  any  such 
change  are  national  officers  of  employee  organizations,  including  National  Postal 
Union.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  submit  for  the  record,  copies  of  the  Commission’s 
proposals  and  our  views,  as  transmitted  to  Mr.  Andrew  E.  Ruddock,  Director, 
Bureau  of  Retirement  Insurance,  U.S.  Civil  Service  Commission,  that  same  day, 
December  2,  1965  (exhibit  E).  I  also  submit  a  copy  of  a  letter  to  Congressman 
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Dominick  V.  Daniels,  dated  February  28,  1966,  bearing  on  this  same  subject 
(exhibit  F). 

One  more  thought  before  closing,  Mr.  Chairman.  Department  testimony 
included  a  listing  of  advances  made  which  has  moved  the  Department  from  the 
ranks  of  the  not-so-good  employers  to  the  ranks  of  the  progressive  employers. 
I  suppose  that  the  Department  bases  its  claim  on  the  fact  that  everything  can  be 
claimed  to  be  relative.  I  am  bemused  that  the  Department  referred  to  itself, 
albeit  retroactively  of  course,  as  a  not-so-good  employer. 

In  evaluating  the  advances  however,  we  should  not  lose  sight  of  the  total  picture. 
If  the  Department  were  a  truly  progressive  employer,  it  would  now  be  strongly 
supporting  not  only  the  bill  by  Representative  Krebs,  the  Dulski  amendment, 
restoration  of  the  cut  in  cost  of  living  allowances  in  Puerto  Rico  and  the  Virgin 
Islands,  an  increase  in  per  diem  for  mobile  unit  employees,  and  a  work  clothing 
allowance  for  mail  handlers,  maintenance,  and  motor  vehicle  employees  in  particu¬ 
lar,  among  other  things. 

I  want  to  express  my  deep  appreciation  to  the  distinguished  chairman  and 
members  of  this  committee  for  the  opportunity  of  commenting  at  length  on  the 
vital  legislation  under  consideration. 


Exhibit  A 

[From  Post  Office  Department  Regional  Letter,  Jan.  17,  1960] 


I. 


Recruiting  Assistance 

Action  offices 

Regional  directors  and  Directors,  Personnel  Division. 


II.  Purpose 

To  provide  assistance  to  postmasters  in  areas  where  recruitment  is  difficult. 

III.  Background 

The  San  Francisco  region  developed  a  small  recruiting  announcement  which  was 
delivered  by  letter  carriers  to  every  mailbox  in  the  city.  It  proved  so  successful 
that  it  is  now  being  made  available  as  a  departmental  form,  so  that  it  may  be 
available  to  all  postmasters. 


IV.  Procedures 

Fifty  sample  copies  of  form  2415,  “An  Important  Message  From  Your  Post¬ 
master,”  are  attached  for  information.  All  residential  carrier  routes  should  be 
covered,  although  not  necessarily  at  the  same  time.  Under  no  circumstances 
should  these  forms  be  distributed  to  business  concerns.  Regional  directors 
through  the  Directors,  Personnel  Division,  shall  designate  the  postmasters  in  their 
region  who  are  having  difficulty  in  recruiting.  Instruct  the  postmasters  to 
requisition  an  initial  supply  of  form  2415  from  the  supply  centers  on  form  4750, 
“Special  Requisition  for  Supplies.”  The  quantities  of  forms  requisitioned  should 
be  limited  to  the  actual  number  of  carrier  routes  involved.  At  the  same  time  the 
Director,  Personnel  Division,  shall  send  to  the  supply  center  a  list  of  the  offices 
scheduled  to  requisition  the  form  so  that  issuance  may  be  confined  to  those  offices 
designated  for  this  project.  Additional  supplies  of  the  form  may  be  ordered  during 
regularly  scheduled  requisitioning  periods  on  form  1580,  “Requisition  for  Sup¬ 
plies.”  It  may  be  necessary  to  temporarily  limit  distribution  because  of  the 
examination  workload,  but  if  this  is  done,  it  is  suggested  that  complete  distribution 
be  made  for  each  carrier  station  in  turn.  It  is  also  suggested  that  the  postmaster 
consult  with  the  local  carrier  employee  organization  in  order  to  explain  the  re¬ 
cruiting  program  to  the  carriers  and  to  enlist  their  assistance. 

Richard  Murphy, 
Assistant  Postmaster  General. 


Exhibit  B 


National  Postal  Union, 
Washington,  D.C.,  March  2,  1966. 

Hon.  Lawrence  F.  O’Brien, 

Postmaster  General, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  O’Brien:  Your  general  release  No.  36,  dated  February  26,  1966, 
concerned  the  “immediate  recruitment  of  approximately  10,000  ‘needy  and 
deserving’  students  to  help  post  offices  all  over  the  Nation  move  the  mails  more 
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rapidly  during  rush  hours.”  It  authorized  establishment  of  a  new  position  of 
postal  assistant,  PFS-3,  at  $2.37  an  hour. 

National  Postal  Union  appreciates  and  supports  the  desire  of  the  administration 
and  the  Department  to  encourage  and  aid  needy  students  as  such.  Plowever,  we 
wish  to  strongly  protest  the  action  taken  because  it  is  one  more  fundamental 
change  in  policy  being  taken  in  haste,  without  an  opportunity  for  proper  evalua¬ 
tion  and  consultation,  and  because  it  will  increase  instability  among  personnel, 
cause  disruption,  create  problems,  and  resentment,  and  tend  to  undermine  the 
status  of  career,  full-time  postal  employees. 

This  new  type  of  employment  must  increasingly  lessen  the  attraction  of  full-time 
employment  with  the  Post  Office  Department  made  through  normal  civil  service 
registers  at  a  time  when  the  Department  has  been  compelled  to  initiate  extraordi¬ 
nary  measures  in  an  effort  to  overcome  the  difficulties  presently  being  faced  in 
obtaining  additional  thousands  of  needed  new  employees.  In  the  last  10  years, 
beginning  with  the  establishment  of  the  category  of  part-time  temporary  substi¬ 
tutes,  we  have  seen  the  status  of  the  full-time  career  employee  whittled  away  at 
steadily.  We  have  Christmas  assistants,  seasonal  assistants,  “N.T.E.”  30-day 
“emergency”  appointments,  89-day  appointees,  “indefinite  temporary  substitutes,” 
“schedule  A”  appointments,  “part  timers”  (4  hours  a  day),  and  now  a  16-hour-a- 
week  employee.  This  new  position  is  being  authorized  and  utilized  with  a  total 
disregard  for  its  impact  on  the  morale  of  full-time  career  employees,  who  must 
continue  to  feel  downgraded  at  the  spectacle  of  having  phases  of  their  basic 
functions  parceled  out  to  non-civil-service  employees,  appointed  without  written 
examinations  of  any  kind. 

These  newest  postal  assistants  are  being  hastily  appointed  with  a  degree  of 
discretion  given  to  departmental  representatives,  that  undermines  civil  service 
standards. 

The  haste  is  particularly  indecent  in  view  of  the  following: 

(1)  Authority  for  these  appointments  was  granted  by  the  Civil  Service  Com¬ 
mission  on  date  of  December  17,  1965,  but  after  2  months,  there  is  not  even  a 
temporary  job  description  and  instead,  the  duties  of  SP  1-20  (seasonal  assistant, 
PFS-3)  will  be  utilized  “pending  issuance  of  a  new  standard  position”; 

(2)  The  announcement  states  flatly  that  there  will  be  “no  examination”; 

(3)  Rate  of  pay  will  be  step  1  of  level  3,  $2.37  per  hour,  but  the  temporary 
job  description  would,  in  practice,  undoubtedly  open  the  way  toward  the  attempted 
use  of  this  employee  for  work  normally  performed  by  a  distribution  clerk  (KP-12, 
PFS-4),  or  a  city  or  special  carrier,  or  special  delivery  messenger  (KP— 11,  PFS— 4). 
In  practice,  the  use  of  postal  assistants  is  bound  to  create  confusion,  resentment, 
and  problems  of  every  kind.  It  would  introduce  the  atmosphere  of  the  Christmas 
rush  every  day  of  the  week  where  such  employees  are  utilized.  It  is  in  our  opinion 
essentially  a  cheap  labor  device,  using  a  “progressive”  approach. 

The  use  of  postal  assistants  will  increase  instability,  and  there  will  inevitably 
be  a  never-ending  turnover  of  personnel  in  this  title.  It  is  bound  to  complicate 
major  and  serious  problems  attendant  on  present  efforts  to  establish  a  proper 
foundation  for  the  concept  of  the  administrative  workweek.  Why  should  a 
person  seek  to  take  an  open,  written  competitive  examination  for  postal  employ¬ 
ment,  and  to  make  it  a  full-time  life  career  when  there  are  so  many  “flexible” 
approaches  which  offer  “shortcuts”?  As  against  rigid  work  schedules  for  full¬ 
time  regulars,  the  postal  assistants  can  have  virtually  any  hours  and  will  un¬ 
doubtedly  have  work  schedules  which,  at  least  in  part,  will  have  advantages 
over  the  work  schedules  of  regular  senior  career  employees.  They  will  not  have 
schemes,  but  be  used  in  “simple”  distribution.  They  will,  if  the  job  description 
of  SP  1-20  prevails,  not  have  “routes,”  but  assist  in  “delivery  of  mail,”  etc. 
This  is  a  hybrid  position  in  our  opinion,  an  ill-concealed  product  of  expediency, 
whose  political  overtones  are  inescapable  and  which  callously  ignores  the  effect 
on  full-time  career  employees. 

The  Department’s  instructions  to  regional  directors  state  in  part,  “It  is  expected 
that  use  of  these  employees  will  be  of  significant  benefit  to  the  postal  service, 
in  that  it  will  reduce  the  need  for  temporary  substitutes.”  How,  by  increasing 
their  number — because  the  postal  assistants  will  in  fact  be  nothing  more  or 
less  than  temporary  substitutes. 

We  urge  that  all  plans  to  employ  postal  assistants,  PFS-3,  be  abandoned. 

Thank  you  for  your  consideration. 

Sincerely  yours, 


Sidney  A.  Goodman,  President. 
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Exhibit  C 

National  Postal  Union, 
Washington,  D.C.,  March  2,  1966. 

Mr.  John  W.  Macy,  Jr., 

Chairman,  Civil  Service  Commission,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Macy:  Attached  is  a  copy  of  a  communication  from  the  undersigned, 
addressed  to  Postmaster  General  Lawrence  F.  O’Brien,  dated  March  2,  1966,  with 
reference  to  the  position  of  “postal  assistant,”  PFS-3,  being  established  in  the 
postal  service.  Insofar  as  the  position  is  being  established  “pursuant  to  authority 
of  the  Civil  Service  Commission,  dated  December  17,  1965,”  I  wish  to  urge 
withdrawal  of  such  authority. 

Beyond  our  observations  in  the  communication  to  the  Postmaster  General  as 
referred  to  above,  I  call  your  particular  attention  to  that  part  of  the  announcement 
by  the  Postmaster  General  under  point  1,  “Title  of  position:  Postal  assistant, 
PFS-3.  Pending  issuance  of  new  standard  position,  duties  contained  in  SP  1-20 
shall  be  used.” 

This  is  the  first  time  in  memory  that  a  position  to  which  thousands  could  be 
appointed  has  been  established,  utilizing  the  job  description  of  another  position 
“pending  issuance  of  a  new  standard  position.” 

This  is  certainly  a  unique  type  of  appointment  with  a  “temporary”  job  descrip¬ 
tion  presumably  to  be  followed  by  a  permanently  established  job  description, 
which  as  of  the  time  that  appointments  are  authorized,  is  undefined.  However 
“legal”  this  might  be  contended  to  be  in  a  technical  sense,  this  surely  violates  all 
past  practice,  and  elementary  principles  of  proper  management  responsibilities, 
as  well  as  consideration  for  full-time  career  employees. 

Career  employees  must  be  especially  resentful  of  the  extraordinary  haste. 
For  at  least  10  years  prior  to  passage  of  Public  Law  89-301,  untold  thousands  of 
career  substitute  employees  were  required  to  work  all  kinds  of  excessive  hours 
on  a  daily  and  weekly  basis  at  straight  time.  This  was  an  indefensible  situation 
from  every  point  of  view.  Yet,  no  real  effort  to  provide  relief  was  attempted 
until  the  recently  enacted  pay  legislation  made  its  continuation  uneconomical. 
Leaving  aside  political  implications,  career  employees  can  only  conclude  that  the 
need  for  postal  assistants  became  an  emergency  solely  as  an  economy  measure. 
How  long  will  full-time  career  employees  be  compelled  to  listen  to  affirmation  of 
good  intentions  concerning  desirable  and  oft  proclaimed,  but  never  consummated, 
improvements  for  career  employees,  while  the  Department  and  the  Commission 
move  decisively  and  with  extraordinary  speed  to  create  this  dubious  kind  of 
position,  using  an  even  more  dubious  procedure? 

Your  reputation  as  a  knowledgeable,  exceptionally  able  administrator,  who 
fully  supports  the  principles  of  civil  service  procedures,  must  surely  place  you  in 
an  unenviable  position  at  this  time.  You  cannot  be  unaware  that  the  long-range 
effects  of  establishing  this  new  position  must  seriously  undercut  the  type  of 
management  procedures  and  employee-management  relations  to  which  you  are 
undoubtedly  sincerely  committed. 

I  wish  to  urge  that  the  authority  for  establishment  of  postal  assistant,  PFS-3, 
be  withdrawn  forthwith  in  the  best  interest  of  the  service. 

Thank  you  very  much  for  your  consideration. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Sidney  A.  Goodman,  President. 


Exhibit  D 

National  Postal  Union, 
Washington,  D.C.,  January  26,  1966. 

Hon.  Dominick  V.  Daniels, 

House  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Committee, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Sir:  On  date  of  January  12,  1966,  we  advised  you  of  our  legislative  pro¬ 
gram  for  the  2d  session  of  the  89th  Congress  with  respect  to  liberalizing  amend¬ 
ments  to  Public  Law  89-301.  We  also  wish  to  bring  to  your  attention  the 
vitally  important  issue  of  Government  contributions  to  health  plan  premiums,  a 
matter  we  consider  to  be  of  the  highest  priority. 

We  strongly  believe  that  the  Government  should  pay  the  entire  cost  of  health 
premiums  for  all  eligibles,  a  practice  that  has  become  more  and  more  common  in 
comparable  outside  employment.  Incidentally,  we  note  that  for  municipal 
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employees  in  the  city  of  New  York  the  city  government  is  contributing  75  percent 
of  the  cost  of  comparable  hospitalization  currently  and  effective  January  1967 
will  assume  the  entire  cost. 

The  Government’s  contribution  has  been  $3.12  per  eligible  per  pay  period  ever 
since  the  inception  of  the  Health  Benefits  Act  in  July  1960.  Increases  in  the 
cost  of  hospital  and  medical  services  have  been  referred  to  as  having  averaged 
5  percent  a  year  since  that  date.  However,  our  actuaries  advise  us  that  increases 
at  the  present  time  are  actually  averaging  8  to  12  percent  a  year  with  absolutely 
no  end  in  sight.  This  imposes  a  major  hardship,  particularly  on  lower  paid  postal 
employees  and  amounts  to  an  annual  wage  cut. 

The  acute  problem  posed  is  dramatized  for  example  in  what  has  happened  to 
hospital  costs  in  New  York  City.  The  following  tells  its  own  story: 


Prior  to  July  9,  1960  (inception  of  Health  Benefits  Act)  (comparable  Per  dav 

union  plan) _  $20.  00 

Until  July  1,  1960 _  24.  00 

July  1,  1961 _  26.00 

July  1,  1962 _  28.  00 

Jan.  1,  1963 _  30.  00 

Jan.  1,  1964 _  34.  00 

June  1,  1965 _ _■ _  48.  00 

Jan.  1,  1966 _ _ _  53.  50 


This  is  an  all-inclusive  contract  rate  for  National  Postal  Union  based  on 
charges  to  Blue  Cross.  It  covers  surgery,  special  services,  drugs,  etc.  Without 
a  contract,  costs  would  be  much  higher.  As  of  this  date  our  actuaries,  reflecting 
the  virtually  unanimous  views  of  experts  in  this  field,  estimate  that  the  all- 
inclusive  contract  rate  we  can  expect  by  1970  with  the  department  of  hospitals, 
New  York  City,  will  be  $100  a  day.  This  tells  its  own  story  and  there  is  no  need 
to  embellish. 

On  January  18,  1966,  we  held  a  day-long  session  of  our  national  advisory 
committee  to  our  health  plan  at  the  International  Inn,  Washington,  D.C.  Local 
health  plan  representatives  from  every  part  of  the  Nation  as  well  as  three  full¬ 
time  health  plan  claims  representatives  were  present.  The  20  participants, 
wuth  our  actuary  and  members  of  his  staff  present,  evaluated  the  entire  situation. 
This  meeting  unanimously  voted  to  seek  a  congressional  investigation  of  the 
continued  spiraling  medical  and  hospital  costs  by  an  appropriate  committee  in 
both  the  Senate  and  House.  We  are  hopeful  that  medicare,  effective  July  1, 
1966,  may  have  a  tendency  to  diminish  the  sharp  rate  of  increase  but  it  can  be 
expected  to  do  little  more. 

Accordingly,  on  behalf  of  the  more  than  100,000  people  covered  by  National 
Postal  Union  hospital  plans,  I  wish  to  request  and  urge  a  full-scale  investigation 
of  the  entire  situation  in  the  best  interest  of  not  only  our  membership  but  all 
postal  and  Federal  employees  and  indeed  the  entire  Nation. 

Thank  you  very  much  for  your  consideration.  Thank  you  for  responding 
favorably  to  our  request  for  an  opportunity  to  present  our  legislative  program. 
I  look  forward  to  an  early  meeting. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Sidney  A.  Goodman,  President. 


Exhibit  E 

U.S.  Civil  Service  Commission, 
Washington,  D.C.,  December  2,  1965. 

Because  the  present  regulation  does  not  entirely  carry  out  the  intent  of  the 
law,  by  letter  of  May  14,  1965,  I  invited  your  comment  on  a  proposed  amendment 
to  the  Federal  employees’  group  life  insurance  regulations  which  would  “limit 
free  coverage  while  in  nonpay  status  to  a  total  of  12  months  unless  the  employee 
returned  to  pay  status  for  the  purpose  of  performing  substantial  service.”  I 
now  want  to  thank  you  for  your  reply,  and  to  advise  you  of  the  current  status 
of  the  proposal. 

The  Commissioners  have  decided  to  defer  making  any  change  in  the  regulations 
on  this  provision  for  approximately  1  year.  This  period  of  deferment  will  give 
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those  who  would  be  affected  adversely  by  the  change  ample  opportunity  to  make 
other  insurance  arrangements  if  they  so  wish,  and  allow  the  unions  whose  officers 
are  involved  time  to  seek  such  legislation  as  they  may  consider  appropriate. 
Sincerely  yours, 

Andrew  E.  Ruddock,  Director. 


National  Postal  Union, 
Washington,  D.C.,  December  2,  1965. 

Mr.  Andrew  E.  Ruddock, 

Director,  Bureau  of  Retirement  and  Insurance, 

U.S.  Civil  Service  Commission,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Ruddock:  Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  of  expressing  our  views 
with  reference  to  the  question  of  retirement  credit  and  hospital  coverage  for 
union  officials  on  full-time  leave,  who  have  been  reporting  for  duty  only  1  day  in 
a  calendar  year. 

We  feel  strongly  that  past  and  current  practices  completely  fail  to  give  ele¬ 
mentary  consideration  in  both  respects.  Such  union  officials  receive  only  6 
months’  credit  for  retirement  purposes  in  a  given  leave  year,  and  are  denied 
participation  in  the  Federal  Employees’  Health  Benefits  Act.  In  effect,  this 
penalizes  duly  elected  representatives  of  Federal  employees  for  performing  a 
necessary  function  which  is  clearly  in  the  interest  of  both  the  Government  and  its 
employees. 

The  present  practice  clearly  violates  the  whole  spirit  and  intent  of  Executive 
Order  10988  which  has  now  been  in  effect  for  4  years.  The  Government  and 
its  agencies  has  officially  proclaimed  its  recognition  of  employee  rights  to  an 
unprecedented  extent,  and  certainly  present  practices  are  clearly  incongruous. 

We  strongly  believe  and  assert  that  all  duly  elected,  full-time  union  officials 
are  entitled  to,  and  should  receive,  all  benefits  which  they  would  be  eligible  to 
enjoy  if  they  were  on  full-time  duty.  The  cost  of  this  to  the  Government  would 
be  negligible.  However,  the  Government  should  at  least  make  it  possible  for 
such  union  officials  to  enjoy  all  benefits  they  would  otherwise  be  receiving  by 
having  the  respective  unions  involved  contribute  the  respective  amounts  that 
would  normally  be  contributed  by  the  employee  involved. 

Only  such  a  policy  would  be  fair,  equitable,  and  consistent  with  the  obligations 
of  the  U.S.  Government,  the  policies  it  has  proclaimed  and  the  rights  of  employees 
who  happen  to  be  union  officials.  We  urge  that  such  procedures  be  instituted 


forthwith. 

Thank  you  very  much  for  your  consideration. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Sidney  A.  Goodman,  President. 


Exhibit  F 

National  Postal  Union, 
Washington,  D.C.,  February  28,  1966. 

Hon.  Dominick  V.  Daniels, 

House  of  Representatives, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Congressman  Daniels:  I  want  to  again  express  my  deep  appreciation 
for  the  courtesies  shown  me  when  I  appeared  to  testify  before  your  subcommittee 
in  connection  with  your  bill,  H.R.  11879,  which  would  significantly  improve 
coverage  for  employees  under  the  Federal  Employees’  Life  Insurance  Act  of  1954. 
At  that  time,  I  inadvertently  omitted  commenting  on  one  aspect;  free  life  insur¬ 
ance  coverage  for  full-time  union  officials,  which  I  hereby  submit. 

Presently,  elected  full-time  union  officers  have  free  coverage  under  the  Federal 
employees’  group  life  insurance,  being  required  to  actually  report  to  their  nominal 
assignment  only  1  day  a  year.  The  Department  is  considering  a  change  to 
“substantial  service.” 

Any  such  change  would  seriously  and  adversely  affect  union  officials.  “Sub¬ 
stantial  service”  would  require  them  to  abandon  the  duties  of  their  office  for  some 
length  of  time,  unstipulated  at  the  moment,  in  addition  to  imposing  hardships 
from  the  standpoint  of  travel,  cost,  etc.,  if  they  are  national  officers,  permanently 
assigned  to  Washington.  It  would  appear  that  Commission  reasoning  includes 
the  assumption  that  any  loss  of  insurance  coverage  by  union  officers,  as  a  result 
of  the  change  in  criteria,  could  easily  be  covered  by  the  respective  organizations 
involved.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  however,  most  of  the  union  officials  who  would 
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be  adversely  affected  would  have  difficulty  obtaining  insurance,  either  from  the 
standpoint  of  state  of  health  and/or  age,  and  even  if  it  were  obtainable,  the  cost 
would  be  high. 

It  seems  ironic  that  the  Commission’s  proposal  comes  at  a  time  when  presum¬ 
ably  the  status  and  recognition  of  employee  organizations  is  supposedly  more 
secure  and  given  greater  emphasis  than  ever  before,  especially  with  the  advent  of 
Executive  Order  10988.  The  “costs”  of  retaining  present  criteria  are  absurdly 
low  because  of  the  relatively  tiny  number  of  employees  affected.  Nevertheless, 
we  find  that  “economy”  is  again  being  raised,  this  time  threatening  to  deny  con¬ 
tinued  free  life  insurance  coverage  for  full-time  union  officers,  a  longstanding 
practice. 

I  wish  to  request  and  urge  that  your  bill  carry  an  amendment  which  would 
assure  retention  of  free  coverage  under  the  Federal  Employees’  Group  Insurance 
Act  for  full-time  union  officials  on  leave. 

I  am  also  taking  the  liberty  of  attaching  photocopies  of  a  letter  of  December  2, 
1965,  from  Andrew  E.  Ruddock,  Director,  Bureau  of  Retirement  and  Insurance, 
U.S.  Civil  Service  Commission,  and  my  answer  thereto,  similarly  dated  December 
2,  1965.  A  perusal  of  both  of  the  aforesaid  letters  will  acquaint  you  with  the 
current  status  of  this  matter. 

Thank  you  very  much  for  your  consideration. 

Sincerely  yours, 


Sidney  A.  Goodman,  President. 


Mr.  Goodman.  Had  I  read  it,  I  would  have  ended  by  saying  "so 
much  for  the  pseudoscientific  approach.” 

We  support  H.R.  10294,  although  we  feel  that  the  7-percent  in¬ 
crease  recommended  will  still  leave  postal  employees  behind.  This 
legislation  is  once  again  the  test  of  good  faith  in  terms  of  Congress’ 
pledge  of  comparability  as  embodied  in  Public  Law  87-793.  I  want 
to  congratulate  Congressman  Olsen  for  his  bill  in  this  regard. 

Mr.  Olsen.  Let  me  interrupt.  Mr.  Krebs  also  has  that. 

Mr.  Goodman.  I  am  sorry.  I  stand  corrected  and  I  apologize. 

Mr.  Olsen.  And  Mr.  Daniels,  too. 

Mr.  Goodman.  That  is  right.  I  am  apologizing  to  Mr.  Daniels. 

Mr.  Udall.  The  record  shows  the  authorship  of  all  the  various 
bills  that  are  before  us. 

Mr.  Goodman.  Thank  you. 

In  the  1st  session  of  the  89th  Congress,  the  National  Postal  Union 
testified  three  times  on  pay  at  length  with  special  emphasis  on  the 
gap  in  comparability,  introducing  considerable  statistical  data.  In 
view  of  extended  testimony  on  this  aspect  taken  previously,  we  are 
dispensing  with  this  approach  at  this  time.  The  gap  continues  and 
the  situation  remains  basically  unchanged  from  the  standpoint  of 
employees. 

It  should  be  remembered  that  in  the  last  session,  the  House  passed 
a  bill  providing  a  4.5-percent  increase  and  that  this  was  reduced  to  4 
percent  in  the  final  stages  of  the  last  session  of  Congress  only  in 
order  to  meet  the  administration’s  insistence  on  a  smaller  percentage. 
The  Senate  then  reduced  this  to  3.6  percent  and  the  House  accepted 
this  only  because  it  believed  there  was  no  realistic  alternative.  The 
Congressional  Record  is  replete  with  ample  evidence  of  the  indigna¬ 
tion  of  the  House  at  the  veto  threat  and  the  failure  of  the  administra¬ 
tion  to  meet  its  pledge  of  comparability. 

Considering  what  employees  have  already  lost  by  the  failure  to 
achieve  comparability  since  October  1962,  and  in  view  of  what 
they  are  entitled  to  on  this  score,  projected  on  a  current  basis,  postal 
employees  in  levels  1  to  6  are  certainly  entitled  to  a  minimum  of  the 
7-percent  increase  recommended  and  effective  January  1,  1966, 
and  not  1967. 
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It  should  be  noted  that  when  Congress  pledged  comparability  in 
October  1962,  with  passage  of  Public  Law  87-793,  this  was  geared  to 
salary  alone  and  the  introduction  of  the  package  concept  at  this 
time  has  a  tendency  to  blur  congressional  commitments  on  this 
single  item. 

The  administration  proposes  a  2.5-percent  salary  increase  for 
postal  employees,  which  is  referred  to  by  the  Director  of  the  Budget. 
I  will  skip  that  part.  We  find  it  slightly  under  the  2.4  level.  I 
am  basing  that  on  the  basis  of  the  administration’s  own  figures. 

The  administration  has  placed  the  heaviest  possible  emphasis  on 
the  question  of  not  exceeding  so-called  wage  guidelines  in  order  to 
avoid  the  threat  of  inflation.  Certainly  we  all  have  a  responsibility 
in  this  respect.  However,  we  support  the  views  of  the  distinguished 
member  of  this  committee,  who  in  questioning  a  Department  spokes¬ 
man,  pointed  out  the  disparity  in  the  views  of  the  administration  with 
respect  to  wage  guidelines,  as  against  the  total  lack  of  guidelines  with 
respect  to  corporation  profits. 

As  was  pointed  out,  the  net  profits  after  taxes  of  such  corporations 
as  Ford  and  General  Motors,  averaging  60  to  65  percent  in  recent 
quarterly  reports,  constitutes  a  far  greater  threat  of  inflation,  in  our 
opinion,  than  granting  deserved  and  long-overdue  salary  increases  to 
Government  employees.  The  corporation  profits  referred  to,  unlike 
wages,  which  bolster  a  viable  economy,  are  utilized  for  reinvestment, 
which  in  turn  increases  production  without  any  assurance  that  it  will 
be  accompanied  by  any  balancing  increase  in  purchasing  power.  Yet 
this  aspect  is  ignored  by  the  administration. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  permission  to  insert  in  the  record  a  list  of 
corporations’  profits. 

Mr.  Udall.  Without  objection,  this  list  of  corporations’  profits  will 
be  introduced  following  your  testimony. 

Mr.  Goodman.  In  a  recent  statement  before  the  congressional 
Joint  Committee  on  Economics,  Mr.  Arthur  M.  Ross,  Commissioner, 
Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics,  asserted  that  “outside”  increases  sub¬ 
stantially  exceeded  the  3.2-percent  guideline  as  follows: 

Steel  wages  increased  by  4.2  percent;  office  clerical  workers’  in¬ 
creases  were  3.4  percent;  manufacturing  industry  increases,  which  are 
below  2.8  percent;  and  construction  industry  increases,  4.1  percent. 

In  testifying  before  this  committee  on  March  7,  the  Chairman  of  the 
U .S.  Civil  Service  Commission,  in  responding  to  questions  by  a  mem¬ 
ber  of  this  committee,  conceded  a  gap  of  at  least  21  months  from  the 
period  on  which  the  most  recent  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics’  report 
utilized  by  the  administration  were  taken,  until  the  effective  date 
recommended  for  salary  increases,  namely,  January  1,  1967.  Further, 
this  leaves  completely  out  of  account  the  fact  that  irrespective  of 
substantial  increases  which  could  take  place  between  the  1st  and  12th 
month  during  which  a  given  BLS  report  is  binding,  such  increases  could 
only  be  reflected  in  subsequent  BLS  reports. 

Let’s  take  a  look  at  exactly  what  the  administration  proposes,  in 
terms  of  increases  in  actual  take-home  pay  for  employees,  utilizing 
step  4,  level  4,  as  a  median  or  “pay  line.” 

Under  it,  salary  would  be  increased  from  $5,694  to  $5,830,  or 
nominally  $136  per  annum.  The  proposed  biweekly  increase  would 
amount  to  $5.23.  From  the  standpoint  of  take-home  pay,  this  would 
be  decreased  by  the  additional  one-half  of  1  percent  increase  in  retire- 
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ment  deduction  as  proposed,  which  would  amount  to  $1.46  biweekly, 
leaving  a  net  gross  increase  in  take-home  pay  of  $3.77  biweekly.  The 
difference  in  increased  Federal  taxes  would  cost  the  employee  73 
cents  biweekly.  Thus,  the  net  increase  in  pay  biweekly  would  be 
$3.04,  which  would  amount  to  the  munificent  sum  of  $1.52  per  week. 

Let  us  also  remember  that  for  employees  in  levels  1 ,  2,  and  3  of  the 
postal  field  service,  the  ones  that  need  it  the  most,  it  would  be  sub¬ 
stantially  less. 

Mr.  Olsen.  Just  one  question  at  this  point. 

Don’t  you  suppose  at  the  next  election  all  the  postal  workers  will 
be  around  thanking  us  Congressmen  for  this  pay  increase? 

Mr.  Goodman.  May  I  insert  these  showing  this? 

Mr.  Udall.  We  are  pleased  to  have  them.  Without  objection, 
they  will  appear  at  the  end  of  your  testimony. 

Mr.  Goodman.  Is  this  the  bold  look  of  the  Great  Society?  And  is 
this  being  put  forth  seriously  by  its  sponsors  as  a  meaningful,  dynamic 
program  of  economic  redress? 

The  administration  places  great  stress  on  productivity  as  a  major 
aspect  in  its  salary  “guidelines.”  The  $1.25  a  week  would  amount 
to  0.0037  percent  of  gross  annual  salary  in  the  median  step  and  level. 
In  the  Annual  Report  of  the  Postmaster  General,  1965,  it  states: 

During  postal  fiscal  year  1965  workload  in  all  WMS  installations  increased 
4.8  percent  over  postal  fiscal  year  1964  versus  a  2.9-percent  increase  in  total 
clerk-mail  handler  work  hours. 

This  means  that  there  was  an  actual  net  increase  in  productivity 
of  1.9  percent  in  which  employers  were  the  decisive  factor.  In  actual 
practice,  they  have  been  entirely  dependent  on  the  degree  to  which 
employees  in  outside  industry  are  able  to  translate  increases  in  pro¬ 
ductivity  into  increased  wages  under  their  respective  employment 
contracts.  We  assert  that  the  comparability  pledged  should  be  the 
floor  and  that  to  it  should  be  added  this  increased  productivity  of 
postal  employees,  amounting  currently  to  1.9  percent. 

The  administration  stands  in  firm  opposition  to  an  increase  in 
premium  pay  for  Saturday,  Sunday,  and  holiday  work.  It  contends 
that  this  is  not  a  sufficiently  general  practice  in  the  private  sector  so 
as  to  warrant  having  this  reflected  in  the  pay  bills  under  consideration. 
In  so  doing,  statistical  reference  was  made  to  conditions  prevailing  in 
supposedly  comparable  outside  industry. 

On  questioning,  however,  the  Department  spokesman  conceded 
that  the  figures  cited  covered  white-collar  workers.  In  further 
questioning,  he  conceded  that  postal  employees  were  not  only  not 
white-collar  workers  generally,  but  were  in  fact  unique  and  not 
literally  comparable  to  outside  positions.  Thus  the  Department’s 
views  were  shown  to  be  basically  irrelevant,  and  therefore  invalid. 

We  assert  that  if  the  Department  and  the  administration  are  truly 
concerned  with  assuming  full  responsibility  for  establishing  a  sound 
and  progressive  salary  structure  for  postal  and  Federal  employees,  they 
will  support  the  provisions  of  H.R.  10294  and  related  bills,  which  call 
for  payment  of  tune  and  one-half  for  Saturdays,  and  double  time  for 
Sundays  and  holidays.  We  urge  the  committee  to  act  forthrightly  in 
this  area. 

The  spokesman  for  the  Department,  in  opposing  payment  of  over¬ 
time  rates  for  substitutes  for  work  in  excess  of  8  hours,  made  reference 
to  the  fact  that  only  29  million  out  of  69  million  outside  employees  are 


FEDERAL  SALARIES  AND  FRINGE  BENEFITS 


139 


subject  to  the  Fair  Labor  Standards  Act,  although  admittedly  this  is 
required  for  outside  employees  by  other  legislation,  such  as  the  Walsh- 
Healey  Act. 

As  was  pointed  out  by  a  distinguished  member  of  this  committee, 
this  reference,  of  course,  includes  only  employees  engaged  in  interstate 
commerce,  and  totally  ignores  a  much  larger  number  employed  intra¬ 
state  who  do  have  equivalent  protection. 

Actually,  as  the  Department  spokesman  himself  conceded — 

of  400  contracts  reviewed  by  the  Bureau  of  National  Affairs,  90  percent  specified 
time  and  one-half  for  overtime,  after  8  hours  in  1  day. 

The  implication  is  very  clear.  Postal  substitutes,  just  as  regulars, 
should  be  entitled  to  be  paid  time  and  one-half  for  all  work  performed 
in  excess  of  8  hours  a  day. 

Because  of  this  inequity,  we  have  had  numerous  problems  having 
to  do  with  the  opportunity  for  overtime  given  substitutes  as  against 
regular  employees.  The  Department’s  own  instructions  provided 
for  generally  giving  equal  opportunity.  Nevertheless,  in  practice, 
substitutes,  although  in  excess  of  40  hours  a  week,  and  thus  on  over¬ 
time,  have  repeatedly  been  given  greater  opportunity  for  overtime 
in  many  offices,  although  there  is  no  savings  to  the  Department. 
This  happens  because  supervisors  tend  to  hold  substitutes  for  over¬ 
time  rather  than  regulars  because  of  the  possibility  that  a  given 
substitute  may  not  have  reached  40  hours  in  a  given  workweek,  and 
thus  theoretically  may  be  utilized  at  straight  time,  resulting  in  a 
so-called  economy. 

In  large  offices,  it  is  virtually  impossible  to  keep  a  sufficiently 
accurate  accounting  of  hours  so  as  to  enable  a  supervisor  to  know 
at  any  given  moment  what  given  substitute  will  be  on  actual  over¬ 
time.  The  result  has  been  confusion,  and  a  great  deal  of  unnecessary 
resentment  caused,  with  no  gain  hi  efficiency  whatsoever.  We  urge 
in  the  strongest  possible  terms  that  substitutes  be  paid  overtime  for 
all  work  in  excess  of  8  hours  a  day  as  a  matter  of  simple  equity. 

One  aspect  of  the  Department’s  application  of  the  recent  pay  law, 
Public  Law  89-301,  requires  mention.  Under  the  authority  vested  in 
the  Postmaster  General,  a  workweek  beginning  at  12:01  a.m.  Satur¬ 
day,  and  ending  12  midnight  Friday,  was  established.  It  should  be 
noted  that  this  covers  substitutes  who  are  defined  under  the  same  law 
as  employees  with  no  regular  work  schedule.  Under  Department  in¬ 
structions,  substitutes  who  work  past  midnight  on  Fridays,  arbitrarily 
had  their  tour  terminated  at  12  midnight  for  pay  purposes  only,  and 
were  required  to  hit  a  new  time  card  at  12:01  a.m.  Saturday. 

Thousands  of  substitute  employees  who  continue  to  work  several 
hours  past  midnight  Friday  had  these  hours  counted  as  part  of  a  new 
workweek.  The  result  was  to  deny  these  employees  who  may  have 
worked  40  hours  by  12  midnight  on  Fridays,  overtime  rates  for  work 
performed  on  Saturday,  a.m.  as  part  of  a  continuous  tour  which  begins 
on  Friday,  the  night  previous.  In  effect,  since  November  6,  1965, 
we  are  happy  to  note  that  recent  Department  instructions  appear  to 
have  eliminated  this  injustice. 

There  is  a  special  aspect  for  regulars,  too.  The  Department  has 
deliberately  encouraged  establishment  of  tours  on  Saturday  and 
Sunday  nights  different  from  reporting  time  the  other  days  in  the 
week  in  order  to  avoid  payment  of  Sunday  differential.  This  means  a 
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regular  reports  4  days  a  week  at  one  hour  and  on  Saturday  or  Sunday, 
at  a  completely  different  hour. 

The  Department  also  proposes  an  extension  from  12  to  15  hours 
as  the  maximum  hours  during  which  an  employee  may  be  worked  or 
available  to  work,  retaining  the  current  requirement  that  no  employee 
shall  be  employed  more  than  12  hours  on  1  day.  We  flatly  and  strongly 
oppose  this  proposal.  The  Department’s  spokesman  referred  to  the 
need  for  utilizing  employees  in  small  offices  at  peak  periods  from  6 
a.m.  to  8  a. m.  and  then  from  5  to  8  p.m.  on  that  same  day.  This  is 
reminiscent  of  split  shifts  which  have  not  been  seen  on  the  American 
labor  scene  since  the  depression  of  the  thirties. 

Citing  the  Department’s  needs  in  such  terms  is  a  sad  commentary 
on  the  extent  to  which  acceptance  of  modern  personnel  practices  has 
yet  to  permeate  the  Department. 

This  proposal,  and  the  resistance  to  overtime  rates  for  substitutes 
for  work  in  excess  of  8  hours  a  day,  are  based  largely  on  the  Depart¬ 
ment’s  contention  that  the  substitutes  constitute  a  unique  category. 
They  do  indeed,  Mr.  Chairman,  but  does  the  Department  think 
that  by  claiming  a  so-called  special  need,  it  thereby  assumes  the  right 
to  create  a  subhuman  category  which  becomes  completely  expendable? 
It  was  this  kind  of  approach  which  led  to  a  protest  demonstration 
here  in  Washington  in  the  early  1930’s  in  which  subs  carried  signs 
saying  “Mr.  Farley,  can  you  live  on  $6  a  week?” 

Just  for  a  moment,  in  the  1930’s  substitutes,  the  checks  established 
$10  or  $12  a  week.  They  formed  an  organization  and  came  to  Wash¬ 
ington  and  I  have  seen  the  historic  picture  of  subs  carry  signs  of  “Mr. 
Farley,  can  you  live  on  $6  a  week?” 

As  we  have  emphasized  in  previous  testimony,  Mr.  Chairman,  is  a 
substitute  less  a  human  being,  a  father,  a  citizen,  a  breadwinner,  less 
subject  to  physical  strain  and  less  vulnerable  to  fiscal  pressures  because 
the  Department  rhetorically  has  dubbed  them  “on  call”  employees? 
Is  there  any  comparable  outside  industry  that  would  dare  to  attempt 
to  create  a  special  category  of  employees  which  by  definition  become 
less  entitled  to  proper  working  conditions  and  standards?  I  think 
not,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  I  urge  that  this  committee  reject  this  philoso¬ 
phy  in  its  entirety.  It  is  long  since  time  that  the  Post  Office  Depart¬ 
ment  stopped  demanding  special  privileges  and  accepted  the  same 
responsibility  as  do  outside  employers  in  this  connection,  particularly 
since  it  frequently  refers  to  outside  conditions  when  discussing  other 
phases  of  its  proposals. 

In  considering  increases  for  postal  employees,  some  aspects  not 
directly  connected  with  salary  as  such,  but  which  bear  directly  on  the 
question  of  the  status  of  postal  workers  should  be  considered.  The 
administration  salary  recommendations  must  be  evaluated  in  terms 
of  continuing  personnel  policies  which  tend  to  undermine  the  status 
of  major  categories  of  employees. 

This  is  underscored  by  the  continuing  difficulty  encountered,  by  the 
Department  in  attempting  to  attract  badly  needed  additional 
personnel. 

As  an  example,  I  submit  a  copy  of  the  Department’s  regional  letter, 
marked  “Exhibit  A,”  dated  January  17,  1966,  an  open  acknowledg¬ 
ment  of  this  problem.  I  call  to  your  attention,  Mr.  Chairman,  an¬ 
other  aspect,  the  increasing  tendency  to  fragment  and  parcel  out 
essential  aspects  of  the  duties  of  distribution  clerk  and  letter  carriers  to 
various  kinds  of  temporary  employees.  This  type  of  development  has 
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a  serious  adverse  affect  on  morale  and,  while  morale  may  be  an  in¬ 
tangible  from  the  standpoint  of  statistical  reports,  it  is  ultimately  the 
most  decisive  factor  from  the  standpoint  of  improving  real  efficiency. 

At  this  point,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  permission  to  insert  exhibit  B. 

Mr.  Udall.  Without  objection,  the  exhibits  A  and  B,  which  you 
refer  to  in  the  next  paragraph,  will  all  appear  in  the  record. 

Mr.  Goodman.  Thank  you. 

Here  I  leave  the  record  to  give  a  picture.  The  $3.12  may  have 
originally  constituted  50  percent  of  the  low  option.  Over  SO  percent 
of  the  eligibles  on  the  basis  of  their  own  records  are  in  the  high  option. 
Currently  we  have  one  of  the  best  plans,  and  our  people  have  been 
forced  to  absorb  literally  100  percent  increases  in  the  last  5  years. 
The  Government  has  contributed  nothing.  The  Government’s  actual 
contribution  has  gone  from  35  percent  of  our  high  option  to  23  percent. 
If  the  Government  were  merely  to  assume  responsibilities  for  adjusting 
its  original  percentage  contribution,  it  would  have  to  increase  its  own 
contribution  by  12  percent,  Mr.  Chairman. 

It  is  a  serious  business,  and  we  seek  a  congressional  investigation. 
Because  starting  from  $20  a  day  in  1960,  we  are  currently  paying 
$53.50  as  an  all-inclusive  daily  rate  in  a  ward  in  a  hospital  in  New 
York  City. 

Further,  all  experts  agree  by  1970  it  will  cost  us  $100  a  day  if  you 
please,  in  a  ward,  Mr.  Chairman,  in  a  city  like  New  York. 

We  ask  the  chairman  of  the  committee  to  institute  a  congressional 
investigation. 

Going  on  to  the  retirement  aspect,  we  commend  the  administra¬ 
tion’s  recommendations  to  establish  optional  retirement  at  age  60 
with  20  years  of  service  and  to  assure  a  minimum  annuity  for  disability 
retirement,  amounting  to  not  less  than  the  amount  an  employee  in 
outside  industry  could  obtain  under  social  security.  It  must  be 
recognized,  however,  that  these  are  essentially  peripheral  and  do 
not  touch  the  heart  of  the  need  for  basic  improvements  in  retirement 
benefits.  In  this  connection,  we  note  that  there  is  not  even  mention 
of  support  of  the  administration-blocked  proposal  in  the  last  session 
which  would  have  increased  annuities  for  survivors  and  dependents 
from  55  to  60  percent,  a  modest  5-percent  increase.  We  do  not  think 
that  the  administration’s  proposed  improvements  on  retirement  begin 
to  go  far  enough. 

National  Postal  Union’s  retirement  program,  as  adopted  by  various 
national  conventions,  is  as  follows — but  I  won’t  burden  the  com¬ 
mittee  with  this.  We  have  submitted  it  before. 

We  assert  that  above  all,  action  is  long  overdue  to  provide  for  full 
retirement  benefits  with  30  years  of  service,  regardless  of  age,  and  with¬ 
out  any  increase  in  cost  for  employees.  We  also  urge  the  committee 
to  act  favorably  on  other  aspects  of  the  retirement  program  as  just 
enunciated,  supporting  a  ceiling  of  $30,000  retaining  the  previous 
formula.  I  am  not  going  to  burden  the  committee,  but  I  will  only 
say  that  life  insurance  is  given  to  the  surviving  dependents  in  addition 
to  a  higher  annuity,  which  is  reflected  in  the  higher  earnings  of 
top-level  employees. 

To  say  that,  in  addition  to  this,  the  survivors  and  dependents  of 
higher  level  employees  will  be  invested  with  five  to  six  times  the 
needs  of  the  lower  level  employees.  This  is  most  unjust.  It  is 
obvious  that  the  survivors  and  dependents  of  lower  level  employees, 
especially  in  the  case  where  there  are  young  children,  have  had  much 
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less  an  opportunity  to  shore  themselves  up  against  the  vicissitudes  of 
life.  As  I  stated  in  my  previous  testimony,  Mr.  Chairman,  there 
should  be  no  such  aristocracy  in  death. 

I  refer  to  the  exhibits  and  I  ask  that  they  be  included  in  the  record 

Mr.  Udall.  Without  objection,  your  additional  records  will  be 
made  a  part  of  your  testimony  at  the  closing. 

Mr.  Goodman.  One  more  thought  before  closing,  Mr.  Chairman. 
Department  testimony  included  a  listing  of  advances  made  which 
“has  moved  the  Department  from  tire  ranks  of  the  not-so-good  em¬ 
ployers  to  the  ranks  of  the  progressive  employers.”  I  suppose  that 
the  Department  bases  its  claim  on  the  fact  that  everything  can  be 
claimed  to  be  relative.  I  am  bemused  that  the  Department  referred 
to  itself,  albeit  retroactively,  of  course,  as  a  “not-so-good  employer.” 

In  evaluating  the  advances,  however,  we  should  not  lose  sight  of 
the  total  picture.  If  the  Department  were  a  truly  progressive  em¬ 
ployer,  it  would  now  be  strongly  supporting  not  only  the  bill  by 
Representative  Krebs,  but  also  the  Dulski  amendment,  restoration  of 
the  cut  in  cost-of-living  allowances  in  Puerto  Rico  and  the  Virgin 
Islands,  an  increase  in  per  diem  for  mobile  unit  employees,  and  a  work 
clothing  allowance  for  mail  handlers,  maintenance  and  motor  vehicle 
employees  in  particular,  among  other  things. 

I  want  to  express  my  deep  appreciation  to  the  distinguished  chair¬ 
man  and  members  of  this  committee  for  the  opportunity  of  comment¬ 
ing  at  length  on  the  vital  legislation  under  consideration. 

(The  attachments  to  the  statement  follow:) 

[From  the  Washington  Report] 

The  profit  picture 


Profits  after  taxes 


4th  quarter 


4th  quarter 


1964 


1965 


General  Motors _ 

Ford  Motor - 

American  Motors _ 

Borg-Warner _ _ 

United  States  Steel _ 

Bethlehem  Steel _ 

National  Steel. . 

Aluminum  Co .  of  America. 

Reynolds  Metals _ 

Kaiser  Aluminum  & 


$374,537,000 
101, 900, 000 
9,  524, 000 
17, 850, 000 
69, 015, 000 
43,  016, 000 
24, 976,  000 
16,292,000 
12,  554, 000 


$587, 300,  000 
162, 800, 000 
4, 196,  000 
18, 550,  000 
49,  038,  000 
28,  605,  000 
21,272,000 
19,  462,  000 
15,  904,  000 


Chem _ 

Kennecott  Copper _ 

American  Smelting  & 

Refining _ 

Newmont  Mining _ 

Standard  Oil  (New 

Jersey) . . 

Gulf  Oil _ 

Texaco . . 

General  Dynamics _ 

McDonnell  Aircraft _ 

Douglas  Aircraft _ 

Avco . . . 

International  Business 


7, 605, 000 
23, 297,  000 

13,  071,  000 
6, 168,  000 

252, 000, 000 
106,  000,  000 
158,  557,  000 
13,  036,  000 
7, 189,  000 
2,  507,  000 
5, 604, 000 


10,244,000 
24,  533,  000 

14, 259,  000 
10, 385,  000 

266,  000, 000 
115,  000,  000 
172,  874,  000 
18,  062, 000 
8,501,000 
3,  039,  000 
7, 179,  000 


Machines _ 

Westinghouse  Electric _ 

Xerox _ _ _ 

Burroughs . . 

Magna  vox . . 

Caterpillar  Tractor _ 

Ex-Cell-0 _ 

United  Shoe  Machinery.. 

Du  Pont _ _ _ 

Union  Carbide _ 

Monsanto  - _ _ 

Chas.  Pfizer _ 


114,  734,  000 
24, 987, 000 
11,496,000 
5, 193,  000 
5, 899,  000 
35, 100,  000 
3,  570,  000 
3,277,000 
'  84,  000,  000 
56, 147,  000 
27, 887, 000 
12, 875, 000 


125, 840, 000 
29, 843,  000 
16,  014,  000 
8, 924, 000 
8, 821,  000 
38,  600,  000 
4,  715,  000 
3,  447,  000 
95,  000,  000 
59,  942,  000 
24. 818,  000 
14,  711,  000 


Profits  after  taxes 

4th  quarter 
1964 

Eli  Lilly _ 

$10,810, 000 

Rohm  &  Haas . 

6, 998, 000 

Georgia-Pacific. _ _ 

9, 630, 000 

3, 046, 000 

Ideal  Cement _ _ 

Owens-Corning  Fiberglas. 

4, 139, 000 

Continental  Can . 

10, 009, 000 

American  Can _ 

9,  065,  000 

Scott  Paper _ 

12,  552,  000 

Champion  Papers.. 

4,  510,  000 

Armstrong  Rubber _  . 

953,  000 

General  Tire  &  Rubber  _ . 

12, 970,  000 

Burlington  Industries _ 

16,  227, 000 

American  Enka  _ ... 

4,  691,  000 

Rayonier.  . .  . . 

4,  786,  000 

General  Foods  ...  ...  __ 

19,  377,  000 

National  Biscuit..  .  . 

10,  255,  000 

General  Mills _ 

5,  992,  000 

American  Tobacco.  ..  _. 

20,  532,  000 

Philip  Morris _  _ 

6,  079,  000 

A  *  P _ 

12,  766,  000 

Winn-Dixie..  .. 

6,  699,  000 

Hiram  Walker  _  _ 

10,  511,  000 

Schenley  Industries _ 

7,  724,  000 

National  Distillers  _ 

8, 830, 000 

Pennsylvania  Railroad... 

10,  463,  000 

New  York  Central _ 

9,  507,  000 

Santa  Fe  ... 

20,  779,  000 

National  Airlines _ 

3,  262,  000 

Trans  World  Airlines. 

6,  576,  000 

Braniff  Airways _  _ 

American  Telephone  & 

1, 827, 000 

Telegraph. __  __  ._  .. 

430,  942,  000 

Detroit  Edison _ _ 

Consolidated  Edison 

13, 127,  000 

(New  York) . . 

27, 813,  000 

4th  quarter 
1965 


$10, 900, 000 
7, 269, 000 

10,  540, 000 

3,  820,  000 

5,  347,  000 
13,  224,  000 
12, 185,  000 
13, 970, 000 

5, 249, 000 
1, 214, 000 
13, 822, 000 
19,  475, 000 
4, 979, 000 

4,  787, 000 
22, 227. 000 
11, 165, 000 

6, 834, 000 
19,  794,  000 
7, 090, 000 
12, 524, 000 
6, 908.  000 

11,  527, 000 
8, 459, 000 
9,  012,  000 

10, 141,  000 
19,  239,  000 
26,  681,  000 
4,  798,  000 

6,  422,  000 
3,  020,  000 

473,  571, 000 
13, 636, 000 

25,  717, 000 


•  Excludes  dividends  on  General  Motors  stock. 

Source:  company  statements;  Standard  &  Poor’s  Corp. 
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Step  1 — Level  1 

Current -  $4,  086.  00 

Proposed - aLj _ l_  4,  170.  00 

Gross  increase  (per  annum) _ _  84.  00 

Retirement,  $4,086  at  6)4  percent  vs.  $4,170  at  7  percent  (per  annum 

increase) _  24.31 

Increased  Federal  (only)  taxes  (per  annum) _  3.  40 

Total  increased  deductions  (per  annum) _  27.  71 

Net  increase  in  take-home  pay  (per  annum) _  56.  29 

Net  increase  in  take  home  pay  per  week  (net) _  1.  08 


Step  4 — Level  4 

Present  biweekly  pay _  $219.  00 

Present  retirement  deduction  (6)4  percent) _  14.  24 

Proposed  administrative  step  4,  level  4  (biweekly) _  224.  23 

7  percent  retirement  equals  $15.70  minus  net  increase  biweekly _  1.  46 


Proposed  gross  biweekly  increase _  5.  23 

Less  amount  of  0.5  percent  retirement  increase _  1.  46 


Net  gross  increase  prior  to  taxes  (biweekly) _  3.  77 

Minus  additional  taxes  biweekly _  .  73 


Net  biweekly _ _  3.  04 

Net  weekly _  1.  52 


Mr.  Udall.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Goodman. 

I  think  you  know  the  high  regard  I  have  for  you  and  your  organiza¬ 
tion,  and  I  am  sure  it  is  shared  by  the  other  members  of  this  com¬ 
mittee.  You  are  one  of  the  most  helpful,  aggressive,  and  able  people 
who  has  appeared  before  this  committee.  I  thank  you  for  the  very 
effective  and  interesting  testimony  which  you  have  presented  this 
morning. 

The  gentleman  from  Montana. 

Mr.  Olsen.  I  want  to  join  my  chairman  in  congratulating  you 
on  an  excellent  statement.  I  congratulate  your  colleagues,  too.  I 
admire  your  stand  in  every  category. 

I  wanted  to  dwell  for  just  a  moment  on  the  subject  of  substitutes 
and  temporary  employment  and  on  whether  it  wouldn’t  be  a  good 
idea  to  change  these  titles  at  the  same  time  as  changing  overtime 
provisions  for  all  of  the  employees  in  the  Post  Office  Deparrment. 

Is  that  your  view? 

Mr.  Goodman.  We  have  long  advocated  the  complete  abolition 
of  substitute  categories,  and  we  heartily  agree  with  the  approach 
you  indicate. 

Mr.  Olsen.  Wouldn’t  it  be  well  to  adopt  a  system  whereby  people 
who  are  hired  by  the  Post  Office,  and  serve  a  certain  number  of  hours 
a  year,  are  then  considered  permanent  employees. 

Mr.  Goodman.  I  would  agree. 

Mr.  Olsen.  There  would  be  a  probationary  period  of  a  number  of 
hours  a  year,  and  the  employee  would  then  get  status  under  the  civil 
service  system. 

Mr.  Goodman.  Yes. 

Mr.  Olsen.  In  your  judgment,  would  there  be  any  increase  in 
cost  of  overtime  if  it  were  extended  to  temporaries,  so-called? 

Mr.  Goodman.  No.  The  reason  that  you  can  pay  overtime  auto¬ 
matically  means  an  increase  in  cost.  This  is  related  to  efficiency. 
And  with  a  proper  use  of  regular  employees  particularly,  there  would 
be  no  increase. 
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The  Department  learned  after  many  years,  for  example,  that  they 
could  drastically  reduce  the  number  of  Christmas  assistants  hired. 
For  years  we  appealed  in  vain.  The  Department  found  out  the  hard 
way  that  they  could  slash  the  number  of  Christmas  assistants  and 
decrease  the  costs.  They  may  do  it,  happily,  after  all  these  years. 

Mr.  Silvergleid.  As  Mr.  Goodman  pointed  out,  the  regulars  are 
now  being  discriminated  against  in  the  use  of  overtime. 

Mr.  Olsen.  In  making  this  change  we  would  have  to  keep  in  mind 
that  the  newest  employee  might  be  discriminated  against,  in  that  he 
might  have  a  hard  time  getting  40  hours  a  week.  We  would  have 
to  find  some  way  to  protect  the  newest  employee  so  that  he  could  get 
at  least  enough  hours  of  work  a  week  to  earn  a  living  wage.  I  think 
we  ought  to  ponder  on  how  we  would  get  him  that  kind  of  guarantee. 

That  is  all  I  had.  I  think  I  am  pretty  much  in  agreement  with 
everything  you  had  to  say.  I  think  we  ought  to  get  as  big  a  bite  as 
we  can  this  year. 

I  might  say,  I  think  that  the  bill  is  going  to  be  a  bigger  bill  than  the 
administration  thinks. 

Thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  Udall.  The  gentleman  from  New  Jersey. 

Mr.  Daniels.  I  would  commend  Mr.  Goodman  and  his  associates 
for  a  very  fine  statement.  Your  recital  here  this  morning  indicates 
that  you  have  done  your  homework  and  you  did  it  very,  very  well. 

I  have  no  questions.  He  knows  my  views.  He  knows  what  bills 
I  have  supported.  Reference  has  been  made  to  them  in  his  statement 
and  I  think  the  record  speaks  for  itself. 

Mr.  Udall.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Daniels. 

The  gentleman  from  Hawaii. 

Mr.  Matsunaga.  Mr.  Goodman,  how  many  members  do  you  have 
in  the  National  Postal  Union  in  Hawaii? 

Mr.  Goodman.  In  Hawaii  we  have  a  relatively  small  number. 
If  I  were  really  a  good  politician,  I  would  speak  in  the  thousands. 
I  will  tell  you  frankly  they  only  run  in  the  hundreds. 

Mr.  Matsunaga.  But  these  few  hundreds  that  you  have  will  be 
reading  your  testiomny,  I  presume? 

Mr.  Goodman.  I  hope  so. 

Mr.  Matsunaga.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  that  Mr.  Goodman  be 
allowed  to  amend  his  testimony  on  page  12  to  indicate  that  I,  too, 
introduced  a  bill  providing - - 

Mr.  Udall.  The  record  will  show  this  indisputable  fact,  and  I  am 
sure  Mr.  Goodman  will  be  happy  to  concur. 

Mr.  Matsunaga.  Other  than  that,  I  must  say,  Mr.  Chairman, 
that  Mr.  Goodman  has  presented  an  excellent  testimony  and  I,  too, 
join  in  the  commendation. 

Mr.  Udall.  The  gentleman  from  New  Jersey,  Mr.  Krebs. 

Mr.  Krebs.  This  is  just  because  I  have  to  catch  a  plane.  I 
haven’t  changed  my  religion.  I  just  want  to  say  that  I  want  to 
commend  Mr.  Goodman,  Mr.  Silvergleid,  and  their  organization  for 
the  outstanding  comprehensive  statement  that  they  presented  here 
today,  and  to  say  that  I  believe  that  the  need  and  the  inequity  of  the 
guideposts  as  set  forth  in  your  statement  and  your  dramatic  pres¬ 
entation  on  page  5,  of  what  this  increase  really  boiled  down  to  when 
all  verbiage  and  window  trimming  was  stripped  away  from  it,  puts 
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the  whole  case  in  my  judgment  in  a  very  compact  and  effective 
nutshell. 

I  thank  you  both  for  it. 

Mr.  Udall.  Thank  you,  gentlemen,  for  appearing  before  us. 

Mr.  Silvergleid.  Air.  Chairman,  may  I  have  a  minute?  I  hope 
we  are  approaching  merger,  and  I  may  not  appear  before  this  com¬ 
mittee  again  in  this  capacity. 

Air.  Udall.  It  will  be  a  great  loss  to  the  committee  if  you  don’t. 

Air.  Silvergleid.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I  regret,  of  course — and  you  have  your  own  reasons  for  not  asking 
Air.  Goodman  the  same  question  you  asked  the  others — but  I  have 
been  coming  down  to  these  meetings  for  the  last  several  years. 

Air.  Udall,  prior  to  1961,  we  never  did  get  a  Presidential  recom¬ 
mendation  for  pay.  We  have  only  had  them  since  1961.  In  those 
prior  years  we  had  to  fight  our  way  through  and  we  were  fortunate  to 
have  members  of  the  House  committee  who  fought  with  us  as  we  have 
today. 

Now,  I  have  nothing  to  say  in  criticism  of  our  fellow  associates  in 
their  own  unions  for  the  position  they  took.  But  we  are  hopefid,. 
frankly,  that  the  committee  and  the  Congress  itself  will  not  approve 
the  administration  “package.”  We  believe  this  is  entirely  inadequate 
and  we  are  not  prepared  to  buy  it. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Goodman.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  ask  leave  to  make  a  state¬ 
ment.  Although  I  have  not  been  asked  the  “$64  question,”  I  think  I 
owe  it  to  answer  it. 

Mr.  Udall.  As  the  witness  suspects,  there  was  probably  a  reason 
why  I  didn’t  ask. 

Air.  Goodman.  I  am  sure  there  is.  There  is  also  a  reason  why  I 
raise  it.  I  have  to  be  reelected,  too.  The  reason  we  don’t  accept  the 
administration’s  package  is  that  it  ignores  the  fundamental  principle 
of  equity.  Let  the  administration  come  forward  with  guidelines  on 
profits  and  dividends;  let  them  assure  us  there  will  be  no  increase  in 
prices  and  we  will  take  our  place  along  with  all  other  Americans  and 
sacrifice. 

But  no  review  of  the  record  of  the  last  4  years  on  comparability 
can  honestly  arrive  at  any  conclusion  but  that  despite  the  merits  of 
the  administration’s  concern  with  inflation — so  are  we — this  is  an 
excuse,  not  a  reason. 

It  was  pointed  out  by  a  member  of  this  committee  that  we  will  not 
get  comparability  this  year  or  next  year  or  any  other  year.  We  are 
on  an  economic  merry-go-round  and  we  will  never  get  near  the  brass 
ring.  I  say  with  respect  to  Vietnam,  I  have  a  son  in  the  Armed 
Forces,  arid  one  of  the  things  my  son  is  prepared  to  fight  for  is  to 
advance  the  dignity  and  living  standards  of  workers.  This  is  part  of 
the  American  concept,  too.  Because  we  do  not  have  the  right  to 
strike,  leading  to  a  history  of  paternalism,  this  does  not  justify  the 
paternalistic  approach  which  says  that  among  all  the  workers  in 
America  we  cannot  exceed  2.4  percent. 

Nothing  I  say  may  have  the  slightest  impact,  but  we  must  be 
honorable.  The  administration  may  impose  it,  but  let  the  record  be- 
clear.  National  Postal  Union  does  not  agree  with  it. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 
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Mr.  Udall.  Thank  you,  gentlemen.  It  is  always  a  pleasure  to 
have  you  before  us.  You  presented  your  case  very  adequately. 

The  final  witness  was  to  be  Mr.  Fred  O’Dwyer,  accompanied  by  Mr. 
Daniel  Jaspan.  Gentlemen,  we  have  a  rigid  schedule  for  all  the 
different  organizations.  The  Chair  is  prepared  to  hear  you  today. 
So  you  can  either  proceed  now,  or  the  subcommittee  will  reconvene  at 
1:30  or  2. 

Mr.  O’Dwyer.  We  are  prepared  to  come  back  this  afternoon. 

Mr.  Udall.  I  suspect  the  pressures  now  would  be  such  that  we 
wouldn’t  have  a  chance  to  develop  your  points  as  fully  as  we  would 
this  afternoon. 

Would  1:30  be  better  than  2? 

Mr.  O’Dwyer.  It  woidd  be  fine.  Either  time  is  all  right  with  us. 

Mr.  Udall.  The  subcommittee  will  meet  again  at  1:30.  We  stand 
adjourned  until  that  time. 

(Whereupon,  at  12:05  p.m.,  the  subcommittee  recessed.) 

AFTERNOON  SESSION 

Mr.  Udall.  The  Subcommittee  on  Compensation  will  come  to 
order  for  further  consideration  of  1966  salary  legislation. 

Our  final  witness  today  is  Mr.  Fred  J.  O’Dwyer,  president  of  the 
National  Association  of  Postal  Supervisors,  accompanied  by  Donald 
N.  Ledbetter,  the  secretary,  and  Mr.  Jaspan  of  that  association. 

Gentlemen,  if  you  mil  come  forward  to  the  witness  table  we  will  be 
happy  to  hear  from  you. 

STATEMENT  OF  FRED  J.  O’DWYER,  PRESIDENT,  NATIONAL  ASSOCI¬ 
ATION  OF  POSTAL  SUPERVISORS,  ACCOMPANIED  BY  DONALD 

N.  LEDBETTER,  NATIONAL  SECRETARY,  DANIEL  JASPAN, 

LEGISLATIVE  REPRESENTATIVE,  AND  CHARLES  J.  TURRISI, 

NATIONAL  TREASURER 

Mr.  O’Dwyer.  Thank  you.  We  also  have  our  national  treasurer 
here,  Charles  J.  Turrisi. 

Mr.  Udall.  We  are  glad  to  have  him. 

Mr.  O’Dwyer.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  do  want  to  express  my  apprecia¬ 
tion  for  you  scheduling  this  hearing  this  afternoon.  Mr.  Chairman, 
in  the  interest  of  time  I  will  highlight  my  statement  but  ask  that  the 
full  statement  be  made  a  part  of  the  record  including  the  two  charts 
that  I  have  at  the  end. 

Mr.  Udall.  Without  objection,  the  entire  statement  of  Mr. 
O’Dwyer  and  the  two  attached  exhibits  will  appear  in  the  printed 
record  following  his  testimony. 

You  may  proceed. 

Mr.  O’Dwyer.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

The  Federal  Salary  Act  of  1962  established  the  comparability 
principle.  Briefly,  Public  Law  87-793  provides  that  Federal  salaries 
shall  be  comparable  with  private  industry  based  on  annual  surveys 
conducted  by  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics. 

Public  Law  87-793  contained  a  postal  field  service  salary  schedule 
based  on  comparability.  Due  to  budgetary  limitations,  it  trailed 
some  1  to  3  years,  comparability  figures  available  at  that  time. 
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However,  the  principle  which  we  had  espoused  for  many  years 
was  established  and  blazed  a  new  trail  in  salary  bills.  We  assumed, 
and  hoped,  that  this  would  be  carried  out  fully  in  future  bills. 

Public  Law  88-426  was  an  emaciated  version  of  the  proposal. 
Chart  A,  which  is  at  the  end  of  this  testimony,  shows  at  a  glance 
how  the  principle  of  comparability  was  distorted  by  Public  Law 

88- 426. 

As  can  be  readily  seen  in  chart  A,  employees  in  the  first  four  levels 
received  salary  increases  of  more  than  6  percent.  This  is  double  the 
increase  of  3.2  percent  for  level  7.  The  percentage  decreased  steadily 
in  the  higher  levels,  with  level  10  receiving  only  a  2.6-percent  increase. 

Mr.  Udall.  Your  members  are  largely  6,  7,  8,  and  9. 

Mr.  O’Dwyer.  Six  thi’ough  17.  We  have  confined  this  to  level 
13  because  this  comprises  the  greater  bulk  of  our  membership. 

Mr.  Udall.  I  suppose  most  of  the  members  are  in  the  6,  7,  8,  and 
9  levels. 

Mr.  O’Dwyer.  The  bidk  of  our  membership  is  in  the  6,  7,  8,  and 
9.  We  have  a  few  in  5,  mostly  assistants  to  postmasters,  assistants 
to  the  superintendents,  but  the  bulk  are  in  6,  7,  8,  and  9. 

This  chart,  we  believe,  is  a  graphic  picture  of  the  compression 
created  in  the  middle  levels  and  we  feel,  of  course,  and  know,  as  a 
matter  of  fact,  that  that  compression  is  still  there  at  the  present  time. 

It  is  difficult  for  anyone  to  maintain  that  comparability  existed  in 
this  law.  If  anything,  the  reverse  is  true.  The  figures  of  the  Bureau 
of  Labor  Statistics  demonstrated  that  larger  increases  should  have  been 
applied  to  the  middle  and  upper  levels.  Simple  justice  should  have 
demanded  no  less  than  the  same  percentage  increase  for  all  levels. 

This  brings  us  to  Public  Law  89-301.  The  figures  of  the  Bureau 
of  Labor  Statistics,  based  on  1964  comparability,  showed  that  Federal 
employees  needed  from  3.5  in  the  lower  grade  to  11.1  in  the  upper 
grades  to  achieve  comparability  as  of  March  1964. 

The  across-the-board  3.6  salary  increase  granted  in  Public  Law 

89- 301  did  not  close  the  gap.  The  lag  continues,  but  has  fallen  fur¬ 
ther  behind  since  salaries  in  industry  had  risen  approximately  3 
percent  between  the  1964  and  1965  report. 

The  salary  proposals  in  most  of  the  bills  introduced  this  year  are 
based  on  a  straight  7-percent,  across-the-board  increase.  The  7- 
percent  figure  can  certainly  be  justified  in  the  lower  levels,  based  on 
studies  made  by  the  Government  agencies. 

However,  to  achieve  full  comparability,  more  than  7  percent  is 
needed  in  the  middle  and  upper  levels.  H.R.  12838  meets  this  test. 
It  contains  a  7 -percent  increase  for  the  first  five  levels  and  a  gradually 
increasing  percentage  in  levels  6  through  20.  It  will  bring  about 
current  comparability  for  all  levels  in  the  postal  field  service. 

We  are  certain  the  members  of  this  committee  endorse  the  principle 
of  comparability.  Only  by  the  enactment  of  a  salary  bill  with  this 
salary  schedule  can  it  be  achieved. 

In  1962,  as  well  as  in  1964,  1965,  and  1966,  the  Chairman  of  the 
Civil  Service  Commission,  the  Director,  Bureau  of  the  Budget,  and 
Post  Office  Department  officials  have  admitted  the  gap  has  been 
widening  in  the  middle  and  upper  levels. 

H.R.  10281,  which  passed  the  House  with  an  overwhelming  majority 
last  year,  would  have  closed  part  of  the  gap  if  the  provision  for  the 
second  phase  had  been  retained  by  the  Senate.  That  would  have 
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brought  us  nearer  to  comparability  than  we  have  ever  come.  How¬ 
ever,  as  we  all  know  too  well,  this  feature  was  lost  when  the  Senate 
acted. 

The  testimony  of  Mr.  Macy  and  Mr.  Murphy  demonstrated  the 
need  for  larger  increase  in  the  middle  and  upper  levels.  They  stated 
that  the  administration  proposals  would  go  at  least  one-third  on  the 
road  to  comparability. 

However,  while  bringing  the  first  four  PFS  levels  to  1965  compara¬ 
bility,  there  is  no  provision  for  an  adjustment  in  PFS  levels  6  through 
9.  On  the  same  ratio  as  the  lower  and  upper  levels,  a  minimum 
increase  of  3.2  to  3.4  percent  is  needed  and  approximately  5  percent 
in  level  10. 

Chart  B,  also  at  the  end  of  the  testimony,  graphically  discloses  the 
imbalance  in  the  administration  proposals.  The  lower  line  is  the 
administration  proposal.  You  will  note  there  is  no  adjustment  for 
comparability  until  level  10. 

We  earnestly  request  this  committee  to  increase  the  percentage  to 
a  more  realistic  figure.  We  feel  this  should  be  the  year  to  embrace 
Operation  Catch  Up. 

We  reiterate,  therefore,  our  recommendation  to  this  committee  of 
the  enactment  of  the  Hanley  bill,  H.R.  12S38.  If  a  compromise  is 
:necessary,  we  strongly  recommend  a  provision  to  close  at  least  half 
the  comparability  gap  in  any  salary  bill  enacted  this  year,  with 
provisions  for  a  complete  catch-up  in  1967. 

Employees  in  the  postal  field  service  have  also  fallen  behind  com¬ 
parability  with  industry  in  the  overtime  provisions.  H.R.  12240, 
H.R.  12288,  and  H.R.  12924,  introduced  by  Congressmen  Olsen, 
Daniels,  and  Cunningham,  respectively,  contain  overtime  provisions 
but  they  limit  such  payments  to  the  first  seven  levels. 

H.R.  12094,  introduced  by  Congressman  Krebs,  and  H.R.  12838, 
introduced  by  Congressman  Hanley,  provide  time  and  a  half  for 
overtime  payments  for  all  employees  who  work  more  than  8  hours  in  1 
day,  or  on  Saturdays. 

This  committee  approved,  and  the  House  passed,  H.R.  10281  last 
year.  This  bill  provided  for  the  mandatory  payment  of  overtime 
through  level  10.  The  Postmaster  General  was  granted  the  option  of 
paying  overtime  above  level  10.  This  is  another  provision  that  was 
eliminated  by  the  Senate.  Public  Law  89-301  limited  the  payment  of 
overtime  to  PFS-7  and  below,  with  payment  to  levels  8  through  14  at 
the  option  of  the  Postmaster  General. 

The  Christmas  season,  as  you  know,  is  the  heaviest  mailing  period  of 
the  year.  Under  the  optional  provision,  the  Post  Office  Department 
was  reasonably  liberal  in  authorizing  payment  of  overtime  to  employ¬ 
ees  in  PFS  8-14  during  this  time. 

However,  in  certain  areas  limits  were  placed  on  the  number  of  hours 
of  overtime  for  employees  in  these  levels  but  not  in  the  lower  levels. 
We  have  reports  that  some  offices  required  lower  level  employees  to 
work  overtime  on  designated  weekends,  but  did  not  permit  PFS 
:8-14’s  to  work. 

What  i  more  disturbing,  hoAvever,  is  that  under  this  optional 
authority  employees  in  PFS  8-14  are,  in  many  instances,  detailed  to 
a  6 -day  week. 

Section  5(a)  of  Public  Law  89-301  states  “a  basic  workweek  is 
established  for  all  postal  field  service  employees  consisting  of  five 
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eight-hour  days.”  The  intent  of  Public  Law  89-301,  I  am  sure  you 
gentlemen  Avill  agree,  was  that  every  regular  postal  employee  would  be 
assigned  to  a  5-day  week.  The  law  requires  that  regular  employees  in 
PFS-7  and  below  must  be  paid  overtime  for  all  hours  in  excess  of  eight 
each  day  and  for  work  on  the  sixth  and  seventh  day. 

Public  Law  89-116  provides  for  a  5-day  week  for  postmasters.  So 
what  happens?  In  many  cases  the  employee  in  PFS-8  and  above  is 
scheduled  to  a  workweek  of  Monday  through  Friday  and  from  4  to  6 
hours  on  Saturday. 

As  the  law  permits  payment  of  overtime  or  compensatory  time  in 
these  levels,  he  is  granted  a  compensatory  day  off  in  the  following  week 
or  within  the  next  30  days.  In  effect,  the  supervisor  in  PFS-8  and 
above  is  no  more  than  a  substitute.  Gentlemen,  we  submit  that  this 
is  a  definite  violation  of  Public  LaAv  89-301,  which  establishes  a  basic 
workweek  of  five  8-hour  days. 

Mr.  Murphy,  in  his  statement,  pointed  out  that  supervisors  in  in¬ 
dustry  are  not  ahvays  granted  overtime  payments.  We  do  not  deny 
this.  HoAvever,  supervisors  in  industry  are  given  other  benefits  and 
privileges  that  we  do  not  receive  in  the  postal  service  such  as  bonuses, 
stock  options,  paid  membership  in  clubs,  profit  sharing,  and  many 
other  benefits. 

Aside  from  this,  employees  under  the  Classification  Act  in  grades 
1  through  9  are  paid  overtime,  and  above  these  grades  at  the  rate  of 
GS-9.  There  is,  therefore,  a  precedent  in  the  governmental  service 
and  we  feel  equity  to  our  proposals  for  the  payment  of  overtime  in 
all  levels  of  the  PFS  schedule. 

We  again  strongly  recommend  the  overtime  provisions  of  H.R. 
12094  and  H.R.  12838. 

Another  part  of  H.R.  10281  which  was  approA^ed  by  the  House 
last  year  and  eliminated  on  the  Senate  side,  would  have  been  a  partial 
solution  to  the  inequity  whereby  senior  employees  are  placed  in  steps 
below  the  step  of  the  junior  employee  promoted  at  a  later  date. 

The  section  appro  A^ed  last  year  in  H.R.  10281  applied  only  to  senior 
employees  promoted  to  a  higher  level  between  July  9,  1960,  and 
October  13,  1962. 

Section  5  of  H.R.  12838,  introduced  by  Congressman  Hanley,  will 
eliminate  all  inequities  as  no  date  restrictions  are  imposed.  The 
Hanley  bill  provides  that  the  senior  employee  who  is  in  a  step  below 
that  of  a  junior  employee  in  his  own  office  in  the  same  level  be  advanced 
to  the  same  step. 

The  enactment  of  this  provision  would  be  a  tremendous  boost  to 
the  morale  of  our  members  who  receive  less  money  than  other  super¬ 
visors  who  entered  the  service  and  became  supervisors  at  a  later 
date.  The  following  gives  some  examples  of  supervisors  Avith  more 
seniority  who  are  in  lower  steps  than  junior  employees. 

I  will  only  cite  the  first  two.  You  will  note  Mr.  W.  B.  there  was 
promoted  in  1965,  whereas  Mr.  W.  K.  entered  the  serAdce  approxi¬ 
mately  4  months  later,  was  promoted  and  a  differential  of  $825  exists 
between  these  employees. 

In  the  next  example,  Mr.  R.  N.  H.  entered  the  serAdce  in  1937. 
Mr.  C.  E.  A.  entered  the  service  approximately  5  years  later.  He  was 
promoted  2  years  later.  There  is  now  $197  difference. 

I  believe  these  two  cases  would  highlight  the  examples  and  many 
others  that  we  have  in  our  files. 
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Mr.  Udall.  They  are  certainly  striking  examples  and  the  others 
will  appear  in  the  record. 

Mr.  O’Dwyer.  Thank  you. 

We  strongly  urge  the  enactment  of  section  5  of  H.R.  12838  to  correct 
these  glaring  inequities. 

Although  the  salaries  at  the  top  steps  of  the  levels  may  look  attrac¬ 
tive,  a  very  large  number  of  supervisors  will  never  reach  that  step. 
Under  the  present  salary  schedule,  progression  from  step  7  to  the 
top  step  is  at  3-year  intervals. 

Supervisors  are  promoted  from  the  rank-and-file  employees.  Ac¬ 
cording  to  figures  furnished  by  the  Post  Office  Department,  the  average 
entry  age  of  clerks  and  carriers  is  above  age  30.  Many  of  them  do  not 
become  supervisors  in  less  than  25  years.  This  brings  the  average  age 
to  at  least  55,  which  is  the  optional  retirement  age. 

If  they  are  promoted  to  level  7,  they  are  placed  in  step  6  and  it 
then  takes  13  additional  years  to  reach  the  top  step  if  they  remain 
in  level  7. 

When  an  employee  is  promoted  to  level  7  he  automatically  drops 
back  to  a  lower  step.  Many  will  never  reach  the  top  step  of  a  new 
level  because  of  the  age  factor.  If  he  is  promoted  above  level  7,  he 
again  drops  back  a  step  or  more  each  time  he  is  promoted  which  makes 
it  even  more  difficult  to  reach  the  top  step. 

This  situation  is  common  only  to  the  postal  field  service,  where 
practically  all  of  the  employees  enter  in  the  lower  levels.  In  other 
agencies,  many  employees  enter  the  service  in  a  supervisory  or  man¬ 
agement  grade  because  there  are  many  more  positions  in  those  grades 
than  in  the  postal  service.  Only  9  percent  of  all  postal  employees 
are  in  level  7  or  higher,  while  42  percent  of  the  employees  under 
the  Classification  Act  are  in  grade  7  or  higher. 

A  person  who  enters  the  classified  service  in  the  middle  and  upper 
grades  would  normally  have  little  difficulty  in  reaching  the  top  step 
of  his  grade.  In  the  postal  service,  it  is  almost  impossible.  We 
urge  this  committee  to  study  our  recommendation  that  all  steps  in 
the  postal  held  service  schedule  be  at  1-year  intervals. 

When  Chairman  Macy  of  the  Civil  Service  Commission  and  Mr. 
Roger  Jones  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  testified  on  another  bill 
earlier  this  year,  they  indicated  that  fringe  benefits  should  not  be 
considered  piecemeal  but  would  be  part  of  the  overall  recommenda¬ 
tions. 

They  also  indicated  that  fringe  benefits  were  more  liberal  in  the 
the  Federal  service  than  in  industry. 

Last  year  Mr.  Ewan  Clague,  who  was  Commissioner  of  Labor 
Statistics,  appeared  before  this  committee.  He  stated  at  that  time 
that  total  expenditures  for  fringe  benefits  were  approximately  the 
same  for  white-collar  employees  in  private  industry  and  the  classified 
employees  in  Government. 

Mr.  Clague  also  brought  out  the  fact  that  expenditures  or  paid  leave 
were  slightly  higher  for  Federal  employees,  but  all  other  expenditures 
were  higher  for  employees  of  private  industries,  including  retirement, 
unemployment,  and  health  benefit  programs. 

He  stated  that  private  industry  employees  receive  some  additions 
to  payroll  not  available  to  Federal  employees;  for  example,  savings  and 
thrift  plans,  year-end  and  other  special  bonuses. 
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According  to  Mr.  Clague,  one-fourth  of  the  companies  reporting 
such  data  paid  all  of  the  costs  of  health,  accident,  and  life  insurance 
plans.  Three-fourths  of  those  with  contributory  plans  paid  more 
than  half  the  cost.  The  Federal  contribution  is  much  less  than  half. 

A  very  important  part  of  Mr.  Clague’s  statement  was  that  the 
Federal  employee  makes  a  larger  contribution  relative  to  basic  salary 
to  his  health  and  retirement  programs  than  the  private  employee — 
about  8.5  percent  to  about  6  percent.  This  shows  that  the  Govern¬ 
ment  lags  far  behind  in  comparability  in  fringe  benefits,  except  for 
paid  leave. 

Without  a  bill  on  the  fringe  benefit  proposals  of  the  administration, 
it  is  not  possible  to  state  a  position  on  each  aspect.  We  do  feel, 
however,  that  the  life  insurance  proposals  of  Congressman  Daniels 
and  Congressman  Matsunaga  are  equitable  and  should  be  enacted 
into  law  in  this  session. 

As  to  the  other  aspects,  we  have  read  the  President’s  message  to 
Congress  and  can  see  nothing  therein  that  warrants  a  0.5-percent 
increase  in  our  contributions  to  the  retirement  fund.  Mr.  Murphy 
stated  that  employee  representatives  who  appeared  before  the  Cabinet 
level  committee  agreed  to  an  increase  in  the  contributions.  We 
certainly  did  not  agree  to  any  increase  at  that  time,  nor  do  we  now 
agree.  We  are  certain  that  those  who  were  not  opposed  to  such  an 
increase  expected  a  greater  liberalization  of  benefits. 

We  did  support  granting  of  social  security  benefits  to  those  em¬ 
ployees  who  did  not  work  enough  years  in  civil  service  positions  to 
establish  eligibility  for  retirement  benefits. 

We  are  unalterably  opposed  to  the  agencies  having  the  option  of 
forcing  employees  with  30  years’  service  to  retire.  Even  though  this 
option  is  restricted  to  employees  in  GS-13  and  above,  which  is 
equivalent  to  PFS-14  or  15,  we  cannot  support  it. 

In  the  first  place,  it  is  difficult  for  any  agency  official  to  make  an 
objective  judgment  of  the  value  of  an  employee  who  has  reached  the 
30-year,  55-age  stage.  There  is  a  strong  possibility,  and  even  a 
probability,  that  these  employees  could  suddenly  find  themselves 
expendable  due  to  changes  in  the  administration  or  even  in  the 
staffing  of  offices. 

Mr.  Murphy  said  that  it  is  better  to  release  the  employee  in  this 
manner  rather  than  begin  an  adverse  action  procedure.  This  is 
merely  a  matter  of  semantics.  Adverse  action  would  still  be  taken, 
but  the  employee  would  have  no  appeal  rights  or  other  protection. 
This  would  be  the  beginning  of  the  end  of  the  merit  system  and  would 
undermine  the  whole  civil  service  system.  We  strongly  urge  this 
committee  to  delete  this  proposal. 

We  are  very  disappointed  with  the  health  benefits  proposal.  De¬ 
spite  the  fact  that  more  and  more  industries  are  assuming  the  total 
cost  of  health  benefits  insurance,  the  administration  merely  proposes 
to  increase  its  contributions  by  $1.06  per  month  until  1968.  By  that 
time,  insurance  costs  will  probably  be  increased  and  practically  all  of 
private  industry  will  be  paying  100  percent. 

The  percentage  of  the  Government  contributions  has  steadily 
declined  from  about  38  percent  while  industry  has  been  increasing 
its  share. 

There  is  no  good  reason  why  the  Government  should  not  assume 
at  least  50  percent  of  the  cost. 
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The  proposed  effective  date  of  January  1,  1967,  would  again  widen 
the  gap  between  salaries  in  industry  and  Federal  salaries.  The 
trend  in  industry  is  steadily  upward.  Despite  the  suggested  guide¬ 
lines,  it  is  common  knowledge  that  few,  if  any,  union  contracts  provide 
less  than  a  4-percent  increase. 

We  are  asked  not  only  to  accept  less  practically  a  year  from  now, 
but  we  are  asked  to  accept  a  salary  schedule  that  is  below  comparable 
salaries  according  to  figures  already  more  than  a  year  old.  To  keep 
the  situation  from  becoming  worse,  the  effective  date  should  be 
January  1,  1966. 

Although  the  administration  has  stressed  budgetary  considerations 
and  the  Vietnam  situation  as  grounds  for  not  proposing  real  com¬ 
parability  at  this  time,  it  is  our  firm  opinion  that  we  shoidd  not  be 
penalized  because  we  are  employed  by  the  U.S.  Government. 

We  are  as  patriotic  as  any  other  Americans,  but  we  object  to  being 
discriminated  against  by  the  postponement  of  comparability  in 
salaries  and  fringe  benefits  while  those  employed  in  industry  have 
constantly  had  increases  in  both — and  the  trend  is  continuing. 

The  administration  witnesses  have  pointed  to  industry  as  precedent. 
However,  they  have  not  pointed  out  that  salary  increases  and  fringe 
benefits  in  industry  have  been  much  greater  over  the  years. 

We  do  not  believe  that  this  is  the  proper  time  to  tie  in  salaries  and 
fringe  benefits  as  proposed.  When  we  reach  comparability  in  salaries 
and  fringe  benefits,  we  will  be  willing  to  accept  package  deals. 

We  strongly  urge  this  committee  to: 

1.  Report  out  a  bill  that  will  have  a  salary  schedule  based  on 
current  comparability,  such  as  H.R.  12838,  introduced  by  Congress¬ 
man  Hanley. 

2.  Extend  overtime  payments  to  all  salary  levels  instead  of  con¬ 
fining  them  to  the  lowest  seven  levels. 

3.  Include  a  section  to  eliminate  the  growing  number  of  inequities 
whereby  the  senior  employee  receives  less  money  than  the  junior 
employee  in  the  same  level. 

4.  H  ave  all  step  increases  at  1-year  intervals. 

5.  Eliminate  any  reference  to  increased  employee  contributions  to 
the  retirement  fund  unless  additional  meaningful  benefits  are  included. 

6  Liberalize  the  Life  Insurance  Act. 

7.  Eliminate  any  provisions  to  grant  the  agencies  the  option  of 
retiring  an  employee  who  has  reached  the  optional  retirement  age. 

8.  Increase  Government  contributions  to  at  least  50  percent  of  the 
health  insurance  premiums. 

9.  Report  a  bill  with  an  effective  date  no  later  than  the  enactment 
date. 

We  appreciate  the  opportunity  of  presenting  our  views  and  hope 
that  the  combined  subcommittees  will  act  favorably  and  promptly  on 
our  recommendations  so  that  we  will  not  again  be  thwarted  in  our 
continued  quest  for  comparability. 

Mr.  Udall.  Thank  you,  Mr.  O’Dwyer.  You  have  presented  a 
very  forceful  statement. 

The  gentleman  from  Hawaii. 

Mr.  Matsunaga.  Mr.  Chairman,  Mr.  O’Dwyer,  you  have  heard 
the  testimony  of  the  other  employee  witnesses  and  in  answer  to  ques¬ 
tions  put  to  them  by  me,  they  all  agreed  that  with  limited  dollar 
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allocation  for  salary  increases,  they  would  prefer  that  the  lower 
salaried  employees  be  given  the  bigger  dollar  increases. 

Do  you  agree  with  this  proposition? 

Mr.  O’Dwyer.  Mr.  Matsunaga,  I  certainly  do  not.  I  can  under¬ 
stand  the  position  they  take,  because  they  are  representing  the  lower 
level  employees.  We  are  representing  the  employees  in  levels  5  and 
up,  and  certainly  if  you  are  going  to  add  greater  dollar  increase  to  the 
lower  levels,  there  is  no  question  in  my  mind  that  you  are  going  to 
distort  the  whole  structure  of  the  salary  phase. 

We  certainly  are  not  in  agreement  with  a  greater  percentage  in  the 
lower  levels  nor  in  a  dollar  application  to  the  lower  levels,  but  feel 
that  the  full  percentage  increase  should  be  applied  which  we  feel  is 
necessary  and  adequately  demonstrated  in  chart  B. 

Mr.  Jaspan.  May  1  add,  as  Mr.  O’Dwyer  pointed  out,  fewer  than 
10  percent  of  the  employees  are  in  supervisory  levels.  The  Post  Olfice 
Department  gave  you  figures  that  each  1  percent  increase  costs  $42 
million.  That  means  for  supervisors,  each  1  percent  would  be  $4 
million. 

Mr.  Olsen.  Say  that  again. 

Mr.  Jaspan.  Each  1  percent  increase  to  the  postal  field  service 
schedule  is  $42  million.  The  supervisors  comprise  less  than  10  per¬ 
cent  of  the  total  number,  which  means  that  each  1  percent  would  be 
$4  million,  roughly.  If  you  took  the  1  percent  away  from  us  and  gave 
it  to  the  four  hundred  and  some  thousand  nonsup ervisory  employees 
it  would  give  them  $10  per  year,  not  a  week,  but  a  year.  That  is  20 
cents  a  week. 

I  am  sure  that  the  other  organizations,  if  they  figure  that  out,  would 
not  want  to  take  this  little  bit  away  from  us  so  they  get  20  cents  per 
week  before  taxes,  which  means  about  15  cents  a  week  after  taxes. 
Or  if  you  take  the  whole  3  percent  away  from  us,  that  would  give 
them  $30  a  year  which  is  just  a  drop  in  the  bucket. 

In  the  meantime  it  would  be  penalizing  us  who  have  been  pushed 
farther  and  farther  from  comparability  to  give  them  not  even  enough 
to  buy  a  pack  of  cigarettes  a  week. 

Mr.  Matsunaga.  What  about  the  proposal  to  give  a  3.2  percent 
across  the  board  rather  than  have  it  graduated  as  the  administration 
proposed,  and  have  a  bigger  percentage  of  increase  to  the  higher  level 
employees? 

Mr.  Jaspan.  Well,  as  I  mentioned  before,  even  if  they  gave  the  4.5 
percent  increase,  which  is  the  maximum,  if  they  took  that  all  away, 
there  are  so  few  people  that  it  wouldn’t  amount  to  much  at  all  to  the 
lower  levels,  because  I  am  taking  the  whole  PFS  schedule,  and  in  the 
schedule  there  are  437,000 - 

Mr.  Matsunaga.  No,  my  question  was:  Would  you  oppose  a  3.2 
percent  across  the  board? 

Mr.  Jaspan.  That  would  be  much  better  than  having  a  higher 
percentage  in  the  lower  levels  and  a  lower  percentage  in  the  higher 
levels  which  I  believe  that  you  proposed  earlier  today.  If  it  were  the 
same  percentage  all  the  way  across  we  couldn’t  oppose  it  as  strongly 
as  we  oppose  giving  more  to  the  lower  levels  and  less  to  the  higher. 

Mr.  Matsunaga.  I  realize  that  the  comparability  levels  are  getting 
wider  and  wider  apart.  But  then  on  the  basis  of  comparability  again, 
I  feel  that  the  lower  levels  have  been  suffering,  because  in  private  in- 
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dustry  for  some  reason  the  lower  level  employees  have  not  enjoyed  the 
pay  increases  as  the  higher  level  employees  have. 

Mr.  Jaspan.  Mr.  Matsunaga,  I  think  there  are  two  principles  in¬ 
volved  here,  whether  you  are  going  to  figure  on  the  principle  of  com¬ 
parability  which  is  the  law  or  the  principle  of  need  which  is  not  the  law. 

The  principle  of  comparability:  Everyone  who  has  appeared 
before  this  committee  has  said  they  want  comparability.  If  you  are 
going  to  use  that  principle  then  we  must  use  the  figures  that  Mr. 
Murphy  and  Mr.  Macy  presented. 

According  to  Mr.  Murphy’s  figures,  the  first  four  levels  would  be 
brought  up  to  1965  comparability  by  this  salary  schedule,  whereas 
our  people  would  be  behind  the  1965  comparability  with  the  schedule 
in  amounts  running  from  1.2  to  9.2  percent.  So  if  you  are  going  to 
use  the  principle  of  comparability  then  we  are  far  behind  and  this  idea 
woidd  push  us  even  farther. 

Mr.  Udall.  Everyone  is  comparable  but  some  are  more  comparable 
than  others. 

Mr.  Matsunaga.  The  theory  of  comparability  would  definitely 
favor  the  supervisors,  and  then  your  observation  that  is,  everybody 
is  favoring  comparability  is  in  error;  I  believe  after  listening  to  the 
witnesses  this  morning  and  yesterday  that  they  say  comparability 
is  a  farce. 

Mr.  O’Dwyer.  If  I  can  interrupt  I  did  not  get  that  impression 
from  their  testimony.  I  got  the  impression  that  they  feel  the  linkage 
is  a  fallacy,  but  not  the  principle  of  comparability  itself. 

Mr.  Matsunaga.  Comparability  as  it  has  been  put  into  operation. 

Mr.  O’Dwyer.  But  not  the  comparability  principle  itself. 

Mr.  Matsunaga.  Maybe  you  are  right  there. 

Mr.  Olsen.  You  are  both  right. 

Mr.  Matsunaga.  How  many  supervisors  do  you  have  now  in 
numbers? 

Mr.  O’Dwyer.  28,500  out  of  a  possible  31,500. 

Mr.  Matsunaga.  I  was  somewhat  struck  at  the  figure  here. 
You  say  9  percent  of  all  postal  employees  are  in  level  7  or  higher, 
while  42  percent  of  the  employees  under  the  Classification  Act  are 
in  grade  7  or  higher. 

Mr.  O’Dwyer.  This  is  factual  and  this  is  what  creates  the  compres¬ 
sion  within  the  postal  field  service.  There  are  only  9  percent — this 
includes  our  group  and  the  Postmasters  Association.  Only  9  percent 
are  above  as  compared  to  the  42  percent. 

We  feel  and  have  maintained  all  along  that  we  are  inadequately 
staffed  in  the  postal  field  service.  We  don’t  believe  that  we  have 
sufficient  management  in  the  postal  service.  I  think  this  is  very 
evident  when  you  compare  the  9  percent  in  the  postal  field  service 
with  over  600,000  employees  to  the  other  Federal  agencies  who  have 
42  percent.  We  feel  we  are  way  understaffed  in  the  managerial  levels. 

Mr.  Matsunaga.  Now  let’s  take  grade  7  level.  He  is  the  super¬ 
visor  at  grade  7? 

Mr.  O’Davyer.  Yes. 

Mr.  Matsunaga.  How  many  employees  does  he  supervise? 

Mr.  O’Dwyer.  It  varies.  The  greater  bulk  of  the  supervisors  of 
mails  may  supervise  anywhere  from  20  to  45  employees. 

Mr.  Matsunaga.  And  in  the  classification  service,  how  many 
would  a  GS-7  supervise? 
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Mr.  O’Dwyer.  In  private  industry  I  think  it  is  about  1  to  12,  and  I 
think  this  is  about  the  average  1  to  10,  1  to  12. 

Our  service  shows  a  ratio  of  about  1  to  18  but  there  are  many  small 
offices  where  we  would  have  only  1  supervisor. 

Mr.  Matsunaga.  What  is  the  reason  for  this  lag  in  the  promotion 
to  supervisory  levels? 

Mr.  O’Dwyer.  You  mean  the  number  of  supervisors? 

Mr.  Matsunaga.  Yes. 

Mr.  O’Dwyer.  Well,  I  think  it  has  been  a  result  of  economies  over  the 
years  in  the  postal  service,  and  an  inability  to  get  sufficient  appropria¬ 
tions  to  properly  staff.  I  believe  this  is  what  has  put  the  postal 
service  so  far  behind  in  the  managerial  areas. 

Mr.  Matsunaga.  Has  your  organization  agitated  for  increase  in  the 
number  of  supervisors? 

Mr.  O’Dwyer.  We  have  been  agitating  for  that  for  many,  many 
years,  but  we  haven’t  been  successful  to  this  point. 

Mr.  Ledbetter.  There  is  a  key  position  in  the  law,  foreman  of 
mails,  level  7.  The  law  says  that  this  foreman  of  mails  will  supervise 
approximately  20  or  more  employees. 

The  Post  Office  Department  has  interpreted  "approximately  20  or 
more  employees”  to  mean  as  many  as  40  employees. 

In  addition  to  this,  there  is  no  key  position  for  foreman  of  carriers, 
and  so  a  foreman  of  earners  in  PFS-7  can  supervise  as  many  as  60 
carriers  without  getting  level  8. 

We  don’t  think  it’s  right,  and  I  don’t  think  anybody  else  does,  but 
this  is  what  we  are  bound  by. 

Mr.  Matsunaga.  Let  me  ask  you  this  as  a  followup:  Do  you  sup¬ 
pose  that  by  increasing  the  employees  at  the  supervisory  level  you 
would  be  able  to  increase  the  efficiency  down  at  the  lower  levels? 

Mr.  O’Dwyer.  No  question  about  that.  It  would  increase  effi¬ 
ciency.  I  think  this  is  one  of  the  difficulties  in  the  postal  service 
today.  There  is  not  adequate  supervision.  When  a  supervisor  has 
to  supervise  40  employees  it  is  just  an  impossible  task.  It  is  not 
compatible  with  private  industry  or  other  Federal  agencies. 

The  spread  is  too  great  to  give  the  individual  attention  that  should 
be  given  to  the  supervision  of  employees. 

Mr.  Matsunaga.  Has  any  legislation  been  introduced  lately  to 
provide  for  the  increase  in  supervisory  level  employees? 

Mr.  O’Dwyer.  I  understand  the  Post  Office  Department  has  made 
the  recommendation  to  the  Appropriations  Committee,  and  the  com¬ 
mittee  has  apparently  been  critical  of  the  increases  that  have  been 
made.  However,  I  don’t  think  they  have  ever  taken  into  considera¬ 
tion  this  wide  disparity  that  exists  between  private  industry,  the 
classified  service,  and  the  Post  Office. 

We  have  increased  over  the  last  4  or  5  years  in  the  supervisory 
levels.  There  has  been  an  increase,  but  it  is  nowhere  in  line  with 
the  increase  that  should  be  granted. 

It  is  my  understanding  that  the  Appropriations  Committee  raises 
a  question  because  of  the  number  of  supervisory  positions  that  have 
been  added  to  the  postal  service,  not  giving  consideration  to  how 
much  behind  we  are  with  private  industry  or  with  the  Classification 
Act  employees. 

Mr.  Matsunaga.  Has  any  study  been  make  by  any  Federal  agency 
in  this  area? 
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Mr.  O’Dwyer.  I  understand  that  in  the  appropriations  hearings 
last  year  a  question  was  raised  as  to  the  ratio  of  supervisors  to  em¬ 
ployees,  and  I  believe  the  Post  Office  Department  has  engaged  a  firm 
to  make  this  study.  I  am  not  too  optimistic  as  to  the  outcome, 
frankly,  because  I  understand  the  contract  was  limited  to  $40,000, 
and  I  don’t  believe  that  a  study  can  be  accomplished  with  that  amount 
of  money  by  a  private  firm  to  demonstrate  the  need  for  more  super¬ 
visors.  I  am  not  too  optimistic  as  to  the  outcome  of  this  study. 

Mr.  Jaspan.  Mr.  Matsunaga,  I  would  like  to  add  that  there  have 
been  studies  made  in  industry  of  the  number  of  people  supervised  by 
first-line  employee.  There  are  no  recent  studies  but  I  have  one  that 
was  made  by  the  Bureau  of  National  Affairs  some  years  ago.  They 
found  in  offices  that  the  average  number  of  employees  supervised  by 
first-line  supervisors  in  the  larger  companies  was  from  1  to  25  em¬ 
ployees,  and  the  smaller  companies  from  4  to  30  employees,  with  the 
median  10  employees  supervised  by  the  first-line  supervisors,  which 
is  the  equivalent  of  our  level  7. 

That  is  about  the  only  study  that  I  know  of  that  has  actually  been 
made  of  the  subject. 

Mr.  Matsunaga.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  strongly  suggest  if  it  is 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  this  subcommittee  or  any  other  subcommittee 
of  the  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Committee  that  such  a  study  be 
instituted  in  the  Postal  Department,  because  I  am  shocked  to  hear 
that  1  supervisor  takes  care  of  as  many  as  40  subordinates. 

Mr.  O’ Dwyer.  Sometimes  it  is  more  aggravated  than  that.  If 
one  is  off  sick  he  will  have  to  double  up  and  have  80  to  supervise. 

Mr.  Udall.  This  is  a  disturbing  fact  to  me.  The  jurisdiction  for 
such  a  study  would  fall  within  the  confines  of  Mr.  Dulski’s  or  Mr. 
Olsen’s  rather  than  this  subcommittee. 

Mr.  Matsunaga.  We  will  probably  be  doing  a  favor  for  the 
National  Association  of  Supervisors  by  increasing  the  membership 
potential. 

Mr.  O’Dwyer.  You  would  also  be  doing  the  rank  and  file  members 
a  favor.  I  think  it  is  indicated  that  they  have  no  place  to  go  because 
of  the  few  positions  above.  If  there  were  more  supervisory  positions 
up  above  they  would  no  longer  be  at  a  dead-end  street. 

You  can  very  well  see  with  91  percent  of  the  employees  in  the  lower 
levels  that  they  definitely  are  in  a  dead-end  street.  If  the  structure 
were  greater  at  the  top  there  would  be  a  greater  opportunity  to  get 
them  out  of  this  dead-end  street  and  to  permit  them  to  progress  to 
the  supervisory  levels. 

Mr.  Matsunaga.  Is  it  true  that  to  get  to  the  supervisory  level, 
there  is  no  way  to  be  appointed,  except  by  rising  from  the  ranks? 

Mr.  O’Dwyer.  They  must  have  a  minimum  of  5  years’  service  in 
order  to  take  an  examination  to  progress  to  supervisory  position.  So 
in  effect  outsiders  do  not  come  into  the  postal  service  except  in  the 
regional  office  perhaps,  but  not  in  the  post  service  per  se. 

Mr.  Matsunaga.  Well,  this  supports  your  contention  that  we 
ought  to  have  more  on  the  supervisory  level.  No  wonder  we  are 
having  difficulty  in  recruiting  workers  at  the  lower  levels. 

Mr.  O’Dwyer.  This  is  true. 

Mr.  Udall.  Mr.  Olsen. 
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Mr.  Olsen.  It  would  seem  that  the  only  thing  the  letter  carrier  or 
clerk  work  for  is  retirement. 

Mr.  O’Dwyer.  This  is  about  right.  This  is  what  the  greater  hulk 
of  them  are  restricted  to. 

Mr.  Olsen.  Ninety-one  percent  you  say. 

Mr.  Jaspan.  We  might  add  that  even  when  he  becomes  a  super¬ 
visor,  level  7,  he  usually  stays  in  that  level  the  rest  of  his  life. 

Mr.  Olsen.  The  fact  is  that  we  coidd  increase  the  productivity  of 
the  Post  Office  Department  very  greatly  with  better  leadership.  I 
am  talking  about  better  leadership  in  more  leaders. 

Mr.  O’Davyer.  More  numbers,  that  is  right. 

Mr.  Olsen.  We  wouldn’t  downgrade  the  qualifications  at  all. 
We  would  keep  a  high  standard  of  qualifications  but  increase  the 
number  of  those  qualifying.  We  must  probably  do  this  from  an  au¬ 
thorization  committee  point  of  view.  That  is,  we  would  authorize 
and  direct  the  post  office  to  increase  the  numbers  of  supervisory  people 
by  a  ratio.  I  think  that  we  have  got  to  come  to  this.  I  think  that  when 
we  go  to  a  mechanical  operation  of  the  post  office,  we  have  got  to  have 
people  who  have  the  larger  knowledge  of  the  distribution  of  mail.  We 
have  got  to  have  more  of  them  to  supervise  the  other  people. 

Mr.  Jaspan.  One  way  that  could  be  done,  Mr.  Olsen,  is  that 
Congress  would  tell  the  Post  Office  Department  to  carry  out  the 
intent  of  Public  Law  68,  where  it  says  supervises  approximately  20 
or  more  employees.  Make  them  confine  that  closer  to  20.  In  fact, 
until  recently,  even  this  ceiling  wasn’t  there.  They  would  go  up 
45,  50,  and  60  employees  for  1  man  to  supervise. 

Mr.  Olsen.  I  am  aware  of  that  in  places  like  Great  Falls,  Mont., 
and  Spokane,  Wash.  They  are  cities  of  approximately  100,000, 
you  know.  When  a  supervisor  has  the  day  off,  then  the  remaining 
supervisors  have  a  greatly  increased  number  of  people  to  supervise. 

Mr.  Udall.  Often  you  have  the  day  off  for  the  poor  fellow  because 
you  can’t  pay  him  overtime,  the  only  way  you  can  work  him  extra 
is  to  give  him  a  compensatory  day  off. 

Mr.  Matsunaga.  If  the  gentleman  would  yield. 

Mr.  Olsen.  Yes. 

Mr.  Matsunaga.  Mr.  O’Dwyer,  if  your  staff  would  be  willing  to 
prepare  an  amendment  to  that  act  setting  a  maximum  ceiling  rather 
than  the  vague  20  or  more - 

Mr.  Olsen.  It  ought  to  be  something  like  more  than. 

Mr.  Matsunaga.  I  would  be  willing  to  introduce  that,  to  call  this 
matter  to  the  attention  of  the  administration  that  this  we  think  was 
the  intent  of  Congress. 

Mr.  O’Dwyer.  We  certainly  would  be  happy  to  prepare  that. 

Mr.  Matsunaga.  If  we  introduce  a  bill,  maybe  they  will  pay  better 
attention  to  it  than  if  we  should  write  a  letter  to  them. 

Mr.  O’Dwyer.  This  would  help  considerably.  I  appreciate  your 
thought. 

Mr.  Olsen.  You  talk  about  overtime  pay  for  all  salary  levels 
instead  of  confining  it  to  the  lowest  seven  levels.  How  high  would 
you  go  with  overtime  pay  before  you  would  get  to  the  person  who 
is  determining  his  own  overtime? 

Mr.  O’Dwyer.  Well,  it  would  depend  on  the  size  of  the  office. 
This  would  be  pretty  difficult  to  say.  In  a  certain  size  office  maybe  a 
level  10  might  be  the  determining  authority.  Generally  in  the  larger 
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offices  is  where  the  bulk  of  overtime  would  be  involved.  It  would 
be,  say,  in  the  area  of  PFS  13  or  14.  In  the  bill  introduced  last  year 
there  was  reference  to  PFS  10.  We  feel  that  to  be  equitable.  If 
the  line  is  to  be  drawn  we  feel  it  should  be  through  PFS  10. 

Mr.  Olsen.  Where  is  the  line  now? 

Mr.  O’Dwyer.  At  seven. 

Mr.  Olsen.  I  see.  Now,  getting  to  No.  7  of  your  summation  on 
page  10,  obviously  there,  too,  there  would  be  people  who  would  have 
authority  to  excuse  themselves  from  retirement.  At  what  level  would 
we  permit  the  Government  to  retire  people  at  will? 

Mr.  O’Dwyer.  I  don’t  feel  there  should  be  any  area  at  which  they 
should  be  permitted  to  retire  people  at  will. 

Mr.  Olsen.  After  30  years. 

Mr.  O’Dwyer.  At  any  time  we  do  not  believe  they  should  have 
this  option.  We  feel  there  are  already  established  procedures  and 
means  to  displace  people  who  are  not  qualified.  It  can  be  accom¬ 
plished  right  now  under  present  regulations.  If  you  set  an  area 
where  the  agency  can  dismiss  an  employee,  let’s  say,  at  certain  age 
factor  or  as  proposed  by  the  administration,  at  30  and  55,  you  are 
then  permitting  an  agency  to  exercise  their  jurisdiction  with  no  right 
of  appeal.  I  think  this  is  the  important  factor  to  bear  in  mind,  that 
this  would  permit  in  a  change  of  administration,  we  don’t  like  to  talk 
about  politics,  a  change  of  administration  could  mean  the  wholesale 
departure  of  many  of  the  people  in  the  Federal  service  that  are  over 
55,  not  by  reason  of  lack  of  qualifications,  but  merely  by  reason  of  a 
change  in  the  political  atmosphere. 

This  certainly  is  a  very  dangerous  precedent,  I  believe,  to  get  into. 

We  don’t  believe  there  should  be  any  place  where  the  Government 
should  have  the  option  to  exercise  this  provision.  That  there  are 
adequate  means  now  under  the  civil  service  regulations  to  discontinue 
the  service  of  employees  who  fail  to  meet  the  qualifications. 

Mr.  Olsen.  I  am  not  talking  about  the  administration;  I  am  talk¬ 
ing  about  management,  distinct  from  the  present  Democratic  admin¬ 
istration.  I  have  come  to  know  that  the  administrators  of  the 
Federal  Government  would  like  to  permit  people  to  retire  at  55  on 
30  years’  service.  But,  before  they  will  take  that,  they  want  the 
option  to,  in  turn,  encourage  people  to  leave  at  30  years. 

Mr.  O’Dwyer.  We  understand  the  desire,  but  certainly  are  not  in 
agreement  with  it.  We  are  completely  opposed  to  it. 

Mr.  Olsen.  You  don’t  feel  that  it  is  worthwhile,  even  if  it  is  a 
bargain? 

Mr.  O’Dwyer.  That  is  not  a  bargain.  We  would  bargain  away 
the  30-55. 

Mr.  Udall.  Will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  Olsen.  Yes. 

Mr.  Udall.  I  was  impressed  with  your  statement.  I  agree  with 
you  almost  all  the  way  down  the  line.  This  is  one  place,  unfortu¬ 
nately,  I  don’t  agree.  Since  we  have  no  time  limitations  this  afternoon, 
if  you  will  permit  me  at  this  point,  I  will  state  my  reasons. 

One  of  the  great  complaints  that  Congressmen  and  taxpayers  have 
is  that  you  have  people  who  have  been  in  office  too  long,  a  hardening 
of  the  bureaucratic  arteries.  We  are  also  getting  complaints  to  get 
action,  to  do  the  many  things  which  should  be  done.  So  many 
times  I  find  someone  in  a  bureau  who  simply  has  run  out  of  steam  and 
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he  won’t  move.  You  said  there  are  procedures  to  get  someone  out 
who  is  not  qualified,  and  that  you  may  have  a  qualified  man  in  the 
job.  , 

We  do  a  couple  of  opposite  things.  We  complain  at  management 
because  they  won’t  manage  and  yet  we  won’t  give  them  the  tools  to 
do  the  job.  In  the  key  positions,  GS-13  and  above  which  are  covered 
in  this  bill,  I  would  not  only  want  someone  who  was  simply  qualified, 
if  I  were  running  an  agency,  I  would  want  someone  who  was  highly 
qualified.  Let’s  consider  a  qualified  person  who  has  run  out  of 
steam  or  isn’t  as  good  as  someone  below  him.  Without  blanking 
his  record  or  criticizing  him  in  any  way  if  you  had  a  tool  to  enable 
you  to  let  him  go,  I  think  it  would  be  one  of  the  best  tools  we  could 
have.  I  don’t  think  the  level  should  to  be  reduced  to  seven  or  eight. 

I  know  the  argument  is  made  that  this  would  be  a  foot  in  the  door. 
I  wouldn’t  want  to  go  below  13.  If  you  can’t  even  do  it  at  that  level, 
to  get  some  people  with  some  incentive,  some  people  who  maybe  can 
see  some  hope  some  day  that  they  may  have  a  higher  position,  then  I 
think  you  are  in  bad  shape. 

I  think  we  did  a  fine  thing  last  year  when  we  gave  an  incentive  to 
retire  earlier  and  so  many  hundreds  of  thousands  of  people  retired. 
In  many,  many  agencies,  the  morale  was  improved.  This  is  a  small 
step,  but  I  think  it  is  an  important  step  and  one  that  I  support. 

Another  argument  is  made  that  there  will  be  personalities;  there 
will  be  someone  who  doesn’t  like  an  individual,  a  higher  supervisor. 
This  is  true.  But  if  you  balance  on  the  one  hand  the  right  of  manage¬ 
ment  to  manage,  by  giving  them  a  tool  to  move  some  people  out  a 
little  faster  than  otherwise,  as  against  the  possibility  that  occasionally 
this  tool  will  be  used  for  personal  reasons,  because  of  personality 
conflicts,  it  is  more  important  to  give  management  this  tool. 

So,  while  I  accept  your  strong  feelings,  I  can’t  agree  with  them. 
I  certainly  woidd  say  that  from  level  13  and  above,  management  should 
have  these  rights.  These  are  high-level  people  who  generally  have 
policymaking  positions.  They  have  served  30  years. 

It  shouldn’t  be  necessary  to  have  a  reason;  you  should  simply  say 
we  would  like  to  start  a  movement  of  younger  people  up  in  the  ranks 
and  give  them  a  chance  to  manage.  I  believe  it  is  a  fair  bargain. 
I  had  hoped  that  you  wouldn’t  oppose  it,  but  I  understand  the 
strength  of  your  feelings  on  the  subject. 

Mr.  Jaspan.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  that  this  whole  argument  is 
on  a  very  weak  basis.  In  the  first  place,  you  are  assuming  that  when 
a  man  is  50  years  old  and  has  30  years’  service  he  is  more  likely  not  to 
be  a  good  supervisor  or  manager  or  whatever  you  call  him. 

Mr.  Olsen.  Can  I  interrupt  you  there?  That  isn’t  the  presump¬ 
tion,  Dan.  That  isn’t  the  presumption.  The  point  that  Mr.  Udall 
is  making — and  we  have  not  talked  of  this,  but  I  just  sense  it — that 
when  a  man  is  50  years  of  age  and  has  30  years  in  the  service,  that  he 
should  be  an  outstanding  leader  by  then,  and  if  he  isn’t,  management 
ought  to  be  able  to  go  look  for  somebody  inside  the  service  now,  inside 
of  the  civil  service  system,  inside  of  the  merit  system,  management 
ought  to  be  able  to  select  somebody  who  is  a  leader. 

Mr.  Udall.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  Olsen.  We  were  looking  for  something  that  makes  this  system 
grow.  We  are  talking  about  comparability,  you  know,  and  there 
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is  nobody  with  a  stronger  feeling  about  this  than  I.  But,  in  this 
Federal  system  we  have  got  to  be  able  to  enlist  the  best  leadership. 
And  when  we  are  talking  about  GS-13,  we  are  talking  about  a  field 
whereby  we  are  entitled  as  citizens — never  mind  as  leaders  of  the 
Government — we  are  entitled  as  citizens  to  demand  that  we  have 
dynamic  leadership.  If  we  haven’t  got  it,  we  have  got  to  have  an 
option,  I  think. 

Mr.  Udall.  Not  just  qualified,  you  want  them  to  be  highly  quali¬ 
fied. 

Mr.  Olsen.  We  want  them  to  be  leaders. 

Mr.  Udall.  You  talked  about  the  doors  being  closed  to  the  poor 
letter  carrier.  If  you  had  a  tool  where  you  could  begin  a  little  move¬ 
ment  in  13  and  above,  you  might  have  some  movement  in  12,  11, 
10,  and  7,  and  6.  This  is  a  very  modest  step. 

Mr.  Matsunaga.  If  the  gentlemen  will  yield. 

Mr.  Olsen.  I  yield. 

Mr.  Matsunaga.  This,  as  I  understand  it,  is  purely  optional  on 
the  part  of  the  Government. 

Mr.  Udall.  Yes. 

Mr.  Matsunaga.  So  that  if  the  man  in  GS-13  or  above  proves 
himself  to  be  that  dynamic  leader  we  are  seeking,  then  there  woidd  be 
no  reason  for  removing  him. 

Mr.  Udall.  They  are  not  about  to  let  him  go. 

Mr.  Jaspan.  What  we  are  afraid  of  is  that  subjective  appraisal  will 
be  made.  If  we  knew  that  objective  appraisal  could  be  made,  then 
we  wouldn’t  oppose  it  so  much. 

Mr.  Olsen.  I  understand  your  fears,  but  you  know,  politics  isn’t 
always  bad,  and  you  people  certainly  have  it  inside  of  administration, 
just  as  we  have  it  in  the  legislative  branch.  It  isn’t  always  bad. 

We  are  talking  about  high  motives  on  the  part  of  the  leaders  of  the 
administrative  agencies.  They  are  trying  to  give  the  Nation  the 
best  kind  of  leadership  and  let  those  people  who  are  really  driving 
move  ahead.  And  that  is  why  my  question  is:  Isn’t  there  some 
level  at  which  you  people  would  agree  that  the  administration  should 
have  the  option  to  retire  somebody  on  30  years’  service  at  55  years 
of  age;  isn’t  there  some  level  at  which  management  should  have  that 
option? 

Mr.  O’Dwyer.  I  would  have  to  repeat  again  that  we  couldn’t 
compromise  on  that  issue  at  all.  In  my  statement  I  pointed  out  the 
fact  that  the  average  clerk  advances  to  a  supervisory  position.  Gen¬ 
erally,  he  is  30  years  of  age  when  he  comes  into  the  service.  This  is  the 
statistics  of  the  Post  Office  Department. 

Mr.  Olsen.  Thirty  years  of  age  when  he  comes  into  a  supervisory 
position? 

Mr.  O’Dwyer.  Thirty  years  of  age  when  he  comes  into  the  post 
office. 

Mr.  Olsen.  That  is  because  of  the  veterans’  preference. 

Mr.  O’Dwyer.  Not  necessarily. 

Mr.  Olsen.  I  think  it  is  a  big  factor. 

Mr.  O’Dwyer.  When  he  comes  into  the  service  as  an  average,  as 
we  pointed  out  in  our  testimony,  he  is  at  least  40  to  50  when  he  reaches 
a  level  7  position,  because  of  the  seniority  factors  involved.  So  now 
you  are  saying  at  55  this  poor  fellow  who  hasn’t  had  a  chance  to 
progress  should  be  eased  out  of  the  service. 
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Let  me  point  out  another  thing.  You  say  that  politics  isn’t  a 
factor.  It  enters  into  the  situation,  however,  in  the  appointment  of 
postmasters.  As  you  gentlemen  well  know,  when  a  postmaster  va¬ 
cancy  occurs  there  are  a  number  of  people  aspiring  for  those  positions. 
They  are  in  competition  perhaps  with  an  outsider  for  the  position. 
After  the  outsider  gets  the  position  and  comes  in  he  has  not  too 
pleasant  a  feeling  toward  the  people  who  were  candidates  and  opposed 
him,  and  he  would  probably  feel  inclined  to  take  some  action  to  ease 
these  persons  out  of  the  competition  when  die  examinations  are 
pending  or  coming  up.  These  are  the  dangers  that  are  involved. 

The  other  danger  that  I  want  to  point  out  to  the  chairman  is— — 

Mr.  Olsen.  What  level  are  you  talking  about  now? 

Mr.  O’Dwyer.  Anybody  can  file  for  postmaster.  It  is  generally 
the  assistant  postmaster  in  the  office  who  is  generally  most  qualified 
based  on  years  of  experience.  He  would  be  the  one  who  perhaps 
would  file  for  the  position  of  postmaster,  as  a  career  employee. 

Mr.  Olsen.  I  see.  What  level  are  they  for  the  most  part? 

Mr.  O’Dwyer.  Well,  it  would  vary.  It  would  depend  upon  the 
size  of  the  office. 

Mr.  Olsen.  Do  you  have  any  ideas  of  figures? 

Mr.  O’Dwyer.  Well,  in  New  York  you  would  have  assistant  post¬ 
master  in  level  17.  In  San  Francisco  it  would  be  level  15. 

Mr.  Ledbetter.  Great  Falls,  probably  11. 

Mr.  O’Dwyer.  They  vary  from  area  to  area. 

Mr.  Olsen.  I  see. 

Mr.  O’Dwyer.  The  other  point  that  I  wanted  to  make  to  the 
chairman  is  we  agree  with  your  thoughts  on  the  subject,  but  the 
danger  I  see  here  is  no  avenue  of  appeal.  You  say  summarily  these 
people  will  be  dismissed  from  the  service.  Under  the  civil  service 
regulations  there  is  an  area  of  appeal.  If  there  is  an  area  of  appeal 
this  is  a  different  question. 

Mr.  Udall.  My  objection  is  very  fundamental.  If  you  ap¬ 
pointed  me  postmaster  of  New  York  City,  and  demanded  that  I  really 
do  something  to  improve  the  mails,  I  couldn’t  do  the  job  myself.  My 
top  team  would  be  the  people  who  would  do  it.  Were  you  to  move  me 
in  there  and  stick  me  with  8,  10,  or  15,  major  assistants — people  who 
have  been  there  for  35  years,  people  who  are  opposed  to  my  appoint¬ 
ment,  who  think  they  know  more  than  I  do — and  you’d  say  I  couldn’t 
retire  some  of  them  honorably  and  move  up  some  people.  If  I  can’t 
even  do  this  above  level  13,  my  hands  are  tied.  I  have  two  cases  in 
my  district  right  now. 

Mr.  Olsen.  Mr.  Chairman,  you  see  your  hands  would  be  tied  if  you 
were  appointed  Postmaster  General. 

Mr.  Udall.  That  is  right.  You  wouldn’t  think  of  doing  this  in 
private  industry.  If  I  were  to  take  over  Ford  Motor  Co.  or  any  large 
corporation  and  you  said  to  me  that  there  are  10  or  12  people  who  have 
to  carry  out  my  program,  but  because  they  have  been  there  for  30 
years,  I  can’t  touch  them.  They  can  leave  me,  they  can  walk  out  and 
retire,  but  I  can’t  touch  a  one  of  them.  I  think  you  would  have  the 
same  kind  of  inefficiency  in  these  business  organizations  that  you  have 
in  some  of  the  large  post  offices. 

Mr.  Ledbetter.  Mr.  Chairman,  it  hasn’t  been  too  many  years 
since  postmasters  were  just  wiped  out  when  administrations  changed 
and  I  don’t  think  there  was  any  attempt  to  keep  the  good  ones  or  get 
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rid  of  the  bad  ones.  There  is  a  provision  in  the  law  now  that  will 
permit  the  Post  Office  Department  or  any  agency  to  retire  an  employee 
if  his  job  is  discontinued.  We  have  seen  this  provision  used  to  get  rid 
of  people  they  didn’t  want,  not  because  of  any  lack  of  efficiency  but 
simply  to  give  somebody  else  the  job.  We  are  in  business  to  protect 
our  members. 

Mr.  Olsen.  We  are  talking  about  moving  somebody  up.  We  are 
not  talking  about  the — — 

Mr.  Ledbetter.  Mr.  Olsen,  it  would  be  the  same  thing. 

Mr.  Udall.  You  should  be  able  to  do  this  in  top  management.  In 
a  complex  difficulty  with  a  new  program  and  new  enthusiasm  to  bear, 
I  don’t  think  you  should  tie  management’s  hands  by  saying  here  are 
your  major  assistants  and  you  can’t  touch  a  one  of  them. 

Mr.  Olsen.  I  find  that  there  is  a  great  fear  on  the  part  of  people 
in  the  administrative  agencies  that  the  politics  of  the  Congress  will 
move  in.  But,  then,  they  can’t  deny  that  they  have  politics  inside 
the  administrative  agencies. 

Mr.  Jaspan.  We  are  worried  about  that,  too. 

Mr.  Olsen.  You  can’t  do  anything  about  it.  What  can  you  do 
about  it? 

Mr.  Jaspan.  It  is  just  as  bad.  This  means  that  this  would  give 
them  more  leeway  if  they  could  get  rid  of  these  people  they  don’t 
agree  with.  If  they  have  a  fair-haired  boy  they  want  to  move  up  to 
GS-13,  they  could  get  rid  of  the  GS-13  who  is  age  55  and  has  30 
years’  service,  and  move  up  this  boy  who  is  in  a  lower  grade. 

Mr.  Olsen.  Bring  this  back  to  Congress  and  let  us  nominate  them 
then,  then  we  would  be  right  out  hi  the  open. 

Mr.  Udall.  You  ought  to  be  able  to  move  your  friends  in  certain 
positions.  If  I  were  made  President  of  the  United  States,  which  is 
something  which  will  never  happen - 

Mr.  Olsen.  I  am  sorry  to  hear  you  say  that.  Really,  I  aspired  for 
better  things  for  you. 

Mr.  Udall.  Thank  you. 

An  administration  of  the  other  party  had  just  completed  office, 
and  you  said  to  me  here  is  your  Cabinet,  President  Udall,  congratula¬ 
tions  and  good  luck,  you  can’t  touch  a  one  of  them.  You  would 
never  hear  of  it.  This  is  a  ridiculous,  hypothetical  situation,  but  the 
principles  are  the  same.  You  have  to  go  down  to  some  point  where 
you  say  there  ought  to  be  a  little  flexibility.  And  I  think  this  GS-13 
proposal  is  certainly  above  that  level  of  a  reasonable  leeway  for  ad¬ 
ministration. 

Mr.  Turrisi.  Mr.  Chairman,  you  made  a  point  about  being  post¬ 
master  of  New  York  and  had  this  high-level  staff  that  are  incompetent. 
Suppose  this  same  group  of  people  were  less  than  55  years  of  age,  what 
would  you  do  then? 

Air.  Udall.  Well,  that  is  hard  luck  on  my  part.  In  private 
industry  they  woidd  never  hear  of  this.  If  they  gave  you  a  job  as 
big  as  the  New  York  postmaster  they  woidd  allow*  you  to  pick  your 
staff.  I  am  willing  to  pay  that  price  and  say  people  under  55,  you 
are  stuck  with  them,  but  1  don’t  think  you  ought  to  be  stuck  with  all 
of  them.  I  think  you  ought  to  have  a  little  leeway. 

Mr.  Turrisi.  Isn’t  it  possible  that  the  person  with  30  years  of 
service  might  be  considered  not  so  good? 
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Mr.  Udall.  Not  at  all.  I  know  two  assistant  postmasters.  One 
of  them  hasn’t  done  a  day’s  work  in  the  last  35  years.  He  depresses 
the  morale  and  prevents  the  work  from  getting  out. 

I  know  another  one  who  is  a  couple  years  older  than  he  is,  yet, 
there  isn’t  a  postmaster  who  would  let  him  go  on  a  bet.  He  can 
work  with  anybody  and  get  along  with  anybody  under  any 
conditions. 

Top  management  should  be  able  to  say  to  the  former,  “Go  get 
another  career  where  you  may  do  very  well.” 

Mr.  Olsen.  In  our  capital  city  we  have  a  man  who  was  the  assistant 
postmaster  and  a  Republican  and  we  moved  him  into  the  postmaster¬ 
ship  because  he  was  so  outstanding.  It  was  one  of  the  best  tilings  we 
had  ever  done  because  of  the  way  he  runs  it — we  have  the  headquarters 
of  the  Mountain  State  Tel.  &  Tel.  and  a  bulk  of  mail  along  with  some 
insurance  companies.  We  needed  somebody  that  really  could  run 
that  post  office,  and  he  has  stayed  on. 

We  hope  now  out  of  his  leadership  we  have  got  somebody  else  that 
we  can  move  into  postmaster.  He  is  going  to  retire  next  year.  This 
we  knew  of  2  years  ago,  but  he  was  assistant  postmaster  and  dynamic 
and  a  leader. 

I  say  this,  Mo,  that  a  lot  of  people  don’t  like  him,  but  he  sure  runs 
the  post  office  and  we  are  very  proud  of  him.  I  hope - 

Mr.  Jaspan.  He  is  a  member  of  our  association. 

Mr.  Olsen.  Yes;  he  is  a  member  of  your  association. 

Mr.  Udall.  That  is  probably  why  he  is  so  good. 

Mr.  Olsen.  As  a  matter  of  fact  the  leaders  of  your  organization 
are  all  good.  Those  that  have  visited  me  in  my  area,  they  are  leaders 
and  they  want  to  make  the  postal  service  what  we  want  to  make  it. 
But  I  think  that  we  ought  to  do  something  about  such  a  provision. 

Maybe  there  are  kinds  of  reviews.  But  I  don’t  think  the  leadership 
of  the  Post  Office  ought  to  be  hamstrung  at  this  point  now.  Fifty-five 
years  of  age  and  30  years  of  service,  that  is  pretty  tight. 

Mr.  Udall.  And  GS-13. 

Mr.  Olsen.  Right. 

Mr.  O’Dwyer.  If  you  confined  it  to  GS-13  and  not  PFS  we  might 
go  along  with  you. 

Mr.  Olsen.  You  know  that  the  law  of  the  land  is  still  that  a 
Governor  of  a  State  or  the  President  of  the  United  States  can  fire 
anybody.  We  have  encroached  on  this  a  long,  long  way  in  establish¬ 
ing  civil  service  and  merit  systems.  I  am  not  finding  fault  with  civil 
service  and  merit  systems.  I  think  that  they  have  been  on  the  whole 
a  wonderful  contribution  and  we  have  eliminated  some  terrific  evils. 

Mr.  Udall.  But  you  need  a  little  give  in  the  system. 

Mr.  Olsen.  There  has  to  be  some  leeway  for  leadership  and  there 
has  to  be  some  leeway  for  the  employee  to  gain  recognition  and  to 
get  a  position  of  leadership. 

Mr.  Turrisi.  We  don’t  condone  inefficiency,  don’t  misunderstand 
our  argument. 

Mr.  Olsen.  I’m  sure  you  don’t.  You  were  pointing  up  the  evils 
that  might  occur,  and  I  don’t  think  that  they  are  as  great  as  you 
think.  That  is  our  only  difference,  I  think.  I  don’t  think  the  evils 
of  the  leeway  we  are  looking  for  would  be  as  great  as  you  fear. 

Mr.  Udall.  I  would  hate  to  come  in  as  a  Congressman  and  be  told, 
“Here  is  your  staff.  You  can’t  touch  them.  They  have  to  be  loyal 
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to  you  and  carry  out  your  program,  but  under  no  terms  or  conditions 
can  you  touch  one  of  them  until  he  reaches  65.” 

Mr.  Jaspan.  Of  course  we  are  in  favor  of  that  above  PFS-20. 

Mr.  Ledbetter.  If  I  may  raise  a  point  along  that  same  line.  I 
think  we  have  been  talking  about  high  level  supervisors  in  the  local 
post  offices.  But  we  are  thinking  in  terms  of  all  supervisors.  If  the 
superintendent  and  his  assistant  in  a  station  in  a  big,  growing  metro¬ 
politan  area — and  these  are  young  40-year-old,  vigorous  supervisors— 
have  40  clerks  and  carriers  who  are  between  55  and  65  years  of  age, 
and  yet  are  in  the  class  you  can’t  get  rid  of,  there  is  no  leeway  there. 
Either  they  perform  or  you  prefer  charges. 

We  as  supervisors  are  willing  to  stand  up  and  face  charges.  We  feel 
that  the  administration  wants  to  be  able  to  get  rid  of  supervisors  by 
doing  away  with  the  appeal  procedures.  If  it  is  optional  there  would 
be  no  appeal. 

Mr.  Udall.  There  shouldn’t  be,  in  my  judgment.  We  have  a 
fundamental  difference  on  this.  We  ought  to  be  able  to  say  to  the 
man,  “You  are  qualified  but  you  are  not  as  qualified  to  carry  out  this 
job  of  important  duties.  I  am  not  blackening  your  record  or  damag¬ 
ing  your  character.  I  am  just  saying  it  is  time  for  you  to  retire.” 

Mr.  O’Dwyer.  It  won’t  ease  his  pain.  If  he  was  forced  out  it 
would  be  common  knowledge. 

One  other  point  I  want  to  make  here.  I  mentioned  9  percent 
of  all  the  postal  employees.  These  are  the  people  you  are  talking 
about.  I  mentioned,  too,  that  they  are  approximately  55  years 
of  age  when  they  become  supervisors.  So  what  you  are  talking 
about  is  the  latitude  to  remove  all  those  people  in  almost  all  the  top 
post  offices  in  the  country  because  almost  all  of  them  are  55. 

Mr.  Udall.  You  are  assuming  that  somebody  is  going  to  come  in 
and  wipe  them  out?  I 

Mr.  O’Dwyer.  This  is  what  we  are  afraid  of. 

Mr.  Udall.  That  some  maniac  is  going  to  want  to  get  rid  of  all 
the  expertise  in  his  office?  The  fact  that  it  does  happen  in  a  few 
cases  would  have  a  very  wholesome  effect  on  the  morale  and  operation 
of  the  whole  system. 

Mr.  O’Dwyer.  I  don’t  like  to  admit  my  age,  but  I’m  past  this 
age  we  are  talking  about. 

Mr.  Olsen.  You  don’t  look  it. 

Mr.  O’Dwyer.  I  hold  a  position  as  chief  accountant  with  the  San 
Francisco  Post  Office,  PFS-14.  I  have  the  opportunity  to  go  back 
to  that  position  should  I  not  be  elected  next  national  convention. 

Mr.  Udall.  Under  some  electoral  misfortune. 

Mr.  O’Dwyer.  Since  I  have  left,  there  has  been  a  new  postmaster. 
I  may  add,  too,  that  there  are  a  number  of  people  in  the  San  Francisco 
Post  Office  who  are  filling  in  my  stead  from  a  14  to  a  6  who  perhaps 
won’t  be  too  happy  to  see  Mr.  O’Dwyer  come  back  to  the  San 
Francisco  Post  Office  because  they  will  have  to  step  down. 

It  may  very  well  be  that  the  new  postmaster  might  very  well  say, 
“This  gentleman  is  beyond  the  age.  We  don’t  want  him  to  come 
back.” 

These  are  some  of  the  dangers  that  are  inherent  in  this,  and  I  say  if 
this  is  to  be  considered,  that  there  should  be  an  appeal  process. 

Mr.  Udall.  Well,  let  me  comment  on  that.  You  referred  to 
this  several  times.  In  the  first  place,  I  would  say  they  would  be 
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crazy  if  they  didn’t  take  you  back.  But  assuming  the  politics  and 
personalities  are  such  that  they  didn’t,  I  don’t  view  this  language — - 
and  maybe  we  had  better  tighten  it  up — as  meaning  that  anyone  who 
is  the  immediate  supervisor  of  a  PFS-13  or  above  on  his  own  without 
any  review  can  involuntarily  retire  the  person  of  55  with  30  years. 
I  woidd  assume  the  procedure  would  be  that  the  San  Francisco  post¬ 
master  woidd  submit  your  name,  assuming  that  what  you  fear  occurs, 
to  the  region,  among  the  list  of  his  people  who  are  over  55,  30  years, 
who  ought  to  be  retired.  The  list  would  go  through  channels  to 
Washington.  Final  authority  would  only  come  from  the  personnel 
people  here,  and  a  good  organization  like  yours  would  have  an  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  be  heard,  if  this  is  being  done  on  a  personal  basis. 

So  that  this  is  an  appeal  of  sorts.  I  wouldn’t  want  any  appeal 
right 5  and  hearings  or  anything  else  of  this  written  into  it,  but  I 
should  think  that  in  practice  this  wouldn’t  be  the  whim  or  the  personal 
grudge  of  one  man  in  operation.  The  Post  Office  Department  would 
not  delegate  this  out  to  every  guy  who  happens  to  have  a  PFS-13 
on  his  staff,  that  it  would  go  up  through  channels  and  be  subjected 
to  some  review. 

Mr.  O’Dwyer.  Our  experience  is  that  this  would  never  occur. 
It  would  never  occur.  We  have  had  too  many  experiences  even  in 
promotional  appeals.  Actually  there  is  no  such  thing  as  promotional 
appeal. 

Mr.  Udall.  While  you  are  drawing  language,  get  me  some  language 
that  would  require  any  action  under  this  procedure  to  be  taken  only 
in  Washington  and  not  in  the  regional  offices. 

Mr.  Olsen.  Let’s  talk  about  it.  I  think  this  is  good. 

Mr.  Matsunaga.  Upon  the  recommendation  of  the  postmaster 
approved  by  the  regional  office  and  finally  approved  in  Washington. 

Mr.  Olsen.  It  would  have  to  be  affirmatively  reviewe  1  by  the 
regional  office  and  so  on.  Well,  let’s  talk  about  it  now,  because  you 
have  got  our  thinking.  Is  that  fair  enough? 

Mr.  Jaspan.  Let  me  tell  you,  Mr.  Olsen.  One  of  the  reasons  we 
are  so  much  afraid  of  this,  we  have  had  all  kinds  of  experiences  in 
the  post  office  even  back  in  the  days  when  the  employee  had  to  be 
graded  every  6  months. 

One  employee  would  have  three  supervisors  over  him,  and  each 
one  of  his  three  supervisors  would  rate  him  a  different  way.  They 
had  five  different  items  to  rate  them  on.  I  saw  one  of  the  neatest 
men  I  ever  saw  working  in  the  post  office  rated  80,  and  he  asked  his 
boss  if  he  needed  to  be  there  dressed  in  a  tuxedo. 

Mr.  Udall.  The  Chair  doesn’t  want  to  foreclose  discussion  here 
today,  and  I  wanted  to  say  to  my  friends  that  frequently  we  have 
been  unable  to  give  you  a  choice  location  of  witnesses,  and  I  was  a 
little  alarmed  about  having  to  put  you  off  this  afternoon,  but  I 
think  with  three  of  our  best  members  here  today - 

Mr.  Olsen.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Udall.  We  have  been  able  to  explore  leisurely  and  at  some 
length  a  lot  more  of  the  problems  than  we  would  have  if  we  had  tried 
to  rush  you  through  this  morning. 

Mr.  O’Dwyer.  We  appreciate  it. 

Mr.  Matsunaga.  One  point  of  clarification  here.  In  your  example 
of  the  average  postal  worker,  you  said  he  comes  in  at  30  and  he  works 


166 


FEDERAL  SALARIES  AND  FRINGE  BENEFITS 


30  years;  he  would  be  60,  not  55,  so  he  wouldn’t  be  subject  to  this 
optional  action  on  the  part  of  the  Government  until  he  reached  60. 

Mr.  Ledbetter.  I  believe  the  statement  said  25  years. 

Mr.  Olsen.  No;  we  are  talking  about  30  years  and  55  years  of  age. 

Mr.  Ledbetter.  Mr.  O’Dwyer  was  talking  about  30  years  entrance 
into  the  service  and  25  years  later  he  becomes  a  supervisor. 

Mr.  Matsunaga.  But  then  he  wouldn’t  be  subject  to  this  dismissal 
action  until  he  reaches  60,  because  he  would  not  have  had  30  years 
until  he  becomes  60. 

Mr.  Ledbetter.  But  he  would  have  only  been  a  supervisor  5  years. 

Mr.  Olsen.  Of  course  that  is  what  we  want  him  to  be  in  his  prime. 
Now  that  is  getting  back  to  the  Udall  position  and  my  position  inci¬ 
dentally  is  this:  I  think  that  we  must  look  to  the  supervisors  for  the 
best  kind  of  leadership,  not  the  best  politics,  not  at  all;  the  best  kind 
of  leadership  is  what  we  are  talking  about. 

Mr.  Udall.  If  we  had  a  little  more  movement  you  would  move 
your  people  up  faster  through  the  ranks.  They  would  be  supervisors 
in  the  prime  of  life  in  the  forties  and  fifties. 

Mr.  Olsen.  That  is  another  subject.  I  am  going  to  open  that 
right  this  minute.  Take  Great  Falls,  Mont.,  again.  They  have  a 
fine  Air  Force  base  there.  These  people  come  out  retired  from  the 
military  service  and  they  go  to  work  for  the  Post  Office  Department. 
Now  they  are  in  their  forties.  They  start  carrying  the  mail  and  the 
supervisor  says  that  this  fellow  can’t  carry  that  big  a  mail  route,  so 
they  tailor  the  mail  route  for  this  veteran.  Then,  someone  who  is  a 
senior  veteran  and  postal  carrier,  he  looks  at  that  route  and  he  bids 
it  so  he  gets  a  route  that  he  can  take  with  ease.  He  is  probably  a 
younger  man. 

So  in  this  situation  we  are  talking  about  now  we  have  got  to  be 
talking  about  veterans’  preference,  too.  Incidentally,  veterans’ 
preference  moves  in  on  temporary  employees  and  substitutes  who  have 
been  loyal  to  the  Post  Office.  The  veteran  comes  in  and  moves  in 
ahead  of  the  temporaries.  I  mean  the  war  veteran. 

Mr.  Udall.  I  hold  a  lot  of  minority  opinions  around  here  many 
times,  but  one  of  the  opinions  I  have  is  that  we  have  overdone  this 
veterans’  preference  business. 

Mr.  Olsen.  I  think  that  we  have.  We  have  made  it  too  big  a 
bracket,  without  any  qualifications  whatsoever.  I  think  this  enters 
into  this  situation  we  are  talking  about.  The  men  who  move  up, 
out  of  the  postal  service,  the  supervisory  service,  ought  to  move  into 
supervisory  service  at  a  younger  age,  as  a  matter  of  fact.  We  should 
have  some  protection  for  these  people.  1  want  to  do  away  with  the 
word  “temporary”  or  “substitute.”  I  would  like  young  people  to 
move  into  the  Post  Office  and  have  a  period  during  which  they  pass  the 
test.  After  a  number  of  hours  in  a  year,  then  they  are  permanent 
employees. 

Never  mind  this  old  nonsense  about  temporary  or  substitute. 
After  they  have  passed  a  test  period,  then  they  are  permanent. 
Then  veterans’  preference  wouldn’t  move  in  ahead  of  them.  They 
would  be  established  employees  in  the  Department. 

I  would  like  you  fellows  to  think  that  over  and  help  us  out  with 
it. 

Mr.  Udall.  Mr.  Matsunaga,  did  you  have  something  further? 
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Mr.  Matsunaga.  Do  we  have  any  more  witnesses? 

Mr.  Udall.  No;  we  are  about  to  conclude.  We  are  just  having  a 
little  friendly  philosophy.  I  was  going  to  call  on  Mr.  Buchanan 
in  a  moment.  I  wanted  to  make  a  friendly  philosophy  to  change 
the  subject.  We  were  trying  to  determine  what  the  other  organiza¬ 
tion  leaders  mean  in  attacking  the  comparability  and  saying  that 
it  was  a  dead  letter.  No  one  has  appeared  here  and  said  that  com¬ 
parability  is  a  bad  idea.  They  have  said  that  it  is  a  good  idea. 
But  our  machinery  and  our  ability  to  carry  out  comparability  has 
failed . 

If  we  could  have  true  comparability  in  all  grades,  I  don’t  think 
there  is  any  employee  leader  who  would  not  give  it  a  cheer. 

This  brings  me  back  to  the  point  I  made  last  year.  No  one  seemed 
to  like  Mr.  Mac.y’s  idea  of  semiautomatic  raises,  but  the  more  Tsee 
around  here,  the  more  1  am  for  developing  a  plan  where  we  have  one 
last  pay  fight.  We  get  the  law  passed,  and  every  year,  regardless  of 
the  budget,  regardless  of  war  or  peace,  regardless  of  the  particular 
problems  that  crowd  the  congressional  agenda,  we  give  each  grade 
full  comparability. 

There  are  a  lot  of  bugs  in  the  machinery.  There  are  many  ways  in 
which  the  particular  proposal  is  inadequate.  But  I  would  like  to  see 
some  machinery  developed  so  that  we  have  full  comparability. 

If  we  had  retained  the  House  proposal,  that  second  stage,  last  year, 
we  wouldn’t  have  this  problem.  We  would  be  pretty  close  to 
comparability. 

Mr.  Olsen.  I  subscribe  to  what  you  say.  But  the  fact  of  the 
matter  is  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  is  determining  what  Macy  comes 
up  here  and  recommends,  and  this  is  the  fallacy  comparability.  The 
Bureau  of  the  Budget  is  dictating  it  instead  of  the  law  of  the  land. 

I  resent  very  much  the  fact  that  not  only  does  Macy  pretend  to 
come  up  here  and  give  us  a  phony  comparability,  but  on  top  of  that, 
he  comes  up  here  and  wants  to  amend  the  rules  of  our  committee 
and  take  compensation,  retirement,  health,  and  insurance  and  put 
them  all  in  one  package  and  turn  us  into  something  that  is  not  lawful — 
guidelines.  Guidelines  is  not  the  law  of  the  land. 

Mr.  Udall.  The  gentleman  shouldn’t  blame  Mr.  Macy  for  the 
packaging  entirely. 

Mr.  Olsen.  I  blame  him  because  he  is  the  only  one  who  has  been 
here  so  far.  When  someone  else  gets  up  here  I  will  blame  them. 

Mr.  Udall.  I  hope  the  gentleman  will  have  the  opportunity  to 
do  so. 

Mr.  Olsen.  I  will  be  here. 

Mr.  Udall.  But  the  fact  remains  as  long  as  we  insist  that  Congress 
do  this  job  every  year  we  are  at  the  mercy  of  particular  Presidents, 
particular  Budget  Bureau  Directors,  particular  events,  particular 
budgetary  requests,  the  atmosphere  in  the  Congress,  and  the  country. 

We  ought  not  to  be  at  the  mercy  of  those  sorts  of  things.  We 
ought  to  have  full  comparability  in  every  grade  every  year,  without 
going  through  all  this. 

Mr.  Buchanan? 

Mr.  Buchanan.  Gentlemen,  I  have  arrived  about  in  time  to  bid 
you  all  good  day.  But  I  will  read  your  statements,  and  I  associate 
myself  with  the  remarks  just  made  by  Mr.  Udall. 
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I  voted  for  this  tiling  last  year  and  thought  it  was  a  good  thing 
and  still  wish  it  had  passed. 

Mr.  Jaspan.  Mr.  Chairman,  there  is  a  little  technicality  here  in 
looking  over  the  retirement  committee  proposals.  They  say  a  man 
of  55  years  of  age  and  30  could  retire,  or  a  man  60  years  of  age  with  20 
years  of  service.  But  a  man  that  is  59  years  old  and  has  29  years’ 
service  cannot  retire  according  to  that. 

I  think  the  committee  should  look  into  the  fact  that  this  man  can’t 
qualify  under  either.  He  has  more  than  20  years  of  service,  but  he 
is  not  60,  and  he  can’t  qualify  under  the  other  with  30  years’  service 
and  age  55. 

Mr.  Matsunaga.  Is  that  in  the  proposed  bill? 

Mr.  Udall.  It  is  necessary  to  adopt  some  arbitrary  cutoff  if  you 
are  going  to  adopt  this  principle.  You  have  to  have  cutoffs  both  as 
to  age  and  service.  When  you  get  on  the  borderline  you  get  into 
some  inconsistent  positions,  but  it  is  a  matter  of  degree,  I  suppose. 

Mr.  O’Dwyer.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  was  anticipating  that  you  were 
going  to  ask  that  question  of  me  that  you  did  of  some  of  the  other 
organizations,  and  I  had  prepared  a  statement  on  that  and  I  feel 
that  this  would  be  the  proper  time  to  place  it  in  the  record. 

Mr.  Udall.  I  welcome  it,  and  I  have  no  idea  what  you  are  going 
to  say. 

Mr.  O’Dwyer.  The  question  of  patriotism  has  been  raised  as 
relates  to  the  proposals  presented  by  the  administration.  I  want  to 
say  that  the  patriotism  of  our  association  is  beyond  question. 

Mr.  Udall.  No  doubt  about  it. 

Mr.  Dwyer.  Many  of  our  members  are  veterans  of  World  War  II, 
Korean  conflict,  and  some  of  them  are  even  involved  in  the  Vietnam 
situation.  Vivid  in  their  minds  is  the  vacuum  in  salary  increases 
during  the  period  1925  to  1945  and  the  sacrifice  that  many  made  in 
World  War  II,  the  Korean  conflict,  and  now  in  Vietnam.  They  are 
conscious  of  the  delicate  situation  in  Vietnam  and  we  all  pray  for  an 
early  peace.  Yet  authoritative  sources  have  said  this  conflict  could 
go  on  for  10  or  20  years.  We  agree  with  Congressman  Olsen  that  the 
possibility  next  year  of  a  salary  adjustment  is  remote,  and  we  raise 
the  question  as  to  whether  we  are  to  again  wait  for  10  to  20  years  for 
comparability. 

We  agree,  too,  with  Congressman  Krebs  that  if  the  inflationary 
situation  is  as  bad  as  claimed  that  controls  on  all  facets  should  be 
exercised.  They  should  not  be  confined  to  the  Federal  employees 
who  are  far  behind  private  industry  as  a  result  of  continual  increases 
granted  to  them  over  the  years,  and  the  failure  of  the  Government  to 
fulfill  their  obligation  as  provided  in  the  law  establishing  the  com¬ 
parability  principle. 

If  the  administration  proposals  provided  for  comparability  in  the 
middle  and  upper  levels  as  it  is  purported  to  do  in  the  lower  levels,  it 
would  be  easy  for  me  to  accept  the  administration  proposal.  But  in 
all  good  conscience  I  cannot  agree  with  the  administration  proposals 
unless  a  provision  is  included  for  comparability  in  levels  6  and  above 
or  at  least  one-half  comparability  in  this  session  of  Congress. 

Mr.  Udall.  Thank  you,  Mr.  O’Dwyer.  Thank  you  very  much  for 
a  most  helpful  presentation. 

(The  full  text  of  Mr.  O’Dwyer’s  statement  follows:) 
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Prepared  Statement  of  Fred  J.  O’Dwyer 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  Subcommittees  on  Compensation,  and  on 
Retirement,  Insurance,  and  Health  Benefits. 

My  name  is  Fred  J.  O’ Dwyer.  I  am  president  of  the  National  Association  of 
Postal  Supervisors,  composed  of  more  than  28,500  postal  supervisors.  Our 
members  are  employed  in  post  offices,  post  office  vehicle  installations,  and  railway 
and  highway  post  offices  located  in  all  of  the  50  States  and  in  Guam,  Puerto  Rico, 
and  the  Virgin  Islands.  I  am  accompanied  by  our  national  secretary,  Donald  N. 
Ledbetter  and  our  legislative  representative,  Daniel  Jaspan. 

We  are  grateful  to  President  Johnson  and  the  administration  for  their  interest 
in  the  principle  of  comparability  as  established  by  Public  Law  87-793  enacted  in 
1962,  and  to  the  chairman  and  members  of  this  subcommittee  for  scheduling  early 
hearings  this  year  on  this  subject.  We  also  appreciate  the  interest  in  salary 
legislation  of  Congressmen  Krebs,  Olsen,  Daniels,  and  Cunningham,  who  have 
introduced  bills  providing  7-percent  salary  increases  in  all  levels.  These  bills  also 
contain  overtime  provisions,  which  we  will  comment  on  later.  All  embrace 
comparability.  It  is  limited,  however,  to  the  five  lowest  levels.  A  7-percent 
increase  is  the  minimum  amount  needed  for  current  comparability  in  the  lower 
levels  but  greater  percentage  increases  are  required  in  the  middle  and  upper  levels 
if  the  principle  is  to  maintain. 

The  only  salary  bill  introduced  at  this  time  which  provides  true  comparability 
for  all  PFS  salary  levels  is  H.R.  12838,  introduced  by  Congressman  Hanley.  This 
bill  is  based  on  the  figures  supplied  by  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics.  We 
endorse  H.R.  12838  100  percent. 

WHAT  IS  COMPARABILITY? 

The  Federal  Salary  Act  of  1962  established  the  comparability  principle.  Briefly 
Public  Law  87-793  provides  that  Federal  salaries  shall  be  comparable  with  private 
industry,  based  on  annual  surveys  conducted  by  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics. 
These  surveys  have  shown  that  the  middle  and  upper  levels  have  been  dropping 
further  and  further  behind  their  counterparts  in  private  industry.  Moreover, 
testimony  before  this  committee  last  year  and  this  year  clearly  establishes  this 
fact. 

Public  Law  87-793  contained  a  postal  field  service  salary  schedule  based  on 
comparability.  Due  to  budgetary  limitations,  it  trailed  from  1  to  3  years,  com¬ 
parability  figures  available  at  that  time.  However,  the  principle  which  we  had 
espoused  for  many  years  was  established  and  blazed  a  new  trail  in  salary  bills. 
We  assumed  and  hoped  that  this  would  be  carried  out  fully  in  future  bills. 

COMPARABILITY  WEAKENED 

Our  expectations  received  a  staggering  blow  when  Public  Law  88-426,  the 
Federal  Employees’  Salary  Act  of  1964,  was  enacted.  Although  bills  were  intro¬ 
duced  to  carry  out  the  principle  of  comparability  in  all  levels,  the  one  finally 
enacted  was  an  emaciated  version  of  the  original  proposals.  This  was  caused  by 
the  much  larger  increases  granted  to  the  first  five  levels  and  not  to  postal  super¬ 
visors  and  others  in  the  remaining  levels.  Chart  A  shows  at  a  glance  how  the 
principle  of  comparability  was  distorted  by  Public  Law  88-426.  It  illustrates 
the  percentage  increases  for  the  first  13  levels  which  comprise  about  99  percent 
of  the  employees  in  the  postal  field  service. 

As  can  readily  be  seen  in  chart  A,  employees  in  the  first  four  levels  received 
salary  increases  of  more  than  6  percent.  This  is  double  the  increase  of  3.2  percent 
for  level  7.  The  percentage  decreased  steadily  in  the  higher  levels,  with  level  10 
receiving  only  a  2.67  percent  increase.  Dollarwise,  the  level  4  employees  received 
$320  while  the  first-line  (level  7)  supervisor  received  only  $205.  No  supervisor 
below  level  12  received  as  much  percentage  or  dollar  increase  as  the  level  4  em¬ 
ployees.  This  is  a  graphic  picture  of  the  compression  created  in  the  middle 
levels  and,  gentlemen,  that  compression  is  still  there. 
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It  is  difficult  for  anyone  to  maintain  that  comparability  existed  in  this  law. 
If  anything,  the  reverse  is  true.  The  figures  of  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics 
demonstrated  that  larger  increases  should  have  been  applied  to  the  middle  and 
upper  levels.  Simple  justice  should  have  demanded  no  less  than  the  same 
percentage  increase  for  all  levels. 

We  do  not  deny  that  the  more  than  6-percent  increase  for  clerks-carriers  and 
other  employees  was  justified.  However,  there  was  ample  evidence  that  greater 
increases  were  required  for  supervisory  levels.  We  maintain  that  any  equitable 
salary  schedule  based  on  the  principle  of  comparability,  must  show  a  larger 
increase  in  the  higher  levels  where  the  duties  and  responsibilities  are  greater. 
This  not  only  carries  out  the  intent  of  the  law  but  is  good  personnel  practice. 

BLS  FIGURES 

This  brings  us  to  Public  Law  89-301.  The  figures  of  the  Bureau  of  Labor 
Statistics,  based  on  1964  comparability,  showed  that  Federal  employees  needed 
from  3.5  percent  in  the  lower  grades  to  11.1  percent  in  the  upper  grades  to  achieve 
comparability  as  of  March  1964.  The  across-the-broad  3.6  percent  salary  increase 
granted  in  Public  Law  89-301  did  not  close  the  gap.  The  lag  continues  but  has 
fallen  further  behind  since  salaries  in  industry  had  risen  approximately  3  percent 
between  the  1964  and  1965  report. 

1966  SALARY  PROPOSALS 

As  mentioned  above,  the  salary  proposals  in  most  of  the  bills  introduced  this 
year  are  based  on  a  straight  7-percent  across-the-board  increase.  The  7-percent 
figure  can  certainly  be  justified  in  the  lower  levels,  based  on  studies  made  by  the 
Government  agencies.  However,  to  achieve  full  comparability,  more  than  7 
percent  is  needed  in  the  middle  and  upper  levels.  Ii.R.  12838  meets  this  test. 
It  contains  a  7-percent  increase  for  the  first  five  levels  and  a  gradually  increasing 
percentage  in  levels  6  through  20.  It  will  bring  about  current  comparability 
for  all  levels  in  the  postal  field  service.  We  are  certain  the  members  of  this 
committee  endorse  the  principle  of  comparability.  Only  by  the  enactment  of  a 
salary  bill  with  this  salary  schedule  can  it  be  achieved. 

The  members  of  this  committee  are  familiar  with  the  history  of  salary  adjust¬ 
ments  throughout  the  years.  We  know  you  realize  that  we  in  the  postal  field 
service  have  never  achieved  current  comparability,  nor  have  we  ever  come  really 
close.  It  has  been  our  misfortune  to  have  fallen  far  behind  current  comparability 
throughout  the  years.  The  achievement  of  this  goal  has  always  been  thwarted 
by  budgetary  or  other  considerations.  The  only  way  to  end  this  inequity  is  by 
passing  a  salary  bill  with  the  salary  schedule  of  H.R.  12838. 
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ADMINISTRATION  TESTIMONY 

In  1962,  as  well  as  in  1964,  1965,  and  1966,  the  Chairman  of  the  Civil  Service 
Commission,  the  Director,  Bureau  of  the  Budget,  and  Post  Office  Department 
officials  have  admitted  the  gap  has  been  widening  in  the  middle  and  upper  levels. 
H.R.  10281,  which  passed  the  House  with  an  overwhelming  majority  last  year, 
would  have  closed  part  of  the  gap  if  the  provision  for  the  second  phase  had  been 
retained  by  the  Senate.  That  would  have  brought  us  nearer  to  comparability 
than  we  have  ever  come.  However,  as  we  all  know  too  well,  this  feature  was  lost 
when  the  Senate  acted. 

The  recommendations  of  the  administration  to  this  committee  on  salary  will 
not  adjust  the  lag  in  the  middle  levels.  Employees  in  the  middle  and  upper  levels 
are  far  behind  their  counterparts  in  private  industry.  We  appreciate  that  budg¬ 
etary  consideration  is  a  factor.  But  this  is  the  history  of  every  piece  of  salary 
legislation.  If  we  are  ever  to  catch  up,  the  percentage  increase  must  be  greater 
than  that  proposed  by  the  administration  for  the  middle  and  upper  levels. 

The  testimony  of  Mr.  Macy  and  Mr.  Murphy  demonstrated  the  need  for 
larger  increase  in  the  middle  and  upper  levels.  They  stated  that  the  administra¬ 
tion  proposals  would  go  at  least  one-third  on  the  road  to  comparability.  However , 
while  bringing  the  first,  four  PFS  levels  to  1965  comparability,  there  is  no  provision 
for  an  adjustment  in  PFS  levels  6  through  9.  On  the  same  ratio  as  the  lower  and 
upper  levels,  a  minimum  increase  of  3.2  to  3.4  percent  is  needed  and  approxi¬ 
mately  5  percent  in  level  10. 

Chart  B  graphically  discloses  the  imbalance  in  the  administration  proposals. 
The  lower  line  is  the  administration  proposal.  You  will  note  there  is  no  adjust¬ 
ment  for  comparability  until  level  10.  Levels  6  through  9  are  the  bulk  of  the 
middle  level  employees.  The  upper  line  clearly  establishes  the  inequity  of  the 
administration  proposals. 

We  earnestly  request  this  committee  to  increase  the  percentages  to  a  more 
realistic  figure. 
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We  are  convinced  that  now  is  the  time  to  bring  salary  levels  comparable  with 
private  industry.  This  should  be  the  year  to  embrace  the  slogan  “Operation 
Catchup.”  We  reiterate,  therefore,  our  recommendation  to  this  committee  of 
the  enactment  of  the  Hanley  bill,  H.R.  12838.  If  a  compromise  is  necessary,  we 
strongly  recommend  a  provision  to  close  at  least  half  the  comparability  gap  in  any 
salary  bill  enacted  this  year,  with  provisions  for  a  complete  catchup  in  1967. 
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OVERTIME 

Employees  in  the  postal  field  service  have  also  fallen  behind  comparability 
with  industry  in  the  overtime  provisions.  H.R.  12240,  H.R.  12288,  and  H.R. 
12924,  introduced  by  Congressmen  Olsen,  Daniels,  and  Cunningham,  respec¬ 
tively,  contain  overtime  provisions  but  they  limit  such  payments  to  the  first  seven 
levels.  H.R.  12094,  introduced  by  Congressman  Krebs,  and  H.R.  12838,  intro¬ 
duced  by  Congressman  Hanley,  provide  time  and  a  half  for  overtime  payments  for 
all  employees  who  work  more  than  8  hours  in  1  day,  or  on  Saturdays.  This  com¬ 
mittee  approved,  and  the  House  passed,  H.R.  10281  last  year.  This  bill  provided 
for  the  mandatory  payment  of  overtime  through  level  10.  The  Postmaster  Gen¬ 
eral  was  granted  the  option  of  paying  overtime  above  level  10.  This  is  another 
provision  that  was  eliminated  by  the  Senate.  Public  Law  89-301  limited  the  pay¬ 
ment  of  overtime  to  PFS-7  and  below,  with  payment  to  levels  8  through  14  at  the 
option  of  the  Postmaster  General. 

The  Christmas  season,  as  you  know,  is  the  heaviest  mailing  period  of  the  year. 
Under  the  optional  provision,  the  Post  Office  Department  was  reasonably  liberal 
in  authorizing  payment  of  overtime  to  employees  in  PFS  8-14  during  this  time. 
However,  in  certain  areas  limits  were  placed  on  the  number  of  hours  of  overtime 
for  employees  in  these  levels  but  not  in  the  lower  levels.  We  have  reports  that 
some  offices  required  lower  level  employees  to  work  overtime  on  designated  week¬ 
ends,  but  did  not  permit  PFS  8-14’s  to  work.  What  is  more  disturbing  ,  however, 
is  that  under  this  optional  authority  employees  in  PFS  8-14  are,  in  many  instances, 
detailed  to  a  6-day  week. 

Section  5(a)  of  Public  Law  89-301  states  “a  basic  workwTeek  is  established  for 
all  postal  field  service  employees  consisting  of  five  eight-hour  days.”  The  intent 
of  Public  Law  89-301,  I  am  sure  you  gentlemen  will  agree,  was  that  every  regular 
postal  employee  would  be  assigned  to  a  5-day  week.  The  law  requires  that 
regular  employees  in  PFS-7  and  below  must  be  paid  overtime  for  all  hours  in 
excess  of  eight  each  day  and  for  work  on  the  sixth  and  seventh  day.  Public  Law 
89-116  provides  for  a  5-dav  week  for  postmasters.  So  what  happens?  In  many 
cases,  the  employee  in  PFS-8  and  above  is  scheduled  to  a  workweek  of  Monday 
through  Friday  and  from  4  to  6  hours  on  Saturday.  As  the  law  permits  payment 
of  overtime  or  compensatory  time  in  these  levels,  he  is  granted  a  compensatory 
day  off  in  the  following  week  or  within  the  next  30  days.  In  effect,  the  supervisor 
in  PFS-8  and  above  is  no  more  than  a  substitute.  Gentlemen,  we  submit  that 
this  is  a  definite  violation  of  Public  Law  89-301,  which  establishes  a  basic  work¬ 
week  of  5  eight-hour  days. 

Mr.  Murphy,  in  his  statement,  pointed  out  that  supervisors  in  industry  are 
not  always  granted  overtime  payments.  We  do  not  deny  this.  However, 
supervisors  in  industry  are  given  other  benefits  and  privileges  that  we  do  not 
receive  in  the  postal  service  such  as  bonuses,  stock  options,  paid  membership 
in  clubs,  profit  sharing,  and  many  other  benefits.  Aside  from  this,  employees 
under  the  Classification  Act  in  grades  1  through  9  are  paid  overtime,  and  above 
these  grades  at  the  rate  of  GS-9.  There  is,  therefore,  a  precedent  in  the  govern¬ 
mental  service  and  we  feel  equity  to  our  proposals  for  the  payment  of  overtime 
in  all  levels  of  the  PFS  schedule. 

We  again  strongly  recommend  the  overtime  provisions  of  H.R.  12094  and  H.R. 
12838. 

JUNIOR-SENIOR  INEQUITIES 

Another  part  of  H.R.  10281  which  was  approved  by  the  House  last  year  and 
eliminated  on  the  Senate  side,  would  have  been  a  partial  solution  to  the  inequity 
whereby  senior  employees  are  placed  in  steps  below  the  step  of  the  junior  em¬ 
ployee  promoted  at  a  later  date.  The  section  approved  last  year  in  H.R.  10281 
applied  only  to  senior  employees  promoted  to  a  higher  level  between  July  9,  1960, 
and  October  13,  1962. 

Section  5  of  H.R.  12838,  introduced  by  Congressman  Hanley,  will  eliminate 
all  inequities  as  no  date  restrictions  are  imposed.  The  Hanley  bill  provides  that 
the  senior  employee  who  is  in  a  step  below  that  of  a  junior  employee  in  his  own 
office  in  the  same  level  be  advanced  to  the  same  step.  The  enactment  of  this 
provision  would  be  a  tremendous  boost  to  the  morale  of  our  members  who  receive 
less  money  than  other  supervisors  who  entered  the  service  and  became  super- 
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visors  at  a  later  date.  The  following  gives  some  examples  of  supervisors  with 
more  seniority  who  are  in  lower  steps  than  junior  employees: 


Employee 

Entered 

service 

Promoted 
to  present 
position 

Now  in 
level — 

Annual 

salary 

Salary 

differential 

W.  B _ 

Aug.  8,1931 
Aug.  1, 1941 
May  5, 1937 
Dec.  14,1942 

Feb.  1, 1965 

10-3 

$8, 660 
9,486 
7,517 
7,714 
7, 633 
7, 845 
7,633 
7,845 
7,633 
8,269 

}  $825 

W.  K _ _ _ 

June  19, 1965 
Apr.  1, 1963 
Mar.  1, 1965 
July  31,1965 
Jan.  31,1966 
Apr.  28,1962 
Nov.  6,1965 
Apr.  14,1962 
Oct.  9, 1965 

10-6 

R.  N.  H _ _ _ _ 

6-9 

}  197 

C.  E.  A _ _ _ 

6-10 

W.  R.  J _ _ _ 

Oet.  7, 1937 
Apr.  17,1940 
Nov.  12, 1945 
Sept.  25, 1948 
Jan.  27,1943 

7-7 

}  212 

A.  P.  H . . 

7-8 

W.  L.  M _ 

7-7 

}  212 

D.  J.  N _ _ _ 

7-8 

D.  J.  P _ 

7-7 

}  636 

P.  F.  K. 

Sept.  27, 1943 

7-10 

We  strongly  urge  the  enactment  of  section  5  of  II. R.  12838  to  correct  these 
glaring  inequities. 


STEP  INCREASES 


Although  the  salaries  at  the  top  steps  of  the  levels  may  look  attractive,  a  very 
large  number  of  supervisors  will  never  reach  that  step.  Under  the  present  salary 
schedule,  progression  from  step  7  to  the  top  step  is  at  3-year  intervals. 

Supervisors  are  promoted  from  the  rank  and  file  employees.  According  to 
figures  furnished  by  the  Post  Office  Department,  the  average  entry  age  of  clerks 
and  carriers  is  above  age  30.  Many  of  them  do  not  become  supervisors  in  less  than 
25  years.  This  brings  the  average  age  to  at  least  55,  which  is  the  optional  retire¬ 
ment  age.  If  they  are  promoted  to  level  7  they  are  placed  in  step  6  and  it  then 
takes  13  additional  years  to  reach  the  top  step  if  they  remain  in  level  7.  At  this 
point,  the  employee  would  be  very  close  to  the  mandatory  retirement  age.  He 
could  not  possibly  serve  5  years  in  the  top  step  of  his  salary  grade  and  establish  the 
necessary  “high  5”  average  for  retirement  purposes.  When  an  employee  is 
promoted  to  level  7  he  automatically  drops  back  to  a  lower  step.  Many  will  never 
reach  the  top  step  of  a  new  level  because  of  the  age  factor.  If  he  is  promoted  above 
level  7,  he  again  drops  back  a  step  or  more  each  time  he  is  promoted  which  makes 
it  even  more  difficult  to  reach  the  top  step. 

This  situation  is  common  only  to  the  postal  field  service,  where  practically  all 
of  the  employees  enter  in  the  lower  levels.  In  other  agencies,  many  employees 
enter  the  service  in  a  supervisory  or  management  grade  because  there  are  many 
more  positions  in  those  grades  than  in  the  postal  service.  Only  9  percent  of  all 
postal  employees  are  in  level  7  or  higher,  while  42  percent  of  the  employees  under 
the  Classification  Act  are  in  grade  7  or  higher.  A  person  who  enters  the  classified 
service  in  the  middle  and  upper  grades  would  normally  have  little  difficidty  in 
reaching  the  top  step  of  his  grade.  In  the  postal  service,  it  is  almost  impossible. 
We  urge  this  committee  to  study  our  recommendation  that  all  steps  in  the  postal 
field  service  schedule  be  at  1-year  intervals. 


FRINGE  BENEFITS 

When  Chairman  Macy  of  the  Civil  Service  Commission,  and  Mr.  Roger  Jones 
of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget,  testified  on  another  bill  earlier  this  year,  they  indi¬ 
cated  that  fringe  benefits  should  not  be  considered  piecemeal  but  would  be  part  of 
the  overall  recommendations.  They  also  indicated  that  fringe  benefits  were  more 
liberal  in  the  Federal  service  than  in  industry.  Last  year  Mr.  Ewan  Clague  who 
was  Commissioner  of  Labor  Statistics,  appeared  before  this  committee.  He 
stated  at  that  time  that  total  expenditures  for  fringe  benefits  were  approximately 
the  same  for  white  collar  employees  in  private  industry  and  the  classified  employees 
in  Government.  All  other  expenditures  were  higher  for  employees  of  private 
industries,  including  retirement,  unemployment,  and  health  benefit  programs. 
He  stated  that  private  industry  employees  receive  some  additions  to  payroll  not 
available  to  Federal  employees;  for  example,  savings  and  thrift  plans,  yearend 
and  other  special  bonuses. 

According  to  Mr.  Clague,  one-fourth  of  the  companies  reporting  such  data  paid 
all  of  the  costs  of  health,  accident,  and  life  insurance  plans.  Three-fourths  of  those 
with  contributory  plans  paid  more  than  half  the  cost.  The  Federal  contribution 
is  much  less  than  half. 

A  very  important  part  of  Mr.  Clague’s  statement  was  that  the  Federal  em¬ 
ployee  makes  a  larger  contribution  relative  to  basic  salary  to  his  health  and  retire- 
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ment  programs  than  the  private  employee — about  8.5  percent  to  about  6  percent. 
This  shows  that  the  Government  lags  far  behind  in  comparability  in  fringe  bene¬ 
fits,  except  for  paid  leave. 

Without  a  bill  on  the  fringe  benefit  proposals  of  the  administration,  it  is  not 
possible  to  state  a  position  on  each  aspect.  We  do  feel,  however,  that  the  life 
insurance  proposals  of  Congressmen  Daniels  and  Matsunaga  are  equitable  [and 
should  be  enacted  into  law  in  this  session. 

As  to  the  other  aspects,  we  have  read  the  President’s  message  to  Congress  and 
can  see  nothing  therein  that  warrants  a  0.5-percent  increase  in  our  contributions  to 
the  retirement  fund.  Mr.  Murphy  stated  that  employee  representatives  who 
appeared  before  the  Cabinet-level  Committee  agreed  to  an  increase  in  the  con¬ 
tributions.  We  certainly  did  not  agree  to  any  increase  at  that  time,  nor  do  we  now 
agree.  We  are  certain  that  those  who  were  not  opposed  to  such  an  increase  ex¬ 
pected  a  greater  liberalization  of  benefits.  We  did  support  granting  of  social 
security  benefits  to  those  employees  who  did  not  work  enough  years  in  civil 
service  positions  to  establish  eligibility  for  retirement  benefits. 

We  are  unalterably  opposed  to  the  agencies  having  the  option  of  forcing  em¬ 
ployees  with  30  years’  service  to  retire.  Even  though  this  option  is  restricted  to 
employees  in  GS-13  and  above,  which  is  equivalent  to  PFS-14  or  15,  we  cannot 
support  it.  In  the  first  place,  it  is  difficult  for  any  agency  official  to  make  an 
objective  judgment  of  the  value  of  an  employee  who  has  "reached  the  30-year, 
55-age  stage.  There  is  a  strong  possibility,  and  even  a  probability,  that  these 
employees  could  suddenly  find  themselves  expendable  due  to  changes  in  the 
administration  or  even  in  the  staffing  of  offices.  Mr.  Murphy  said  that  it  is 
better  to  release  the  employee  in  this  manner  rather  than  begin  an  adverse  action 
procedure.  This  is  merely  a  matter  of  semantics.  Adverse  action  would  still 
be  taken,  but  the  employee  would  have  no  appeal  rights  or  other  protection. 
Tins  would  be  the  beginning  of  the  end  of  the  merit  system  and  would  undermine 
the  whole  civil  service  system.  We  strongly  urge  this  committee  to  delete  this 
proposal. 

HEALTH  BENEFITS 

We  were  very  disappointed  with  the  health  benefits  proposal.  Despite  the 
fact  that  more  and  more  industries  are  assuming  the  total  cost  of  health  benefits 
insurance,  the  administration  merely  proposes  to  increase  its  contributions  by 
$1.06  per  month  until  1968.  By  that  time,  insurance  costs  will  probably  be 
increased  and  practically  all  of  private  industry  will  be  paying  100  percent."  Is 
this  the  much-discussed  comparability?  The  percentage  of  the  Government 
contributions  has  steadily  declined  from  about  38  percent  while  industry  has 
been  increasing  its  share.  The  proposals  do  not  even  suggest  a  percentage  figure, 
but  a  dollar  figure  which  will  leave  the  employees  even  further  behind  as  the  cost 
of  hospitalization  and  medical  expenses  continue  their  upward  trend.  There  is 
no  good  reason  why  the  Government  should  not  assume  at  least  50  percent  of 
the  cost. 

EFFECTIVE  DATE 

The  proposed  effective  date  of  January  1,  1967,  would  again  widen  the  gap 
between  salaries  in  industry  and  Federal  salaries.  The  trend  in  industry  is 
steadily  upward.  Despite  the  suggested  guidelines,  it  is  common  knowledge 
that  few,  if  any,  union  contracts  provide  less  than  a  4-percent  increase.  We  are 
asked  not  only  to  accept  less  practically  a  year  from  now  but  we  are  asked  to 
accept  a  salary  schedule  that  is  below  comparable  salaries  according  to  figures 
already  more  than  a  year  old.  To  keep  the  situation  from  becoming  worse,  the 
effective  date  should  be  January  1,  1966. 

CONCLUSION 

Although  the  administration  has  stressed  budgetary  considerations  and  the 
Vietnam  situation  as  grounds  for  not  proposing  real  comparability  at  this  time, 
it  is  our  firm  opinion  that  we  should  not  be  penalized  merely  because  we  are 
employed  by  the  U.S.  Government.  We  are  as  patriotic  as  any  other  Americans, 
but  we  object  to  being  discriminated  against  by  the  postponement  of  compara¬ 
bility  in  salaries  and  fringe  benefits  while  those  employed  in  industry  have 
constantly  had  increases  in  both — and  the  trend  is  continuing.  The  administration 
witnesses  have  pointed  to  industry  as  precedent.  Flowever,  they  have  not  pointed 
out  that  salary  increases  and  fringe  benefits  in  industry  have  been  much  greater 
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over  the  years.  We  do  not  believe  that  this  is  the  proper  time  to  tie  in  salaries 
and  fringe  benefits  as  proposed.  When  we  reach  comparability  in  salaries  and 
fringe  benefits,  we  will  be  willing  to  accept  package  deals. 

We  strongly  urge  this  committee  to: 

1.  Report  out  a  bill  that  will  have  a  salary  schedule  based  on  current 
comparability,  such  as  H.R.  12838,  introduced  by  Congressman  Hanley. 

2.  Extend  overtime  payments  to  all  salary  levels  instead  of  confining  them 
to  the  lowest  seven  levels. 

3.  Include  a  section  to  eliminate  the  growing  number  of  inequities  whereby 
the  senior  employee  receives  less  money  than  the  junior  employee  in  the 
same  level. 

4.  Have  all  step  increases  at  1-year  intervals. 

5.  Eliminate  any  reference  to  increased  employee  contributions  to  the 
retirement  fund  unless  additional  meaningful  benefits  are  included. 

G.  Liberalize  the  Life  Insurance  Act. 

7.  Eliminate  any  provisions  to  grant  the  agencies  the  option  of  retiring 
an  employee  who  has  reached  the  optional  retirement  age. 

8.  Increase  Government  contributions  to  at  least  50  percent  of  the  health 
insurance  premiums. 

9.  Report  a  bill  with  an  effective  date  no  later  than  the  enactment  date. 

We  appreciate  the  opportunity  of  presenting  our  views  and  hope  that  the  com¬ 
bined  subcommittees  will  act  favorably  and  promptly  on  our  recommendations 
so  that  we  will  not  again  be  thwarted  in  our  continued  quest  for  comparability. 

Mr.  Udall.  The  subcommittee  will  stand  adjourned  until  10 
o’clock  Monday  morning  when  we  will  meet  in  the  main  committee 
room,  346,  in  this  building. 

(Whereupon  at  3  p.m.,  the  subcommittee  was  recessed,  to  reconvene 
at  10  a.m.,  Monday,  March  14,  1966.) 
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MONDAY,  MARCH  14,  1966 

House  of  Representatives, 

Subcommittee  on  Compensation  of  the 
Committee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service, 

Washington,  D.C. 

The  subcommittee  met  at  10  a.m.,  in  room  346,  Cannon  Building, 
Hon.  Morris  K.  Udall  (chairman  of  the  subcommittee)  presiding. 

Mr.  Udall.  The  subcommittee  will  come  to  order  for  the  further 
consideration  of  Federal  salaries  and  fringe  benefits. 

The  Chair  would  announce  before  we  begin  that  further  sessions 
of  the  subcommittee  will  be  held  tomorrow,  on  Wednesday,  and  on 
Friday.  However,  the  remaining  sessions  will  be  in  room  215  in  this 
building. 

The  Chair  has  scheduled  four  witnesses  this  morning,  so  we  have 
a  busy  2  hours  ahead  of  us.  We  will  appreciate  the  cooperation  of 
the  witnesses  in  summarizing,  wherever  possible,  and  in  fairness  to 
all  concerned,  to  enable  everyone  to  have  a  reasonable  amount  of 
time. 

Our  first  witness  today  is  Mr.  John  F.  Griner,  president,  American 
Federation  of  Government  Employees,  accompanied  by  Mr.  Thomas 
G.  Walters,  special  assistant  to  the  president  for  legislation,  and  Dr. 
Voss,  research  director. 

Gentlemen,  we  are  once  again  happy  to  have  you  before  our  sub¬ 
committee.  You  may  proceed. 

Mr.  Ellsworth.  Mr.  Chairman? 

Mr.  Udall.  The  gentleman  from  Kansas? 

Mr.  Ellsworth.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  going  to  have  to  excuse 
myself  before  Mr.  Griner  and  his  staff  have  completed  their  state¬ 
ment,  because  I  have  a  bill  pending  in  the  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs 
Committee,  relating  to  some  Indian  land  in  my  State  which  I  have 
to  go  over  and  testify  on.  I  want  Mr.  Griner  and  also  Mr.  Wolkomir 
and  Mr.  Stoffer  and  Mr.  McCart  to  know  I  intend  to  study  their 
statements  carefully  and  thoroughly  and  want  them  to  know- — - 
particularly  Mr.  Griner  and  his  fine  staff — that  I  know  from  past 
experience  that  you  will  make  a  real  contribution  to  our  consideration 
of  this  compensation  measure  we  are  considering.  I  want  you  to 
know  when  I  do  leave  it  is  not  because  of  any  lack  of  interest.  It  is 
because  of  a  critical  matter  of  importance  to  me  and  my  home  State 
on  a  bill  I  have  pending  myself  before  the  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs 
Committee. 

Mr.  Griner.  We  understand,  Mr.  Congressman. 

Mr.  Udall.  We  understand  the  gentleman’s  problem.  Mr. 
Daniels  indicated,  also,  he  has  another  committee  meeting  in  wThich  an 
important  vote  is  to  be  taken,  and  it  is  for  that  reason  he  left.  I  have 

177 


178 


FEDERAL  SALARIES  AND  FRINGE  BENEFITS 


a  bill  of  my  own  before  the  Indian  Affairs  Subcommittee,  which  I 
hope  won’t  come  up  until  tomorrow. 

You  may  proceed,  Mr.  Griner. 

STATEMENT  OF  JOHN  F.  GRINER,  PRESIDENT,  AMERICAN  FEDERA¬ 
TION  OF  GOVERNMENT  EMPLOYEES ;  ACCOMPANIED  BY  THOMAS 

G.  WALTERS,  SPECIAL  ASSISTANT  TO  THE  PRESIDENT  FOR 

LEGISLATION 

Mr.  Griner.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  members  of  the 
committee.  I  am  speaking  for  the  largest  single  group  of  classified 
employees.  I  am  pleased  to  come  before  this  committee  today  to 
urge  speedy  enactment  of  legislation  that  would  give  those  employees 
an  increase  of  their  salaries  and  make  substantial  progress  toward 
comparability  with  the  salaries  paid  by  employers  in  private  industry. 

The  American  Federation  of  Government  Employees  of  which  I 
am  national  president  has  a  membership  at  present  of  nearly  200,000 
the  majority  of  whom  are  occupying  positions  subject  to  the  Classi¬ 
fication  Act.  We  represent  employees  in  all  grades  of  the  Classifica¬ 
tion  Act. 

Through  the  provisions  of  Executive  Order  10988,  more  than  350 
of  our  lodges  have  qualified  for  exclusive  recognition,  which  means 
that  the  AFGE  is  representing  between  290,000  and  300,000  Federal 
employees.  They  are  working  not  only  throughout  the  United  States 
but  in  Okinawa,  Guam,  the  Panama  Canal  Zone,  Iceland,  Germany, 
the  Azores,  and  other  places  far  removed  from  Washington. 

The  legislative  proposals  which  are  receiving  the  attention  of  this 
committee,  I  am  happy  to  note,  relate  not  only  to  basic  compensation 
of  classified  and  postal  employees,  but  to  improvement  of  the  civil 
service  retirement  system  and  the  health  benefits  system  both  of 
which  provide  equal  advantages  to  wage  board  and  classified  em¬ 
ployees.  I  will  not  dwell  on  any  legislation  which  relates  to  other  than 
pay  because  it  is  my  understanding  that  separate  hearings  will  be 
scheduled  on  other  matters  by  other  subcommittees  of  the  Post  Office 
and  Civil  Service  Committee. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  now  find  this  morning  that  I  am  probably  incorrect 
in  that  last  statement. 

Mr.  Udall.  Let  the  Chair  interrupt  at  this  point  to  make  the 
record  very  clear,  Mr.  Griner.  We  originally  called  these  hearings 
to  deal  with  pending  pay  proposals,  some  of  which  dealt  with  over¬ 
time,  fringe  benefits,  and  other  matters. 

Subsequent  to  the  calling  of  the  hearings,  the  administration 
deAmloped,  with  your  help  and  others,  this  pay  package  that  is  pre¬ 
sented  to  us.  As  a  result  of  this,  the  hearings  were  expanded  to  invite 
all  of  the  members  of  the  committee  on  retirement  and  insurance  as 
full  participants  in  these  hearings,  and  we  have  yet  to  work  out,  as 
between  Chairman  Daniels  and  myself  and  the  other  members  of  the 
committees,  precisely  what  action  will  be  taken  with  regard  to  the 
markup  of  any  bill.  But  I  would  strongly — -it  is  the  intention  of  the 
Chair,  and  I  have  cleared  this  with  Mr.  Daniels,  to  take  all  testimony 
here  relating  to  retirement  and  all  features  of  this  executive  pay 
package.  So  if  your  organization  has  further  comments  on  this 
subject  that  are  not  used  in  your  statement  today,  we  would  be 
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happy  to  have  a  supplemental  statement  from  you,  or  to  set  aside 
another  time  at  which  you  can  be  heard. 

Mr.  Griner.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman. 

The  decision  with  which  this  committee  is  confronted  with  respect 
to  the  amount  of  the  salary  increase  that  is  to  be  given  to  classified 
and  postal  employees  is  an  important  decision.  It  will  affect  the  lives 
of  nearly  1.8  million  employees.  In  behalf  of  the  1.1  million  classified 
employees,  I  respectfully  urge  this  committee  to  consider  this  problem 
from  that  standpoint. 

We  must  consider  we  are  dealing  with  human  beings,  with  justice 
and  equity.  We  must  never  lose  sight  of  the  impact  of  such  legis¬ 
lation  on  the  personal  lives  of  the  men  and  women  who  look  to  the 
Federal  Government  for  their  daily  livelihood. 

This  underlying  principle  applies  equally  to  classified  and  postal 
employees,  and  at  this  point  I  wish  to  endorse  the  presentation  by 
representatives  of  the  postal  unions  who  are  so  ably  submitting  the 
arguments  in  favor  of  parallel  salary  increases  for  postal  workers. 

The  proportion  of  the  salary  increase  which  the  American  Federation 
of  Government  Employees  is  supporting  is  7  percent  throughout  the 
classified  general  schedule.  I  wish  to  express  our  thanks  to  those 
members  of  the  House  who  have  introduced  the  following  bills  pro¬ 
viding  a  7-percent  increase: 

H.R.  12094,  introduced  by  Representative  Krebs; 

H.R.  12240,  introduced  by  Representative  Olsen; 

H.R.  12288,  introduced  by  Representative  Daniels; 

H.R.  12326,  introduced  by  Representative  Helstoski; 

H.R.  12489,  introduced  by  Representative  Randall; 

H.R.  12838,  introduced  by  Representative  Hanley; 

H.R.  12924,  introduced  by  Representative  Cunningham;  and 

H.R.  13492,  introduced  by  Representative  Broyhill  of  Virginia. 

We  believe  that  7  percent  is  warranted,  as  I  am  prepared  to 
demonstrate  in  this  statement. 

Mr.  Pool.  Are  these  bills  all  identical  bills? 

Mr.  Griner.  No;  there  are  some  differences  in  some  of  them.  For 
instance,  Mr.  Broyhill’s  bill  is  different;  Mr.  Krebs  is  different,  but 
generally  speaking,  they  are  all  about  7  percent.  Such  an  increase 
also  should  be  uniformly  applied  in  all  grades  of  the  general  schedule. 
Table  1  which  is  appended  to  this  statement  shows  the  manner  in 
which  employees  are  distributed  throughout  the  18  grades  of  the 
classified  service.  No  great  proportion  is  concentrated  in  any  one 
grade.  While  47  percent  are  assigned  to  grades  1  to  6,  inclusive, 
slightly  more  than  52  percent  are  in  grades  7  to  15,  inclusive.  Only 
one-third  of  1  percent  populate  the  so-called  supergrades  16,  17, 
and  18. 

It  should  not  require  an  emphatic  nor  eloquent  argument  to  demon¬ 
strate  the  correctness,  the  justice,  and  the  soundness  of  the  7-percent 
increase  which  we  support  and  which  has  been  submitted  in  the  form 
of  concrete  legislative  proposals  by  leaders  of  the  House  Post  Office 
and  Civil  Service  Committee.  In  comparison  to  the  administration’s 
recommendation,  it  will  go  a  considerable  way  toward  the  attainment 
of  comparability  with  compensation  in  private  enterprise.  Yet  if 
one  were  to  advocate  actually  closing  the  gap  between  industry  and 
Government,  the  raise  would  need  to  be  substantially  greater  than 
7  percent. 
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It  is  our  position,  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  this  committee, 
that  there  has  been  entirely  too  much  unnecessary  delay  in  the  attain¬ 
ment  of  comparability  of  Federal  salaries  with  those  in  private  in¬ 
dustry.  We  were  promised  comparability  when  that  principle  was 
formulated  as  a  matter  of  law  by  Congress  in  the  Salary  Reform  Act 
of  1962.  Three  times  since  that  enactment  the  administration  has 
promised  recommendations  of  pay  adjustments  that  would  reduce  or 
nearly  eliminate  the  lag  between  the  salaries  paid  in  Government  and 
in  industry.  Always  it  has  been  “next  time”  but  “next  time”  has 
never  arrived. 

Federal  employees  have  been  extremely  patient,  and  now  they  look 
to  you  as  Members  of  Congress  to  insist  upon  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment,  at  an  early  date,  moving  its  salary  policy  closer  to  compliance 
with  the  principle  of  comparability  and  closing  the  remaining  gap. 

Our  disappointment  is  shared  by  the  leadership  of  the  American 
Federation  of  Labor  and  Congress  of  Industrial  Organizations.  In  a 
statement  issued  by  the  executive  council  of  the  federation  at  its 
winter  meeting  last  month,  it  was  pointed  out  that  the  large  group  of 
AFL-CIO  members  who  are  involved  in  this  pay  legislation  here  under 
consideration  cannot  bargain  on  their  basic  compensation. 

I  might  point  out  we  cannot  strike  either  and  we  do  not  request  the 
right  to  strike.  So  the  only  ways  and  means  that  we  have  to  get 
justice  is  through  you  gentlemen.  As  a  result,  the  federation  as¬ 
serted — 

the  importance  of  Government  proposals  for  improvements  in  salaries  and  other 
benefits  has  more  than  ordinary  significance. 

Concerning  the  failure  to  propose  comparability,  the  AFL-CIO 
statement  has  this  to  say: 

We  are  concerned  over  the  failure  of  the  administration  to  propose  to  Congress 
measures  to  achieve  full,  current  comparability  between  private  industry  and  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  salaries  paid  postal  and  other  Federal  workers.  We  reaffirm  this 
position  as  pronounced  by  President  Meany  on  April  4,  1965,  as  a  member  of  the 
President’s  Special  Panel  on  Federal  Salaries. 

The  policy  of  comparability  between  Federal  and  private  industry  rates  re¬ 
mains  only  promise;  it  must  become  a  reality. 

We  have  been  given  to  understand  that  increases  of  classified  and 
postal  salaries  must  be  held  to  a  minimum,  because  larger  raises, 
dictated  by  economic  data  reflecting  the  growth  and  healthy  condition 
of  the  economy,  would  violate  the  administration’s  wage  guidelines. 

It. was  stated  in  the  1966  Annual  Report  of  the  Council  of  Economic 
Advisers,  page  79,  that  productivity  in  the  private  economy  has  grown 
at  an  annual  rate  of  3.6  percent  per  year  since  1960,  yet  this  5-year 
trend  was  ignored  and  continuation  of  the  3.2  percent  guidepost  was 
continued,  page  92.  Now  Federal  employees  are  offered  even  less 
than  3.2  percent. 

It  appears  to  me,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  this  attempt  to  use  precision 
when  it  suits  the  purpose  of  limiting  salaries  of  the  rank-and-file 
Federal  worker  is  uncalled  for  and  indefensible.  In  the  words  of  the 
AFL-CIO  executive  council: 

This  fiction  is  nothing  less  than  an  attempt  to  shortchange  workers,  in  an  effort 
to  impose  the  burden  of  the  price  level  on  wage  and  salary  earners,  who  do  not 
set  prices,  while  there  is  no  effective  guideline  for  prices  and  no  guidelines,  at  all, 
for  profits  and  dividends. 

I  believe  it  cannot  be  asserted  too  emphatically  that  Federal  em¬ 
ployees  are  seeking  only  those  benefits  to  which  they  are  entitled. 
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The  decision  can  readily  rest  on  the  facts  and  the  facts  clearly  indicate 
that  classified  employees  for  whom  I  speak  are  entitled  to  more  than 
2.85  percent.  This  is  true  even  if  only  the  indicated  percent  increase 
of  average  earnings  of  clerical  workers  in  private  industry  as  surveyed 
a  year  ago  is  considered. 

The  National  Survey  of  Professional,  Technical,  and  Clerical  Pay, 
February-March  1965,  reflected  increases  in  average  salary  levels 
ranging  from  2.3  to  4.3  percent  for  the  11  occupational  groups  studied 
in  which  comparisons  could  be  m  ad  e.  The  m  edian  percentage  increase 
for  the  11  groups  was  3.9.  The  AGFE  has  a  goodly  number  of  mem¬ 
bers  in  the  groups  represented  in  this  survey,  probably  more  than 
any  other  organization. 

Table  2  attached  to  this  statement  indicates  a  significant  and 
recognizable  trend  toward  increased  average  earnings  of  clerical 
workers  in  private  industry.  The  increases  indicated  by  the  first 
29  area  wage  surveys  completed  by  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics, 
of  85  surveys  scheduled  in  fiscal  year  1966,  showed  conclusively  an 
upward  trend  as  compared  with  surveys  for  identical  wage  areas  in 
fiscal  year  1965.  Whereas  clerical  salaries  increased  less  than  2 
percent  in  6  areas  in  1965,  only  one  such  area  was  that  low  in  1966. 
On  the  contrary  the  2  areas  showing  an  average  increase  of  4  percent 
or  more  in  1965  had  grown  to  10  areas  having  this  large  an  increase. 
The  median  increase  for  these  areas  had  increased  from  3.3  percent 
in  1965  to  3.8  percent  in  1966. 

Thus,  if  we  take  these  areas  as  a  most  conservative  indicator  of 
salary  trends  there  is,  without  a  doubt,  evidence  of  an  upward  trend 
in  salaries  paid  clerical  employees  in  private  industry.  I  am  ndt 
referring  now  to  professional  or  technical  positions  but  to  clerical 
positions  in  the  lower  grades.  If  we  oversimplify  the  comparison 
of  salary  increases  in  the  2  years  and  add  these  two  averages,  we  have 
a  combined  average  increase  of  7.1  percent  of  clerical  salaries  in 
industry  since  the  National  Survey  report  for  fiscal  year  1964  on 
which  the  Salary  Increase  Act  of  1965  was  based.  I  do  believe  the 
trend  indicated  by  reports  for  this  group  of  29  wage  areas  is  significant 
in  that  it  includes  few  large  cities  commonly  considered  high-wage 
areas,  and,  thus,  the  percentage  increase  of  salaries  in  areas  surveyed 
later  may  well  be  larger. 

But  there  is  still  other  evidence  that  Federal  salaries  continue  to 
fall  below  those  in  private  industry.  BLS  surveys  clearly  indicate 
that  salaries  in  private  enterprise  are  rising  more  than  3  percent  a 
year.  If  we  take  into  account  the  lag  of  1  year  or  more  now  pre¬ 
vailing,  there  is  a  sound  basis  for  an  increase  approaching  7  percent. 

If  clerical  pay  is  rising,  salaries  for  technical,  professional,  and 
administrative  positions  in  upper  grades  are  rising  still  more.  The 
rise  in  the  middle  grades  of  GS-5  to  GS-13  is  explained  in  table  3 
attached  to  my  statement.  Grade  GS-11  includes  many  journeyman- 
type  positions  of  a  professional  or  technical  nature.  Positions  in 
GS-12  and  GS-13  include  many  that  are  supervisory,  yet  not  to  be 
considered  as  strictly  on  a  management  level. 

Table  3  makes  a  comparison  of  percentage  increases  in  private 
industry  hi  certain  areas  surveyed  in  1965  and  1966.  It  shows  the 
percentage  increase  needed  to  raise  the  fourth  rate  in  the  Classification 
Act  grades  indicated  to  the  level  of  the  average  salaries  of  comparable 
positions  in  private  industry.  The  comparison  shows  that  the  fourth 
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rate  in  these  Classification  Act  grades  would  need  to  be  raised  from 
5.3  to  17.9  percent  to  equal  industry  averages  in  the  BLS  survey  in 
1965.  The  median  increase  for  the  29  metropolitan  areas  included 
was  9.8  percent.  If  we  assume  no  more  than  a  3.3-average  increase 
of  salaries  of  clerical  jobs  surveyed  in  fiscal  year  1966,  the  percent 
increase  of  the  fourth  step-rate  needed  to  raise  salaries  to  the  industry 
level  for  these  grades  would  range  from  8.7  to  21.7,  or  a  median 
increase  of  13.4  percent. 

I  am  also  prepared  to  offer  more  specific  evidence  of  clerical  salaries 
exceeding  Federal  salaries  for  comparable  positions.  Table  4  affords 
such  evidence.  It  compares  salaries  in  the  Federal  classified  service 
with  rates  for  comparable  jobs  in  the  United  States  Steel  Corp.  The 
rates  are  those  provided  in  the  agreement  with  the  United  Steelworkers 
of  America  last  September.  The  minimum  or  starting  rates  in  United 
States  Steel  for  the  four  positions  listed  range  from  22  to  28  percent 
above  minimum  rates  for  comparable  Federal  grades. 

Gentlemen,  I  would  like  to  point  out  I  selected  United  States 
Steel  as  the  corporation  with  which  we  could  compare  these  rates 
because  as  you  and  I  will  recall,  United  States  Steel  was  held,  I  mean 
the  United  States  Steel  workers  were  held  to  about  a  3K-percent  in¬ 
crease  last  year  in  their  wage  negotiations. 

Mr.  Udall.  Mr.  Griner,  your  tables  are  very  interesting  and  very 
helpful  and  without  objection  they  will  appear  in  the  record  of  these 
hearings  following  your  testimony. 

Mr.  Griner.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Whatever  increase  is  provided  should  become  effective  no  later  than 
March  1,  1966.  To  do  otherwise  is  merely  to  compound  the  effect 
of  the  lag  of  Federal  pay  behind  that  in  private  enterprise.  The 
increase  of  2.85  percent  proposed  is  supported  by  the  BLS  survey 
centered  in  February  and  March  of  1965,  a  year  ago.  Thus  a  March 
1966  effective  date  would  still  be  related  to  supporting  data  now 
relatively  a  year  old. 

There  are  several  other  aspects  of  the  Federal  pay  problem,  Mr. 
Chairman,  which  I  believe  merit  the  attention  of  this  committee. 
First,  there  is  the  matter  of  overtime  compensation.  First,  there 
should  be  an  increase  in  the  limitation  now  provided  in  section  201  of 
the  Federal  Employees  Pay  Act  of  1945,  as  amended,  on  the  hourly 
rate  of  overtime  compensation  permitted  for  employees  subject  to 
the  Classification  Act. 

I  might  point  out  at  this  time  no  limitation  for  a  wage  board 
employee  as  to  how  much  overtime  he  should  be  paid.  If  he  works 
after  8  hours  in  a  day,  or  after  40  hours  in  a  week,  regardless  of  his 
grade,  he  is  paid  overtime  at  the  rate  of  time  and  a  half,  and  there  is 
no  provision  for  compensation  time  for  the  wage  board  employee. 
At  present,  full  overtime  ceases  with  the  minimum  schedided  rate  for 
GS-9.  I  urge  this  committee  to  raise  this  limitation  to  the  minimum 
rate  for  GS-11.  The  proposed  increase  would  not  be  great,  but 
would  provide  more  nearly  equitable  payment  for  work  performed 
beyond  regularly  scheduled  hours. 

I  might  point  out  that  since  this  law  went  into  effect  in  1945  there 
has  been  agency  classification  of  grades,  which  has  been  brought 
about  by  the  increased  complexity  and  responsibility  of  the  jobs. 
So,  ordinarily,  I  would  consider  that  the  grade  11  today  would  be 
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equivalent  to  the  grade  9  back  in  1945.  I  would  like  to  call  your 
attention  to  another  critically  needed  amendment - 

Mr.  Olsen.  May  I  interrupt  you,  Mr.  Griner?  Is  it  your  view 
that  at  level  GS-11  the  employee  there  does  not  determine  his  own 
condition  of  overtime? 

Mr.  Griner.  Above  GS-11  you  begin  to  get  into  principally 
supervisory  grades. 

Mr.  Udall.  The  Chair  will  ask  that  questions  be  withheld  until 
the  end  of  the  testimony.  We  have  four  witnesses  this  morning  and 
I  am  afraid  if  I  establish  a  precedent,  there  will  be  a  whole  series  of 
interruptions. 

Mr.  Olsen.  All  right,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Griner.  I  wish  to  call  your  attention  to  another  critically 
needed  amendment  of  existing  law,  and  that  is  to  provide  overtime  or 
premium  pay  compensation  for  classified  employees  required  to  work 
beyond  8  hours  in  any  one  day.  Nearly  700,000  wage  board  employ¬ 
ees  were  given  this  benefit  by  the  Work  Hours  Act  of  1962.  Regrdar 
employees  in  the  Postal  Field  Service  also  are  eligible  for  overtime 
compensation  beyond  8  hours  in  a  single  day.  This  type  of  premium 
pay  was  authorized  for  regular  postal  workers  by  the  Salary  Act  of 
1965.  There  is  no  such  legislative  authority  for  classified  employees. 

In  other  words,  gentlemen,  classified  employees  are  the  only  group 
within  the  Federal  service,  other  than  the  legislative  or  judicial 
branch,  that  does  not  have  this  provision.  Then  it  is  our  opinion 
that  we  should  have  premium  pay  for  work  beyond  8  hours  in  a  single 
day  as  is  a  relatively  common  practice  in  private  industry.  In  77  of 
the  102  union  agreements  with  the  largest  firms  in  private  industry, 
analyzed  by  the  Industrial  Union  Department  of  the  AFL-CIO, 
premium  pay  was  provided  after  8  hours.  Six  other  firms  provided 
premium  rates  after  7  hours.  If  we  are  going  to  move  to  compara¬ 
bility,  then  I  think  we  ought  to  move  to  comparability  on  premium 
pay  as  well  as  compensation. 

Equitable  compensation  also  is  lacking  when  Federal  employees  are 
required  to  travel  in  the  performance  of  their  official  duties.  Elimi¬ 
nating  much  ot  the  injustice  done  Federal  employees,  and  this  includes 
both  wage  board  and  classified,  who  are  required  to  travel,  would  be 
accomplished  by  House  bills  now  pending— H.R.  10298,  sponsored  by 
Representative  Krebs,  and  an  identical  measure,  H.R.  10299,  by 
Representative  Olsen  of  Montana.  I  testified  at  a  hearing  on  these 
two  bills  on  last  January  25.  Representative  Broyhill,  of  Virginia, 
has  sponsored  H.R.  13492,  introduced  on  March  10  last  week,  to  pro¬ 
vide  payment  for  travel  for  both  wage  board  and  classified  employees. 
The  bill  also  provides  increased  pay  for  classified  employees  and  over¬ 
time  compensation  beyond  the  8-hour  day  and  premium  rates  for 
Saturday,  Sunday,  and  holiday  work. 

Representative  Krebs  has  provided  for  these  premium  payments 
in  his  bill,  H.R.  12329,  which  deals  with  them  similarly  to  the  Broyhill 
bill,  H.R.  13492.  The  Krebs  measure  provides  premium  pay  beyond 
an  8-hour  day  for  classified  employees  and  overtime  rates  for  work 
performed  on  Saturday,  Sunday,  or  a  holiday  by  wage  board  and 
classified  employees. 

In  reply  to  questions  during  his  appearance  before  this  subcom¬ 
mittee  last  week,  Chairman  Macy  of  the  Civil  Service  Commission 
expressed  his  belief  that  premium  pay  for  Sunday  work  and  work 
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beyond  8  hours  in  any  one  day  could  be  extended  on  a  Government¬ 
wide  basis  without  involvement  with  the  wage  guidelines.  His 
viewpoint,  as  I  understood  it,  was  that,  inasmuch  as  postal  employees 
were  given  such  benefits  by  the  Salary  Act  of  1965,  it  would  be  a 
matter  of  equitable  treatment  for  other  employees  to  extend  the 
same  benefits  to  those  who  do  not  presently  have  them. 

I  wish  to  point  out,  again,  we  are  requesting  your  consideration  in 
this  connection  for  both  classified  and  wage  board  or  graded  and 
ungraded,  which  ever  you  might  want  to  call  them. 

Gentlemen,  I  would  like  to  call  your  attention  to  the  fact  that  in 
the  1965  Salary  Act  there  was  a  provision  increasing  the  uniform 
allowance  from  $100  to  $125  a  month.  This  clearly  indicated  to 
me  that  in  the  wisdom  and  judgment  of  the  legislative  branch,  such 
an  increase  was  needed  to  meet  the  increased  cost  of  maintenance  of 
uniforms. 

The  Veterans’  Administration,  General  Services  Administration, 
and  the  Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  are  probably 
the  largest  users  of  uniforms  outside  of  the  Post  Office  Department. 
To  the  best  of  my  knowledge,  none  of  these  agencies  has  increased 
the  uniform  allowance  one  red  copper. 

Therefore,  I  urge  you  to  add  a  provision  in  this  bill  that  these  and 
other  agencies  be  required  to  increase  the  uniform  allowance  by  a 
minimum  of  $25.  And  that  increase  should  become  effective  immedi¬ 
ately.  You  will  note  I  am  not  asking  every  person  be  given  the 
maximum  of  $125.  There  are  some  cases  in  which  I  don’t  believe 
$125  is  necessary  to  purchase  and  maintain  a  uniform.  And  this 
organization  is  not  asking  for  any  provision  whereby  an  employee 
could  make  money  on  this  particular  provision  of  the  law.  We  just 
want  justice. 

I  would  like  to  make  one  more  comment  with  respect  to  the  health 
benefits  program.  When  the  Health  Benefits  Act  was  passed  in  1959, 
the  Government’s  share  of  the  cost  was  approximately  38  percent. 
It  is  now  about  28  percent,  and  probably  will  continue  to  decrease. 
The  package  we  are  now  considering  contains  a  provision  which  will 
increase  the  Government’s  contribution  by  one-half  of  the  difference 
and  the  balance  a  year  later.  I  believe  that  this  is  a  step  in  the  right 
direction,  but  it  is  the  opinion  of  this  organization  that  the  Govern¬ 
ment  should  contribute  50  percent  of  the  cost  of  the  health  benefit. 
We  would  also  like  to  point  out  that  we  believe  the  ultimate  goal, 
that  is,  when  true  comparability  is  attained,  the  Government  should 
contribute  the  full  cost  which  will  be  in  line  with  some  of  the  principal 
employers  in  private  industry  within  the  United  States. 

The  proposal  to  permit  retirement  on  full  annuity  after  30  years 
at  age  55  would  provide  a  substantial  improvement  of  the  retirement 
system.  It  would  have  the  advantage  of  eliminating  from  the  present 
law  the  1-percent-a-year  reduction  applied  to  the  annuity  of  an 
employee  who  retires  between  the  ages  of  55  and  60.  Retirement 
optionally  at  age  60  after  20  years  of  service  also  is  desirable  for  the 
employee  who  has  entered  the  service  at  a  point  where  credit  for 
longer  service  cannot  be  earned. 

It  is  also  desirable,  Mr.  Chairman,  in  those  cases  where  there  is  a 
reduction  of  force  or  transfer  of  functions.  An  employee  who  does 
not  have  sufficient  retirement  at  the  present  time  and  he  is  of  that 
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age,  and  doesn’t  wish  to  move  from  one  part  of  the  country  to  another, 
could  certainly  take  advantage  of  this  provision. 

I  noted  it  has  been  proposed  to  give  the  Government  the  option 
of  retiring  an  employee  who  occupies  a  position  in  grade  GS-13 
and  above.  To  this  I  must  emphatically  object.  Such  an  option  is 
too  easily  utilized  as  a  means  of  reprisal. 

I  would  like  to  point  out  the  grades  13  are  usually  division  heads; 
they  are  not  policymaking  people.  The  policymaking  people  at  the 
present  time  actually  begin  at  around  grade  14.  This  is  in  the  ma¬ 
jority  of  cases,  but  most  of  them  are  up  in  the  grade  15  or  higher  levels. 
I  see  no  reason  why  we  should  give  a  supervisor,  head  of  an  agency, 
or  anyone  else  the  authority  to  point  to  an  individual  and  say,  “You 
are  55  years  of  age,  you  have  30  years  of  service,  you  get  out.”  And 
he  has  no  recourse,  no  appeal.  I  want  to  emphasize  that  the  retire¬ 
ment  system  is  intended  to  reward  the  employees  for  long  and  satis¬ 
factory  service — in  other  words,  for  having  made  Government  service 
a  career. 

I  have  attempted,  Mr.  Chairman,  to  summarize  our  viewpoint  with 
respect  to  a  pay  increase,  supporting  it  with  adequate  documentation, 
which  can  be  checked  at  any  time. 

The  retirement  benefits  also  proposed  are  worthy  additions  to  the 
total  compensation  of  an  employee.  The  American  Federation  of 
Government  Employees  headquarters  office,  including  the  staff,  is 
available  to  any  of  you  gentlemen  or  to  the  committee  at  any  time 
that  we  can  be  of  assistance  to  you. 

Thank  you  very  much. 

(Tables  1  through  4  are  as  follows:) 


Table  1.- — Employees  of  the  Federal  and  District  of  Columbia  Governments,  by 
Classification  Act  grade,  all  areas,  June  SO,  1965 


General  schedule  grade 

Number  oi  employees 

Percent  of  total 

By  grade 

Cumulated 

By  grade 

Cumulated 

1  _ 

1,809 

1,809 
34,  312 

0. 16 

0. 16 

2 _  _ 

32,  503 

2.92 

3.08 

3  _ 

133,  621 
169, 328 
133, 483 
55,  476 
95, 493 
19, 105 
128, 106 
16, 147 
120,  565 
91,  713 
65,  048 

167,  933 

12.0 

15.1 

4 _  _ 

337, 261 

15.2 

30.3 

5  _ 

470, 744 
526,  220 

12.0 

42.3 

6 _  _  _ 

6.0 

47.3 

7  .  ...  _ 

621,  713 
640,  818 

8.6 

65.9 

8 _  _ 

1.7 

57.6 

9  _  _  _ 

768, 924 
785,  071 
905, 636 

11.5 

69.1 

16 _ -  -- 

1.5 

70.6 

ii  _ _ 

10.8 

81.4 

12 _ 

997, 349 

83.0 

89.7 

13 _ 

1,  062, 397 

5.9 

95.5 

14  _ 

31, 236 
14,  949 
2,760 
800 

1,  093,  633 

1, 108,  582 

1,  111,  342 

2.8 

98.3 

15  _  _ 

1.34 

99.65 

16  _  _ 

.25 

99.90 

17 _  _  _  _  _ 

1, 112, 142 

.07 

99.97 

18  _  _  _  _  _ 

331 

1,112, 465 

(>) 

100.  00 

1, 112, 455 

100.0 

1  Less  than  0.25  percent. 

Source:  U.S.  Civil  Service  Commission. 
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Table  2. — Trend  of  average  salaries  of  clerical  workers  in  private  industry  in  29 
metropolitan  areas  surveyed  by  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics 


Rate  in  increase 

Number  of  identical 
metropolitan  areas  showing 
increased  salaries 

In  fiscal 
year  1966  1 

In  fiscal 
year  1965 

Under  2  percent _  _  _  _ _ _ _ _ _ 

1 

6 

2  to  2.9  percent _ _ _ _ _ 

8 

9 

3  to  3.9  percent  _ _ __  _ __ _ _ 

7 

9 

4  percent  and  over _ _ _ _ _ _ 

10 

2 

1  Derived  from  1st  29  area  wage  surveys  completed  by  BLS  of  85  surveys  scheduled  in  fiscal  year  1966. 
3  areas  did  not  produce  meaningful  averages,  2  having  been  surveyed  for  the  1st  time  in  fiscal  year  1966. 


Table  3. — Percent  increase  needed  to  raise  classified  salaries  in  middle  grades  of 
general  schedule  of  Classification  Act  to  level  of  industry  salaries  as  indicated  by 
BLS  industry  surveys  in  1965  and  1966  1 


Percent  increase  needed  to  raise 

Average  salary 

current  Federal  rate  to  salary 

reported  in 

Current 

averages— 

BLS  indus- 

Classification 

try  survey, 

Act,  4th  rate 

General  schedule  grade 

February- 

of  grade, 

Reported  in 

Indicated  by 

March  1965, 

effective 

BLS  surveys 

BLS  surveys 

corresponding 

October 

of  industry  in 

of  same 

to  GS  grade 

1965  2 

29  areas  in 

29  areas  in 

indicated 

fiscal  vear 

fiscal  year 

1965 

1966  3 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

5 _ _ _ 

$6, 711 

$5, 694 

17.9 

21.7 

7 _ 

7,639 

6,890 

10.9 

14.5 

9 _ 

8,  676 

8,241 

5.3 

8.7 

11 _ 

10,  643 

9,  879 

7.7 

11.3 

12 _ 

12,  813 

11,723 

9.3 

12.9 

13 _ 

15, 226 

13, 815 

10.2 

13.8 

1  29  of  85  area  wage  surveys  of  1966  series  have  been  completed. 

2  4th  rate  represents  average  salary  of  grade. 

3  1965  survey  averages  reported  by  BLS  were  increased  by  3.3  percent  as  an  approximation  of  average 
increases  in  areas  in  the  1966  survey  so  far  completed. 

Source:  U.S.  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  for  averages  in  col.  (1). 


Table  4. — Salary  rates  of  comparable  clerical  positions  in  the  Federal  classified 
service  and  in  the  United  States  Steel  Corp. 


Position 

General 

schedule 

grade 

Federal  salary  1 

United  States  Steel  Corp. 
salary  2 

Minimum 

rate 

Maximum 

rate3 

Starting 

rate 

Standard 
rate 4 

Key  punch  operator... . .  .  . 

2 

$3, 814 

$4,975 

$4,638 

$5, 284 

Typist _  _ _ _  ._ 

2 

3,814 

4, 975 

4,638 

5,284 

Stenographer _  ..  _ 

3 

4,149 

5, 409 

4,961 

5, 607 

Senior  tabulating  machine 

operator _  .. 

4 

4, 641 

6, 045 

5, 930 

6, 575 

1  Rates  in  Salary  Act  effective  October  1965. 

2  Rates  provided  in  agreement  between  United  States  Steel  Corp.  and  United  Steelworkers  of  America, 
effective  Sept.  1,  1965.  Biweekly  rates  have  been  converted  to  annual  rates  for  purposes  of  comparison. 

3  Maximum  attained  in  same  grade  after  18  years  of  satisfactory  service. 

4  After  52  weeks  of  service. 
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Mr.  Udall.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Griner.  The  Chair  believes  your  state¬ 
ment  is  most  compelling,  very  well  organized,  and  very  well  docu¬ 
mented,  and  I  think  it  is  a  helpful  statement  to  have  before  the 
subcommittee.  I  have  been  one  of  those  who  respected  the  very 
aggressive  and  efficient  way  in  which  you  and  the  other  leaders  in 
your  organization  have  represented  such  a  large  number  of  Federal 
employees.  You  do  have  the  largest  Federal  employee  oiganization 
that  exists  now,  in  terms  of  membership,  and  you  have  always  been 
cooperative  with  this  committee. 

We  are  opening  under  the  10-minute  rule  this  morning,  and  the 
Chair  will  not  attempt  to  restrict  the  member’s  questions,  except 
within  that  ride. 

The  Chair  would  note  we  have  three  other  witnesses  scheduled  this 
morning  and  I  hope  we  can  move  along. 

I  just  have  two  comments  and  a  short  question.  With  regard  to  the 
retirement  in  the  third  paragraph,  on  page  9,  the  suggestions  you  make. 
Mr.  Olsen  and  myself  and  some  of  the  other  members  of  the  committee 
had  a  rather  lengthly  discussion  of  this  matter  with  Messrs.  O’Dwyer 
and  Jackson  on  Friday  afternoon.  I  stated  my  views,  as  did  the  other 
members  at  that  time.  I  won’t  attempt  to  restate  them  here  today, 
but,  if  you  are  interested,  we  had  quite  a  full  and  complete  discussion 
on  this  subject,  and  I  did  give  my  views  at  some  length  on  this  impor¬ 
tant  and  interesting  topic. 

I  am  disturbed  at  the  failure  of  the  administration  to  implement 
the  increased  uniform  allowance  which  you  referred  to.  I  have  already 
contacted  the  Post  Office  Department  to  tell  them  of  my  concern  on 
this  matter,  and  I  suggest,  unless  action  is  taken  very  shortly,  it  may 
well  be  the  feeling  of  this  subcommittee  that  additional  language 
along  the  lines  you  suggest  be  inserted  in  this  bill. 

I  think  the  administration  has  an  obligation  to  implement  these 
provisions  and  put  them  into  effect  immediately,  and  I  think  you 
have  done  well  by  your  members  to  call  this  to  our  attention  as 
concerns  the  classified  employees  particularly. 

I  think  you  were  in  the  room  last  week  when  I  asked  Mr.  Keating 
and  Mr.  Hallbeck  rather  long,  involved  questions.  I  would  ask  you 
the  same  question  dealing  with  the  fact  that  I  agree,  as  one,  with 
nearly  everything  you  have  said  about  the  inadequacy  of  pay  for 
your  people.  I  am  also  aware  of  the  realities  of  the  situation  we 
face  this  year,  the  problem  of  the  war  in  Vietnam,  the  attitude  of  the 
President,  the  very  strong  attitude  of  the  President  that  he  has  used 
his  influence  and  rather  dramatically  and  strongly  urged  that  restraint 
be  practiced  in  private  industry.  In  light  of  all  this,  and  as  one  who 
helped  develop  this  package,  recognizing  you  feel  very  strongly  that 
this  is  inadequate  and  insufficient,  in  the  light  of  the  realities  of 
today,  are  you  or  your  organization  satisfied  to  accept  this  package, 
with  the  understanding  that  next  year,  if  this  military  situation  is 
changed,  a  major  effort  will  be  made  to  do  equity  and  justice  along 
the  lines  you  have  indicated  in  your  statement? 

Mr.  Griner.  Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  a  rather  difficult  question  to 
answer.  You  will  recall  that  last  year  the  House  passed  a  more  gen¬ 
erous  pay  bill  than  was  finally  enacted  into  law.  In  fact,  the  House 
bill  included  certain  premium  pay  benefits  for  employees,  other  than 
postal  employees,  which  was  cut  out  in  the  Senate. 
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We  had  fully  expected,  and  I  know  that  you  and  the  other  members 
of  this  committee  had  expected,  that  the  necessary  adjustments  would 
be  made  this  year  to  provide  for  an  adequate  pay  bill  which  would  be, 
or  could  be,  enacted  by  Congress.  In  fact,  we  were  halfway  promised 
that.  Now  we  are  faced  with  the  fact  that  the  war  is  not  over  and  is, 
in  fact,  being  escalated,  which  only  multiplies  the  problems  of  the 
American  people  and,  of  course,  alters  the  situation  from  that  which 
w^e  faced  a  year  ago. 

It  is  my  opinion  that  the  members  of  our  organization  and  the 
employees  of  the  Federal  Government  as  a  whole  fully  recognize  and 
will  readily  admit  the  greatest  need  of  our  Nation  today  is  just  and 
speedy  settlement  of  the  Vietnam  question.  I  believe  the  records  will 
show  that  a  great  majority  of  the  men  and  a  surprising  number  of 
women  have  actually  served  our  country  in  the  military  during  the 
past  quarter  of  a  century.  In  fact,  many  of  them  are  now  serving  our 
country.  Some  have  given  their  lives  in  the  present  war.  A  number 
of  them  have  children,  husbands,  or  close  relatives  who  are  presently 
at  the  battlefront. 

It  has  been  our  hope,  and  it  is  my  opinion,  that  we  have  justified  an 
increase  of  at  least  7  percent.  As  I  said  before,  we  had  hoped  to  be 
able  to  get  such  an  increase  enacted  into  law,  but  the  escalation  of  the 
war  in  Vietnam  has  imposed  such  restrictions,  including  guidelines, 
which  the  Federal  employees  cannot  wholly  disregard.  Employees 
of  the  Federal  service — and  I  hope  you  will  agree  with  me — are  the 
most  loyal  and  patriotic  group  in  the  country.  And  I  believe  they 
are  more  concerned  with  the  success  of  the  war  than  obtaining  an 
adequate  pay  increase. 

In  view  of  the  crisis  which  now  confronts  the  country,  the  con¬ 
clusion  of  this  organization  is  that  we  will  reluctantly  accept  the 
proposed  package  which  has  been  offered  to  us,  with  the  understanding 
that  we  will  probably  be  back  before  you  next  year  with  justification 
for  an  adequate  pay  increase,  especially  if  we  are  successful  in  our 
efforts  in  Vietnam.  May  the  good  Lord  guide  us  in  obtaining  peace. 

It  is  true  that  we  have  had  several  meetings  with  top  officials  of 
this  administration,  where  the  whole  pay  problem  has  been  discussed 
democratically. 

At  this  point,  I  would  like  to  express  our  appreciation  for  the 
opportunity  to  have  such  discussions.  This  is  the  first  time  this  has 
happened  since  I  have  been  president  of  this  organization,  which  has 
been  about  2>%  years. 

Gentlemen,  I  would  like  to  point  out,  however,  that  it  is  the  opinion 
of  this  organization  that  premium  pay  should  not  be  considered  as  pay 
included  within  the  limitations  of  the  guidelines.  The  questions  put 
to  Chairman  Macy  of  the  Civil  Service  Commission  last  Monday,  and 
his  replies  thereto  give  support  to  our  position  that  certain  types  of 
premium  pay,  namely,  time  in  excess  of  8  hours  in  any'  one  day,  should 
be  overtime - 

Mr.  Pool.  Mr.  Chairman? 

Mr.  Udall.  Let  the  gentleman  finish. 

Mr.  Griner.  And  premium  pay  for  work  on  Sundays  could  be 
granted  in  order  to  achieve  uniform  treatment  of  all  Government 
employees,  whether  they  be  wage  board,  classified,  or  postal,  may  also 
be  granted. 
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Furthermore,  it  is  my  opinion  that  pay  for  travel  time  and  the 
increase  in  maximum  base  for  overtime  now  paid  in  grades  9  to  11  is 
justified  and  within  the  guidelines. 

I  respectfully  request,  in  your  deliberations,  that  you  consider  in¬ 
troducing  into  this  bill,  or  into  your  report  to  Congress,  a  recommenda¬ 
tion  that  these  premium  pay  items  be  included  in  the  legislation  and 
not  chargeable  to  the  guidelines. 

I  further  urge  you  to  make  Sunday  differential  and  traveltime  ap¬ 
plicable  to  all  graded  and  ungraded  or  classified  or  wage  board  within 
the  Federal  Government,  in  order  that  uniformity  and  equity  can 
exist  for  such  employees. 

We  cannot  agree  that  the  effective  date  of  this  legislation  be  January 
1,  1967,  and  I  believe  that  was  in  the  package.  I  find  no  evidence, 
whatsoever,  to  support  such  a  date.  We  have  therefore  requested  that 
the  effective  date  be  March  1,  1966,  for  the  purpose  explained  in  my 
statement. 

I  feel  that  it  would  be  impossible  for  me  to  face  my  membership 
with  a  puny  pay  increase  of  1  percent  for  the  first  three  grades.  There¬ 
fore,  I  am  recommending  at  this  time  that  the  increases  granted  should 
be  2.9  across  the  board.  I  realize  that  such  a  recommendation,  if 
adopted,  would  probably  result  in  a  further  deficiency  in  the  upper 
grades.  However,  that  can  be  taken  care  of  at  such  time  as  we  try 
to  obtain  the  comparability  which  is  required.  And  I  hope  that  is 
soon,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Udall.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Griner.  Let  me  say,  as  I  said  pre¬ 
viously,  that,  while  I  recognize  the  anguish  and  the  feelings  that  you 
must  have  had  in  making  this  decision,  I  commend  your  decision. 
I  think  it  is  in  the  best  interest  of  your  organization  and  your  country, 
and  I  think  you  have  done  your  membership  a  service  and  the  country 
a  service  by  taking  the  actions  which  you  have  taken. 

The  gentleman  from  Montana  is  recognized  for  10  minutes. 

Mr.  Olsen.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  Mr.  Griner,  it  is  your 
understanding  that  the  effective  date  of  January  1,  1967,  and  the 
spread  of  the  increase  were  not  part  of  the  package? 

Mr.  Griner.  It  was  not. 

Mr.  Olsen.  That,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  there  is  room - - 

Mr.  Griner.  Room  for  negotiations  in  that;  yes,  sir.  Nor  was 
the  premium  pay  I  asked  for  a  part  of  the  package,  but  they  were 
discussed  and,  as  you  noticed,  Mr.  Macy  was  asked  a  question  to 
which  he  did  not  indicate  any  serious  objection.  In  fact,  he  went 
along  with  part  of  it. 

Mr.  Olsen.  Do  you  have  any  idea  if  the  fringe  benefits  are  going 
to  be  acceptable,  including  overtime  and  Sunday  differential,  over  in 
the  other  body? 

Mr.  Griner.  We  have  not  discussed  them,  item  by  item,  but  we 
have  discussed  those  as  a  whole  with  the  other  group,  and  there  are 
some  indications  that  they  would  be  acceptable. 

In  other  words,  there  has  been  no  turndown  on  the  other  side  of 
the  Capitol.  I  might  add,  there  has  been  no  direct  acceptance, 
either.  But  I  feel,  let’s  say,  encouraged,  optimistic. 

Mr.  Olsen.  I  would  hope  that  we  get  better  treatment  from  the 
other  body,  with  respect  to  fringe  benefits,  than  we  got  in  the  bill 
last  year.  I  hope  that  you  people,  all  of  the  leaders  of  the  employee 
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groups,  will  bring  your  explanations  and  your  influence  to  bear  over 
in  the  other  body,  as  you  have  done  so  well  here. 

Mr.  Griner.  Thank  you,  sir.  We  will  certainly  try. 

Mr.  Olsen.  Now  then,  if  a  better  package  is  obtained  from  this 
committee,  I  would  presume  that  your  organization  and  your  leader¬ 
ship  would  support  the  proposals  of  this  committee? 

Mr.  Griner.  Oh,  yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Olsen.  And  that  it  is  not  part  of  any  agreement  with  the 
White  House  that  you  would  resist  better  proposals  coming  out  of 
this  committee? 

Mr.  Griner.  No;  it  certainly  is  not  part  of  any  agreement.  That 
is  right,  sir. 

Mr.  Olsen.  Getting  back  to  my  earlier  question,  while  you  were 
testifying,  concerning  at  what  grade  men  determine  their  overtime. 
You  say  that  now  as  high  as  GS-11,  they  do  not  determine  their 
overtime? 

Mr.  Griner.  That  is  right,  sir.  In  other  words,  normally  speaking, 
the  supervisory  grades  usually  begin  at  around  grade  12.  That  is  the 
supervisor  with  some  meaningful  authority. 

Mr.  Olsen.  The  one  who  would  determine  who  was  going  to  work 
overtime  would  be  in  a  higher  grade  than  GS-11. 

Mr.  Griner.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Olsen.  Therefore,  you  think  that  overtime,  Sunday  differential, 
all  of  these  things,  should  be  provided  for  employees  up  through 
GS-11? 

Mr.  Griner.  At  least  that;  yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Olsen.  Now  then - 

Mr.  Griner.  And,  Mr.  Congressman,  again  I  want  to  remind  you — 
I  hope  you  don’t  forget  that  I  am  asking  for  the  wage  board  to  be 
included  in  some  of  these  Sunday  differentials  and  other  things,  too. 

Mr.  Olsen.  You  will  have  to  give  those  particulars  to  us,  when  we 
get  around  to  marking  up  the  bill.  I  would  like  to  hear  from  you  then. 

Mr.  Griner.  We  shall  be  happy  to  do  it. 

Mr.  Olsen.  I  know  Mr.  Krebs  wants  to,  also.  We  both  are  inter¬ 
ested  in  that. 

Now,  I  wanted  to  get  this  subject  of  uniform  allowance  clear.  I 
thought  it  was  so  definite  in  our  hearings,  and  then,  later,  in  executive 
session,  that  the  increased  uniform  allowance  of  $25  was  to  be  paid 
simply  upon  the  vouchers  being  submitted  by  the  employee  to  the 
effect  that  he  had  this  additional  expense.  I  think  that  is  the  chair¬ 
man’s  understanding,  as  well? 

Mr.  Udall.  Yes. 

Mr.  Olsen.  For  that  reason  I  think  we  ought  to  take  the  view  that 
this  $25  additional  uniform  allowance  is  retroactive  at  this  time  and 
it  ought  to  be  effective  as  of  the  date  of  last  year’s  bill,  or  whenever  that 
was  in  effect,  the  provisions  under  last  year’s  bill.  Perhaps  we  should 
be  talking  this  year  of  an  additional  uniform  allowance,  over  and 
above  the  additional  $25  of  last  year.  And  I  think  we  ought  to  explore 
justification  for  something  more  than  the  $25  of  last  year,  because, 
early  last  year,  we  were  talking  of  $50. 

Mr.  Griner.  I  have  forgotten  when  the  uniform  allowance  bill  was 
passed.  Do  you  remember,  Dr.  Voss? 
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Mr.  Udall.  The  House  passed  $150.  The  Senate  cut  it  back  to 
$125,  and  it  was  effective  the  date  of  enactment,  which  was  last 
October. 

Mr.  Griner.  I  was  trying  to  think  when  the  $100  was  granted.  In 
other  words,  it  must  have  been  4  or  5  years  ago.  Certainly,  the  cost 
of  uniforms,  plus  the  cost  of  maintenance  of  those  uniforms,  has  in¬ 
creased  more  than  25  percent  in  the  last  4  or  5  years. 

Mr.  Udall.  This  was  at  least  10  years  old  when  we  increased  it 
last  year. 

Mr.  Griner.  I  think  it  is  probably  older  than  that.  There  are  a 
number  of  agencies  that  have  never,  nor  do  they  have  any  intention 
of  granting  the  full  amount  of  the  uniform  allowance.  Maybe  in  some 
cases  the  full  amount  is  not  justified.  But  certainly,  I  believe  the 
$25,  which  you  in  your  wisdom  and  judgment  found  to  be  needed 
should  have  been  allowed  to  these  employees.  It  has  not  been  allowed 
to  them  up  to  the  present  time. 

The  Uniform  Allowance  Act  was  enacted  in  1954,  Dr.  Voss  tells  me. 
So  that  was  some  12  years  ago. 

Mr.  Olsen.  That  is  well  taken.  I  am  glad  we  got  that  into  the 
record,  because  we  should  be  talking  about  more  than  $25  now. 
Twenty-five  dollars  was  the  amount  given  last  October,  and  we  ought 
to  be  talking  about  more  than  that  now.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 
That  is  all  I  have.  I  thank  you,  Mr.  Griner,  and  your  colleagues  and 
your  organization  for  an  excellent  presentation.  I  am  very  happy  to 
note  that  you  will  go  along  with  this  committee  if  we  write  a  little 
bigger  package.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Griner.  We  never  turn  down  anything  more  than  we  ask  for, 
Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Olsen.  If  we  get  it  out  of  this  committee,  I  want  you  fighting 
for  it. 

Mr.  Udall.  The  gentleman  from  Nebraska. 

Mr.  Cunningham.  I  enjoyed  your  statement,  too,  Mr.  Griner. 
Did  I  understand  you  to  say  you  would  prefer  a  straight  2.9  percent 
across  the  board? 

Mr.  Griner.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Cunningham.  And  then  the  additional  would  be  the  fringe 
benefits  that  would  make  the  package? 

Mr.  Griner.  That  is  right,  sir. 

Mr.  Cunningham.  And  you  are  willing,  on  the  other  hand,  to  go 
along  with  the  administration? 

Mr.  Griner.  Under  the  conditions  we  are  now  faced  with,  Mr. 
Congressman,  I  feel  we  have  no  alternative. 

Mr.  Cunningham.  Well,  if  the  other  organizations  feel  that  way, 
maybe  we  ought  to  just  put  the  statements  in  the  record. 

Mr.  Udall.  If  the  gentleman  will  yield,  not  all  of  them  feel  that 
way.  The  major  ones,  the  largest  ones,  do,  but  some  of  the  others 
in  the  hearings  last  week  indicated  rather  emphatically  that  they  did 
not  agree  to  the  package.  They  left  little  doubt. 

Mr.  Cunningham.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Griner.  I  appreciate  your 
statement.  That  is  all,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Udall.  The  gentleman  from  Texas. 

Mr.  Pool.  Mr.  Griner,  the  Krebs’  bill  is  not  inflationary,  per  se, 
is  it? 

Mr.  Griner.  No,  sir;  very  conservative. 
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Mr.  Pool.  It  is  correcting  a  wrong  that  has  been  going  on,  and 
comparable  to  private  industry — it  is  comparable  to  private  industry? 

Mr.  Griner.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Pool.  It  has  nothing  to  do  with  the  pay  scale.  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  Griner.  That  is  right.  There  are  several  points  in  Mr.  Krebs’ 
bill.  Which  one  did  you  have  reference  to? 

Mr.  Pool.  I  am  talking  about  the  traveltime  and  such  things. 

Air.  Griner.  Yes,  sir;  it  would  not  inflate  the  pay  of  any  individual. 

Air.  Pool.  So,  no  one  could  point  to  this  bill  and  say,  “It  is  infla¬ 
tionary.”  That  is  the  point  I  am  making. 

Mr.  Griner.  That  is  right,  sir. 

Air.  Pool.  So  the  committee  could  take  the  package  deal  and  put 
his  provisions  in  there  also  and  it  still  wouldn’t  upset  the  apple  cart, 
as  far  as  the  overall  philosophy  of  inflationary  trend? 

Mr.  Griner.  Congressman,  I  am  absolutely  satisfied  it  would  not. 
Let  me  make  a  remark  there.  It  is  my  opinion  that  with  good  and 
sound  administration,  you  would  have  very  little  of  this  traveltime. 

Air.  Pool.  They  wouldn’t  have  any,  if  they  handled  it  right.  Is 
that  right?  Wouldn’t  have  to  have  a  law? 

Mr.  Griner.  That  is  right.  If  they  have  to  pay  a  premium  pay  for 
it,  they  will  cut  it  out,  stop  this  traveltime  outside  of  the  employee’s 
regular  tour  of  duty. 

Air.  Pool.  I  had  a  lot  of  fun  presiding  over  your  hearings  and  I 
am  about  decided  for  you  on  that,  because  I  don’t  think  it  is  infla¬ 
tionary,  and  I  think  it  is  a  wrong  that  ought  to  be  righted.  This  is  a 
good  time  to  do  it. 

Air.  Griner.  Thank  you,  sir. 

Mr.  Pool.  I  also  want  to  compliment  you  on  accepting  the  package 
bill,  in  view  of  the  war  situation.  I  commend  you  and  your  organiza¬ 
tion.  It  would  be  difficult  for  you,  as  a  representative  for  a  labor 
union,  to  go  back  to  your  people  and  tell  them  you  are  accepting  a 
compromise,  withou  t  having  strongly  voiced  your  position. 

I  think  it  is  real  fine  that  you  can  come  up  here  and  make  that 
statement.  I  was  wondering  what  you  would  say  a  while  ago  and  I 
am  real  proud  of  what  you  said.  I  think  that  is  real  enlightenment  in 
the  labor  movement,  and  I  like  to  see  it. 

Mr.  Griner.  Thank  you,  sir. 

Air.  Pool.  That  is  all. 

Air.  Olsen.  Air.  Buchanan? 

Mr.  Buchanan.  I  would  like  to  say  again,  Air.  Griner,  as  I  have 
said  on  several  previous  days,  that  I  deeply  regret  that  the  House 
version  of  the  pay  bill  last  year  did  not  carry  through.  I  doubly 
regret  it  in  light  of  the  present  situation,  and  the  fact  that  we  are 
not  coming  anywhere  close  to  achieving  comparability,  in  my  judg¬ 
ment,  in  this  bill  for  Federal  employees. 

I,  however,  join  in  expressing  appreciation  to  you  for  your  decision 
under  the  circumstances  of  the  effort  in  Vietnam  and  I  want  to  say  to 
you  that,  while  I  would  agree  that  Federal  employees  have  not  caused 
whatever  inflation  we  have,  could  hardly  be  held  responsible  for  it, 
I  think  sooner  or  later  we  have  to  let  Federal  employees  catch  up. 
I  am  not  holding  the  guidelines  created  for  others.  They  are  running 
consistently  behind. 

PTntil  they  achieve  comparability,  it  seems  pretty  unfair  to  impose 
the  same  guidelines  on  them  as  on  other  groups.  I  do  appreciate 
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your  position.  I  think  you  have  exercised  good  leadership,  not  only 
for  your  organization  but  for  other  groups  in  the  country. 

I  just  hope,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  others  will  follow  the  leadership 
that  has  been  exercised  by  these  Federal  unions,  postal,  and  Mr. 
Griner’s  union,  in  this  present  situation.  We  may  have  a  chance  to 
really  hold  down  inflation  and  do  right  by  our  people  in  Vietnam. 

I  appreciate  it,  and  I  hope  they  will  soon  take  some  significant  steps 
toward  comparability  for  Federal  employees. 

Mr.  Griner.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Congressman. 

Mr.  Udall.  The  Chair  recognizes  Mr.  Krebs. 

Mr.  Krebs.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  I,  too,  Mr.  Griner,  want 
to  join  my  colleagues  in  commending  you  for  an  informative  and  schol¬ 
arly  prepared  statement.  I  believe  that  the  substance  of  it  gets  to 
the  heart  of  the  problem  which  I  have  tried  to  get  at  for  the  last 
week  or  more  in  these  hearings.  And  I  want  to  give  you  a  chance  to 
comment  on  my  feelings,  as  expressed  repeatedly  in  these  hearings, 
without  taking  the  time  to  do  so.  I  want  to  say,  this  is  Monday,  the 
beginning  of  a  second  week,  and  my  feelings  and  attitude  about  this 
vdiole  problem  haven’t  changed.  And  I  suspect  you  are  aware  of 
them. 

I  ask  you,  do  you  want  to  make  any  comments  on  the  expressions  I 
have  made  here  in  these  hearings? 

Mr.  Griner.  I  was  here  at  the  first  hearing,  Mr.  Krebs,  and  I 
know  the  position  that  you  took  then.  In  my  opinion,  the  Federal 
employees  are  just  like  the  fish  in  a  glass  bowd — in  other  words,  we  are 
under  close  scrutiny  by  every  group  in  the  country,  even  by  labor 
itself.  We  have  not  been  given  what  we  uTere  entitled  to.  We  have 
had  a  promise,  year  in  and  year  out,  ever  since  1962. 

For  instance,  I  pointed  out  this  morning  that  the  average  increase 
since  1960  has  been  about  3.6.  It  has  not  been  applied  to  Federal 
employees,  but  one  of  the  problems  that  we  have  been  faced  with 
is  when  we  started  with  comparability.  We  did  not  go  back  and  try 
to  catch  up  on  those  years  in  which  there  was  no  comparability  con¬ 
sidered,  and  in  which  we  were  trying  to  get  these  increases  on  a  hit- 
and-miss  basis,  and  get  the  very  best  we  could,  and  there  were  several 
years  in  which  we  received  no  increase.  So,  once  the  principle  of 
comparability  was  established,  and  I  have  wondered  in  my  own  mind 
whether  that  was  to  apply  only  to  pay,  because  we  usually  talk  about 
comparability  in  the  way  of  pay,  or  whether  it  would  apply  to  fringe 
benefits  and  premium  benefits,  and  there  is  a  difference  between  fringe 
and  premium  payments,  across  the  board. 

It  is  my  opinion  it  should  apply  across  the  board. 

Mr.  Krebs.  Let  me  ask  you,  generally,  in  the  economy  we  live  in 
today,  do  you  believe  that,  in  order  to  fairly  mete  out  the  burden  of 
putting  our  Nation’s  well-being  first — and  nobody  denies  that  this 
should  be  our  No.  1  goal — do  you  believe  it  is  possible  to  impose  a 
2.9-percent  limitation  on  wage  increases,  and  a  three-tenths  of  1 
percent  limitation  on  fringe  benefits,  on  a  relative  handful  of  Federal 
employees  and  not  on  anybody  else  in  the  same  mandatory  manner, 
and  really  do  anything  toward  avoiding  inflation? 

Mr.  Griner.  Very,  very  little,  Mr.  Congressman.  There  will  be 
some  reflection  on  it;  yes. 

Mr.  Krebs.  In  your  statement  on  page  7,  you  make  reference  to  a 
survey,  a  BLS  survey,  that  you  say  was  a  year  old.  I  want  to  ask 
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you,  is  it  really  a  year  old,  or  is  it  older?  Because,  the  dates  of 
February-March  1965  are  the  dates  on  which  this  survey  was  made 
public. 

Mr.  Griner.  Actually,  it  is  a  year  and  a  half  or  2  years  old. 

Mr.  Krebs.  The  data  that  was  incorporated  in  that  survey  could 
conceivably  have  been  gotten  a  year  before  that.  It  might  even  be 
a  1964  or  1963-and-a-lialf  survey;  might  it  not? 

Mr.  Griner.  No.  Your  report  was  actually  made  about  March  1, 
as  I  understand  it. 

Mr.  Krebs.  The  report  was  made  public  on  March  1.  Did  they 
gather  the  information  on  February  28  and  put  it  together  overnight 
and  release  it  on  March  1  ? 

Mr.  Griner.  No.  I  understand  it  was  gathered  from  about  the 
1st  of  September  on  through  the  balance  of  that  year  and  probably 
January  and  February  of  1965. 

My  director  of  research  tells  me  that  the  information  was  gathered 
in  the  fiscal  year  of  1964  and  that  means  from  June  1963  to  July 
1964,  and  then - 

Mr.  Krebs.  All  I  know  is  it  probably  was  gathered  starting  with 
the  beginning  of  the  fiscal  year,  which  would  be  July  1,  1963,  and 
ended  on  June  30,  1964,  because  it  is  a  monumental  job  to  gather 
and  interpret  and  collate  and  print  and  proofread  and  all  of  the  other 
things  that  have  to  be  done  to  this.  So,  in  fact,  you  might  very  well 
be  comparing  conditions  that  should  be  current,  that  actually  were 
conditions  that  existed  3  years  ago.  And  I  say  this,  in  my  judgment — 
and  I  want  to  see  how  you  feel  about  it — might  have  a  further  effect 
on  the  comparability  we  have  striven  to  accomplish. 

Mr.  Griner.  Certainly,  it  will  have  an  effect.  I  would  like  to 
point  out  to  you  in  some  of  these  figures  quoted — I  believe  I  mention 
lere  on  page  6  that  there  had  been  29  wage  areas  that  have  already 
been  surveyed,  29  out  of  about  85,  I  believe  it  is.  I  think  there  are 
85  areas  to  be  surveyed,  and  I  might  point  out,  out  of  these  29  wage 
areas,  we  already  note  that  there  is  a  minimum  of  3.3  that  will  come 
up  on  the  1966  reports. 

Mr.  Krebs.  With  the  Chair’s  indulgence,  I  would  like  it  if  the 
research  director,  Mr.  Voss,  would  supplement  Mr.  Griner’s  answer. 
Do  you  have  any  objection,  Mr.  Chairman? 

Air.  Olsen.  Without  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  Krebs.  I  think  there  is  a  fundamental  question  that  is  raised 
and  I  would  like  to  get  such  answers  as  we  can  on  the  record. 

Air.  Griner.  You  want  to  know  what  the  basic  survey  covers? 

Mr.  Krebs.  I  want  to  know  whether  or  not  you  think  the  survey 
is  fair  and  modern,  in  the  sense  that  it  is  dealing  with  circumstances 
we  try  to  measure  currently  and,  in  my  judgment,  have  not  measured 
currently,  but  went  back  to  1963  and  1964? 

Dr.  Yoss.  I  believe  the  survey,  as  it  is  set  up,  is  as  fair  as  can  be 
conducted  within  the  resources  that  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics 
has  available.  There  is  a  delay,  of  course,  and  that  necessarily  will 
have  some  limitations  on  the  results  and,  from  a  practical  standpoint, 
it  is  really  not  possible  to  eliminate  all  of  the  lag.  That  has  been 
pointed  out  by  the  Commissioner  of  Labor  Statistics  in  his  appearance 
on  one  or  two  occasions. 

The  survey  on  which  the  current  recommendations  for  salary  is 
based  represents  the  fiscal  year  1965.  In  other  words,  it  is  a  survey 
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which  began  about  August  of  1964  and  ended  June  of  1965,  the 
reference  date  being  February  and  March  1965. 

Mr.  Krebs.  Let  me  ask  you  this:  Is  it  possible,  in  your  judgment, 
to  establish  some  sort  of  an  adjustment  factor  that  we  could  utilize 
on  this  survey,  if  we  recognize  that  it  deals  with  conditions  as  they 
existed  in  fiscal  1963-64.  Could  we  not  measure  the  progress  made, 
wagewise,  of  the  workers  measured  in  the  survey,  and  adjust  the 
figures  that  this  survey  gives  us  to  make  them  more  nearly  reflect 
the  existing  circumstances? 

Dr.  Voss.  First  of  all,  I  believe  there  could  be  an  adjustment 
factor  applied  that  would  cover  what  has  not  been  put  into  effect 
since,  let’s  say,  1963. 

Mr.  Krebs.  I  don’t  want  to  delay  any  longer  on  this,  because  my 
time  is  limited. 

Mr.  Griner.  Mr.  Congressman,  may  I  read  into  the  record  at  this 
point  a  statement  made  by  Mr.  Macy  in  1963  that  I  think  might  be 
of  some  use? 

Mr.  Krebs.  Yes,  go  right  ahead. 

Mr.  Griner.  This  is  in  Mr.  Macy’s  statement  to  the  committee 
in  1963.  It  says: 

The  time  gap  is  a  problem  which  we  must  overcome  before  we  can  say  that 
the  comparability  principle  has  been  made  effective.  The  Director  of  the  Bureau 
of  the  Budget  and  I  are  having  a  staff  study  made  of  all  possible  methods  of 
reducing  this  gap.  Before  completion  of  the  next  annual  salary  review,  later 
this  year,  based  on  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics’  1963  report,  we  shall  provide 
employee  organizations  with  the  results  of  this  study  and  seek  to  reach  an  agree¬ 
ment  on  a  feasible  process  involving  a  minimum  period  of  time  between  survey 
and  salary.  I  feel  certain  that  we  shall  be  able  to  develop  a  plan  for  substantially 
reducing  this  time  lag. 

Mr.  Udall.  The  gentleman’s  time  has  expired.  Perhaps  Mr. 
Hanley  will  yield  him  a  moment  or  two,  if  need  be.  But  I  do  have 
three  other  witnesses  I  am  anxious  to  complete  this  morning. 

The  gentleman  from  New  York? 

Mr.  Hanley.  I  will  be  happy  to  yield  to  Paul  for  a  moment  or  two. 

Mr.  Krebs.  Thank  you  very  much,  Jim.  I  have  two  more  ques¬ 
tions. 

No.  1,  the  representatives  of  the  other  organizations  testified  that 
they  were  opposed  to  a  provision  in  the  administration’s  recommended 
legislation  that  would  make  it  possible  for  them  to  work  substitutes 
8  hours  in  any  15-hour  period,  as  distinguished  from  the  existing  law 
of  8  hours  in  12  hours.  You  didn’t  mention  that.  How  do  you  feel 
about  that? 

Mr.  Griner.  We  have  no  employees  in  the  post  office,  and  that  is 
a  peculiar  problem  to  the  post  office  employees. 

Mr.  Krebs.  Good.  The  next  question  is,  and  this  might  be 
the  $64  question,  I  don’t  know.  Everybody  that  has  been  in  here 
has  made  reference  to  the  package  discussed  in  some  negotiation 
session.  I  am  only  a  Member  of  Congress  and  a  member  of  this 
committee,  who  will  have  the  responsibilities  of  working  on  this 
legislation,  and  I  have  no  idea  what  “package”  you  are  talking  about. 

I  see  from  your  testimony  today  there  might  be  some  difference  of 
opinion  as  to  what  was  discussed  and  agreed  on  there.  I  wonder  if  it 
would  be  asking  too  much,  Mr.  Griner,  if  I  ask  you,  as  best  you  can 
recall,  to  submit  to  this  committee  your  ideas  of  what  you  agreed  you 
were  willing  to  accept  and  what  you  weren’t  willing  to  accept. 
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Mr.  Griner.  Would  you  like  to  have  it  this  morning  or  give^it  to 
you  later? 

Mr.  Krebs.  Any  time  between  now  and  the  time  the  hearings  are 
closed  would  be  satisfactory. 

Mr.  Griner.  I  will  give  it  to  you  in  writing,  yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Krebs.  Thank  you.  That  is  all,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Hanley.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  Mr.  Griner,  I  want  to 
commend  you  on  your  consideration  of  the  administration’s  proposal, 
with  a  view  to  the  problems  relevant  to  national  defense.  If  I  might 
pose  one  question  with  respect  to  the  retirement  aspect  of  this  proposal, 
I  concur  with  you  in  your  thinking,  and  I  simply  want  to  refer  to  the 
matter  of  reprisal,  in  event  the  Government  had  the  option  to  retire 
an  employee. 

I  am  wondering  if  you  might  want  to  suggest  any  hypothetical 
examples  of  what  might  happen  in  the  way  of  reprisal. 

Mr.  Griner.  Under  the  proposal  which  I  have  not  read,  but  I  have 
heard  about,  the  Government  would  have  the  option,  after  a  man 
attained  the  age  of  55  with  30  years  of  service,  of  just  pointing  to  him 
and  saying,  “You  can  retire  at  55  and  30,  or  you  will  be  retired  as  of 
a  certain  date.”  The  employee  has  no  right  to  appeal.  That  would 
mean  this:  If  there  were  a  supervisor  who  didn’t  like  this  person  for 
any  particular  reason,  he  could  recommend  his  retirement.  That  is 
an  easy  way  of  getting  rid  of  him,  rather  than  to  go — even  if  he  thought 
he  had  performed  some  act  on  which  he  could  be  charged,  rather  than 
to  go  through  the  procedure  of  a  hearing,  he  could  retire  this  man. 

We  don’t  think  it  is  fair.  We  think  a  man  should  be  the  judge  as 
to  whether  or  not  he  should  retire,  as  long  as  he  is  doing  a  satisfactory 
job. 

Now,  if  he  is  not  doing  a  satisfactory  job,  then  you  can  charge  him 
under  adverse  action  procedures,  or,  if  he  is  disabled,  you  can  retire 
him  on  the  account  of  disability.  But,  frankly,  I  can’t  see  the  neces¬ 
sity  of  this,  with  the  lower  grades,  especially  as  low  as  grade  13. 

Now,  there  might  possibly  be  some  reason  for  it  in  the  policymaking 
grades.  As  I  pointed  out,  it  has  been  my  experience  that  the  policy¬ 
making  grades  actually  begin  around  the  GS-14.  But  the  real  policy¬ 
making  is  15  and  above. 

Mr.  Hanley.  For  instance  then,  if,  in  the  opinion  of  an  agency,  the 
level  of  competency  of  this  individual  had  declined,  then  perhaps  this 
avenue  wotdd  be  adhered  to? 

Mr.  Griner.  That  is  right,  sir. 

Mr.  Hanley.  Basically,  this  is  about  what  the  evil  of  this  provi¬ 
sion  would  be,  insofar  as  reprisal  is  concerned? 

Mr.  Griner.  That  is  right.  Mr.  Congressman,  there  are  a  lot  of 
reprisals  that  take  place  without  the  actual  intent  on  the  part  of  the 
supervisor.  It  is  just  something  that  more  or  less  automatically 
happens.  But,  if  you  can  trace  that  back  to  its  origin,  you  will  find 
that  there  was  a  difference  of  opinion  or  some  reason  why  this  condition 
occurred,  even  though  it  might  be  many  years  later. 

Mr.  Hanley.  Yes.  I  think  you  have  answered  my  question  quite 
well,  Mr.  Griner.  Just  one  other  point,  and  this  is  relevant  to  your 
statement  on  page  7  in  the  matter  of  overtime  up  to  GS-11.  Do  you 
have  any  comment  with  respect  to  similar  provisions  in  grades  in 
excess  of  GS-11? 
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Mr.  Griner.  At  the  present  time  we  have  a  provision  that  overtime 
will  be  paid  at  the  option  of  the  employee  if  the  employee  is  in  GS-9 
or  below.  If  the  employee  occupies  a  position  above  GS-9,  the 
agency  has  the  option  of  paying  overtime  or  granting  compensatory 
time.  But  the  maximum  overtime  that  can  be  paid  to  an  employee 
is  based  on  the  beginning  rate  of  GS-9.  So,  if  a  grade  12  worked 
overtime  and  was  paid  for  that  overtime,  he  would  only  get  the  rate 
that  is  paid  to  the  grade  9.  That  is  a  maximum  he  can  get. 

Now,  beginning  with  the  grade  10,  the  management  has  the  option 
of  saying,  “You  are  entitled  to  overtime  or  compensatory  time,” 
whichever,  in  the  judgment  of  management,  should  apply.  But  up 
through  9,  the  employee  has  that  option,  and  we  have  no  objection  to 
that  option  on  both  sides  remaining  as  is,  except,  of  course,  if  this  is 
increased  to  the  grade  11,  we  would  ask  the  option  to  begin  at  grade  12. 

I  might  point  this  out  to  you,  Mr.  Congressman,  that  it  has  been  our 
experience  that,  since  the  escalation  of  the  Vietnam  war,  there  is  a 
great  deal  of  overtime.  In  other  words,  I  know  of  a  case  where  one  of 
the  agencies  asked  for  a  number  of  additional  slots,  so  they  could 
hire  additional  manpower.  Its  request  was  cut  about  30  percent. 
Top  management  was  asked,  “How  are  we  going  to  perform  this  work 
if  we  don’t  have  the  manpower  to  do  it?”  The  answer  was,  “Either 
by  overtime  or  by  contracting  part  of  the  work  out.” 

Now,  if  these  people  are  going  to  perform  overtime,  I  think  they 
should  be  paid  for  it.  We  have  a  tremendous  amount  of  work,  over¬ 
time  work,  now  going  on  in  the  Department  of  Health,  Education, 
and  Welfare,  because  of  the  medicare  situation.  We  have  journey¬ 
men,  doctors,  and  others  working  6  days  a  week  and  the  maximum 
overtime  they  can  be  paid  is  based  on  the  beginning  rate  of  a  GS-9, 
and  it  is  just  not  fair  to  them.  Employees  don’t  work  overtime  be¬ 
cause  they  ask  for  it.  Employees  don’t  control  overtime.  They  are 
instructed  to  work.  And  if  they  are  instructed  to  work  overtime, 
certainly  they  should  be  paid  for  it. 

Mr.  Hanley.  It  would  appear  that  a  high  degree  of  inequity 
exists  in  this  particular  area. 

Mr.  Griner.  That  is  right,  sir. 

Mr.  Hanley.  That  is  all,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Udall.  The  gentleman  from  Louisiana. 

Mr.  Morrison.  Mr.  Griner,  I  have  always  admired  you,  but  never 
more  than  at  this  moment. 

During  the  time  you  have  been  active  in  the  American  Federation 
of  Government  Employees,  and  especially  the  time  you  have  been  in  a 
position  of  leadership,  I  don’t  know  of  any  man  at  the  head  of  any 
organization  who  has  worked  harder  and  tried  harder,  or  longer,  than 
you  have  in  building  up  a  great  union  which  is  so  needed  and  so  im¬ 
portant  to  our  Government  and  its  employees. 

I  recall  a  speech  I  made,  a  few  years  ago,  at  one  of  your  conventions. 
You  had  not  yet  been  elected  president  at  that  time.  I  believe  it  was 
in  San  Diego,  Calif.  As  I  shared  with  the  delegates  at  the  convention 
my  thoughts  about  future  legislation  as  it  affected  them  and  the 
people  they  represented,  I  stressed  the  unique  importance  of  the  role 
that  their  organization  could  play  and  the  measures  I  hoped  they 
could  take  in  further  strengthening  then-  union  in  the  best  interests 
of  the  country,  the  Government,  and  their  members.  I  urged  all  of 
those  delegates  to  return  home  and  dedicate  themselves  devotedly  to 
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the  task  of  building  their  organization,  expanding  its  membership,  and 
alerting  all  Federal  employees  to  its  benefits.  I  warned  them  there 
would  be  difficulties  and  hardships,  and  that  they  would  be  called 
upon  for  unselfish  and  probably  unheard-of  toil— with  often  only  they 
themselves  knowing  their  trials,  their  successes,  and  their  discourage¬ 
ments.  I  held  out  to  them  the  fine  prospect  of  the  vast  potential, 
the  great  possibilities,  for  good  that  their  own  efforts  held  in  store. 
I  left  them  with  the  thought  that  no  chain  is  stronger  than  its  weakest 
link,  and  that  the  weak  link  in  your  organization  at  that  time  was 
the  need  for  far  broader  membership.  Only  by  forging  a  strong 
membership  link,  I  said,  could  they  go  forward  to  bring  about  the 
changes  and  improvements  that  were  necessary  in  our  Federal  work 
force. 

And  then  I  saw  you  arrive  on  the  scene  as  president  of  this  great 
organization,  and  to  me  your  record  of  achievement  is  an  inspiration. 
If  I  could  have  spelled  out  in  detail  the  plans  and  the  specifications 
to  accomplish  the  purposes  I  urged  in  San  Diego — if  I  had  prepared 
a  manual  on  how  to  build  a  stronger  organization  and  on  the  essential 
parts— you  could  not  by  placing  it  in  effect  have  done  a  more  magnifi¬ 
cent  job  than  you  have,  on  your  own  initiative,  on  behalf  of  the  people 
you  represent  here  today. 

Your  leadership  has  been  wise,  devoted,  effective,  and  farsighted. 
The  record  you  have  made  is  truly  amazing.  You  have  succeeded  in 
doing  for  your  organization  what  it  needed  most,  through  your  out¬ 
standing  leadership.  You  have  indeed  forged  the  strong  link  that 
was  wanting.  Aside  from  your  personal  dedication,  you  have  gone 
far  above  and  beyond  the  call  of  duty.  It  is  a  tribute  to  you  per¬ 
sonally,  and  perhaps  the  one  factor  that  has  lent  the  greatest  impetus 
to  the  forward  strides  in  membership  and  strength,  that  you  were  able 
to  inculcate  in  your  members  and  other  employees  a  sense  and  under¬ 
standing  that  you,  as  their  leader,  could  and  would  do  for  them  what 
they  most  need.  You  have  impressed  them  that  you  are  always  ready, 
willing,  and  able  to  fight  for  the  principles  and  the  benefits  that  your 
organization  stands  for — the  high  principles  of  good  government  and 

Eublic  service,  allied  with  a  sound  program  of  Federal  salaries,  fringe 
enefits,  and  proper  adjustments  in  keeping  with  the  economy  and 
the  times.  You  have  made  them  realize,  as  you  and  I  do,  that  the 
only  way  to  succeed  in  these  endeavors  is  by  having  a  strong  and 
forceful  and  determined  organization,  with  a  community  of  interest, 
that  will  fight  for  these  principles  and  benefits  under  enlightened 
leadership. 

But  there  is  also  another  essential  ingredient.  This  may  be  the 
most  difficult  one.  It  is  a  sense  of  timing  and  reasonableness.  To 
be  reasonable  under  trying  circumstances,  when  it  may  affect  not 
only  the  Nation  but  the  welfare  of  millions  of  people,  often  is  the 
most  difficidt  approach  to  a  problem.  This  difficulty  is  aggravated 
when  it  seems  that  everything  else — every  pressure,  every  feeling, 
every  desire  tends  to  make  one  be  otherwise. 

What  you  have  done  today,  Mr.  Griner,  in  supporting  the  Presi¬ 
dent’s  program  for  Federal  employees  and  his  guideposts  to  protect 
our  national  economy,  has  my  greatest  admiration.  It  is  in  keeping 
with  the  traditional  loyalty  and  patriotism  that  has  always  charac¬ 
terized  both  you  and  your  organization.  The  unselfish  and  states¬ 
manlike  willingness  to  accept  lower  salary  levels  immeasurably 
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strengthens  the  hand  of  our  President  and  his  advisers  in  guiding 
our  country  in  a  time  of  national  emergency  when  peril  threatens 
from  international  communism.  The  difficult  position  in  which  you, 
and  we,  find  ourselves  certainly  is  not  the  result  of  anything  that 
anyone  here  in  this  room  did  or  did  not  do.  It  is  something  over 
which  we  have  no  control. 

I  know  you  as  a  patriotic  American  and  as  a  determined  and  able 
leader.  Neither  you  nor  any  member  of  your  organization  need  bow 
to  anyone  in  your  high  degree  of  loyalty  and  patriotism.  I  think 
you  could  point  justifiably  to  the  fact  that  right  now,  in  Vietnam, 
many  of  our  soldiers  and  sailors  and  marines  and  airmen  fighting 
there  are  members  of  your  organization  or  are  the  sons  of  members. 

Many  of  us  experience  difficulty  in  fully  understanding  the  combina¬ 
tion  of  contradictory  circumstances  we  face  today.  We  attempt  to 
perform  our  responsibilities,  as  you  do  on  the  one  hand,  to  keep  faith 
with  the  people  you  represent.  At  the  same  time,  we  fully  realize  if 
communism  is  to  be  checked  this  is  the  time  and  the  opportunity  to 
do  it  at  the  least  cost  in  lives  and  suffering  and  privation.  We  here 
on  the  homefront  face  one  of  the  greatest  perils  a  nation  can  face, 
and  look  to  our  fighting  men  to  protect  us.  We  can  do  no  less  than 
to  back  them  in  full  measure  by  maintaining  a  sound  economy  and 
maximum  production  while  guarding  against  the  dark  and  grave 
potentialities  of  inflation. 

There  is  nothing  in  our  national  or  personal  everyday  lives  more 
insidious  and  dangerous  than  inflation.  Our  very  system  of  free 
enterprise  and  democracy  in  government  could  lend  itself  to  in¬ 
flationary  trends  were  such  trends  not  curtailed  at  the  very  beginning. 
The  President  of  the  Nation  upon  a  number  of  occasions  has  spelled 
out  exactly  how  serious  he  considers  the  danger  of  inflation.  When 
the  President  and  his  administration,  on  whom  are  imposed  the 
stupendous  responsibilities  of  our  Nation’s  domestic  and  foreign 
affairs,  in  their  wisdom  and  with  all  of  the  facts  take  the  position 
embodied  in  the  President’s  pay  message,  certainly  they  must  have 
our  support.  There  certainly  can,  and  will  always,  be  honest  dif¬ 
ferences  of  opinion,  and  minority  views  are  entitled  to  recognition, 
but  such  opinions  make  the  task  of  restraining  inflation  more  difficult. 

The  word  “inflation”  in  a  sense  is  a  tricky  one,  because  it  does  not 
adequately  portray  the  dangerously  explosive  potential  that  is  really 
involved.  I  do  not  see  how  the  President  can  be  in  a  position  to  ask 
the  steel  industry,  the  aluminum  industry,  the  automobile  industry, 
or  any  other  industry  or  labor  organization  outside  of  Government  to 
observe  the  guideposts  he  has  established  to  counter  inflation  if  he 
does  not  apply  the  same  principles  and  standards  in  dealing  with 
Federal  employees.  Employees  in  the  private  sector  share  many 
problems  and  desires  with  employees  in  the  Government,  and  also 
have  differing  ones.  Our  fellow  workers  in  private  enterprise  also 
have  different  ways,  means,  and  avenues  of  trying  to  solve  then’  prob¬ 
lems  than  exist  for  Government  employees.  Nevertheless,  the  Presi¬ 
dent  would  be  in  an  embarrassing  position,  to  say  the  least,  were  he  to 
seek  to  do  for  Government  employees  more  than  that  for  which  he 
asks  other  employees  to  settle  in  their  dealings  with  private  employers. 
If  the  President  is  going  to  be  at  all  fair  and  consistent,  he  had  no 
choice  but  to  take  the  position  he  has  taken  in  officially  recommending 
the  legislative  proposal  now  before  us. 
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The  choice  must  have  been  very  difficult  on  his  part.  It  certainly 
is  difficult  on  your  part  and  on  ours.  There  is  some  feeling  that  the 
rank  and  file  of  our  2  million  or  more  Federal  employees,  lacking  full 
knowledge  and  understanding  of  all  of  the  facts,  may  not  realize  the 
seriousness  of  the  true  situation  as  it  affects  their  personal  interests. 
This,  I  know,  has  made  far  more  difficult  your  decision  to  take  the 
approach  you  have.  Quite  the  opposite  course  would  have  been  far 
easier  for  you — a  course  toward  the  more  liberal  program  you  have  so 
ably  justified,  but  one  disregarding  the  true  national  interest.  But  I 
have  a  deep  and  abiding  faith  in  our  Federal  employees,  and  I  sin¬ 
cerely  believe  that  they  will  understand  and  support  the  course  you 
have  taken  as  a  courageous  leader  and  a  patriotic  American. 

I  do  not  think  I  mil  ever  have  to  defend  myself  from  any  criticism 
of  my  efforts  over  the  years  to  help  better  postal  and  other  Federal 
employees  in  their  everyday  life  and  in  the  measure  of  compensation 
to  which  they  feel  entitled.  During  my  entire  23  years  of  service  in 
the  Congress — first  on  the  former  Civil  Service  Committee  and,  since 
1947,  on  this  committee  — in  all  of  my  congressional  life  I  have  worked 
and  fought  for  justifiable  levels  in  Federal  employees’  pay  and  fringe 
benefits.  I  have  never  taken  any  other  position.  I  have  always 
asserted  that  Federal  employees  are  lagging  behind  the  private  sector 
and  have  never  caught  up.  I  still  do. 

I  believe  the  record  amply  demonstrates  that  I  have  kept  up  this 
good  fight  throughout  the  years.  I  have  never  changed  my  feelings 
or  convictions  and  never  will.  If  I  may  be  forgiven  a  personal  refer¬ 
ence,  I  think  perhaps  I  have  been  on  the  firing  line  for  Federal  em¬ 
ployees  longer  than  any  man  sitting  in  this  room  today.  I  will  stand 
on  my  record,  which  speaks  for  itself.  Nor  is  there  any  human  being 
who  has  gained  greater  personal  satisfaction  from  helping  his  fellow 
men  in  their  striving  to  a  better  life  than  has  been  my  good  fortune. 

I  had  hoped  this  year  that  many  things  could  come  about,  and  that 
I  could  contribute  in  some  measure  to  a  better  life  for  our  Federal 
employees  through  richly  deserved  adjustments  in  their  pay  and 
fringe  benefits.  Frankly,  my  hopes  were  based  on  measures  con¬ 
siderably  more  liberal  than  that  now  being  considered. 

I  have  always  set  my  sights  a  little  high,  and  then  devoted  all  my 
energies  along  the  lines  of  my  high  sights.  Those  who  do  not  aim  so 
high — those  who  on  occasion  have  opposed  salary  and  benefit  legislation 
for  Federal  employees — will  always  take  care  of  lowering  the  sights. 
If  sights  are  set  high  enough,  those  who  have  lower  targets  or  none  at 
all  can  play  their  part  and  the  usual  result,  after  the  Congress  has 
worked  its  will,  is  a  reasonable  compromise  worked  out  on  a  give-and- 
take  basis.  Results  from  this  policy  have  been  rather  substantial,  and 
certainly  of  the  kind  that  give  considerable  personal  satisfaction  to 
those  who  helped  obtain  them  by  setting  high  sights  in  the  first  place. 

However,  this  is  a  time  of  trial  for  all  of  us.  I  believe  we  must  make 
up  our  minds,  regardless  of  what  we  would  like  to  ask  for  and  fight  for 
and  hope  for,  that  we  must  recognize  that  what  Federal  employees 
really  deserve  and  want  and  hope  for  will  come  on  a  future  day. 

As  far  as  concerns  your  friends  on  this  committee  and  others  best 
qualified  to  judge  the  national  interest,  I  think  the  sooner  we  realize 
this  the  better  it  will  be  for  all  concerned.  The  emergency  in  Vietnam, 
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the  harsh  impact  on  our  economy,  the  timing  of  these  factors,  are 
matters  over  which  neither  you  nor  we  have  control.  But  what  we 
do  here,  the  value  of  your  good  advice  and  counsel,  will  have  a  major 
role.  Your  decision — the  position  in  support  of  the  President  you 
have  taken — has  required  great  courage  and  deep  understanding. 
I  think  it  is  a  wise  and  proper  decision.  I  think  in  future  years  that 
all  those  people — and  I  hope  they  are  few  in  number — who  do  not 
understand  the  decision  because  they  have  not  had  access  to  the  facts 
as  you  and  I  have,  will  thank  you  from  the  bottom  of  their  hearts 
and  appreciate  and  commend  you  as  we  do  here  today. 

I  want  you  to  know,  too,  that  I  realize  the  problems  faced  by  you 
and  your  members  differ,  in  many  respects,  from  those  that  confront 
other  organizations  and  groups  who  have  taken  the  same  position  as 
yours  on  the  President’s  proposal.  Therefore,  it  is  readily  under¬ 
standable  that  your  position  varies  in  some  measure  from  that  taken 
by  each  of  the  others.  But,  although  there  are  differing  problems, 
responsibilities,  and  duties,  the  important  thing  is  that,  in  the  final 
analysis,  you  have  joined  with  other  great  Federal  employee  organiza¬ 
tions  in  support  of  the  sound  and  essential  national  policy  on  which 
the  President’s  proposal  is  based.  All  members  of  your  organization 
may  take  just  pride  in  your  leadership.  I  will  say,  as  I  have  said  to 
other  leaders,  that  this  is  your  finest  hour.  Perhaps  because  your 
support  for  the  President  is  the  most  difficult  decision  of  your  life, 
this  will  make  it  the  finest  hour  in  your  personal  life  and  in  the  records 
and  annals  of  the  fine  organization  you  head. 

You  have  my  most  sincere  congratulations  and  deepest  admiration 
for  the  position  you  have  taken  here  today. 

Mr.  Griner.  Thank  you,  sir. 

Mr.  Udall.  The  Chair  would  like  to  say  that  there  is  no  Member  of 
Congress  more  knowledgeable  and  more  dedicated  in  this  field  than  the 
vice  chairman  who  just  spoke.  As  one  member  of  this  committee,  I 
want  to  second  what  he  just  said. 

We  thank  you,  Mr.  Griner,  Mr.  Voss,  and  Mr.  Walter,  for  coming 
here  today. 

Mr.  Udall.  The  next  witness  is  Mr.  Nathan  T.  Wolkomir,  presi¬ 
dent,  National  Federation  of  Federal  Employees,  accompanied  by 
Irving  Geller,  director  of  legal  and  employee  relations. 

While  these  gentlemen  are  taking  their  places,  the  Chair  will  observe 
we  have  12  other  ivitnesses  schedule  for  tomorrow,  and  we  obviously 
are  not  going  to  get  to  them  this  morning.  I  would  say  there  is  no 
House  business  scheduled  this  afternoon,  and  it  is  the  intention  of  the 
Chair  to  reconvene  this  session  at  2  this  afternoon  to  complete  the 
witness  schedule  for  today.  So  if  you  plan  to  be  with  us  at  2  this 
afternoon,  we  will  take  your  testimony  at  that  time.  I  hope  the 
members  of  the  subcommittee  who  are  available  will  be  with  us  this 
afternoon. 

Mr.  Wolkomir,  you  represent  a  fine  and  busy  and  important  organi¬ 
zation.  We  are  happy  to  have  you  with  us.  You  have  always  been 
helpful  to  the  committee.  We  are  anxious  to  hear  what  you  have 
to  say. 
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STATEMENT  OF  NATHAN  T.  WOLKOMIR,  PRESIDENT,  NATIONAL 

FEDERATION  OF  FEDERAL  EMPLOYEES;  ACCOMPANIED  BY 

IRVING  GELLER,  DIRECTOR  OF  LEGAL  AND  EMPLOYEE  RELA¬ 
TIONS,  AND  DR.  HAROLD  FINNEGAN,  LEGISLATIVE  ASSISTANT 

Mr.  Wolkomir.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman. 

My  name  is  Nathan  T.  Wolkomir.  I  am  president  of  the  National 
Federation  of  Federal  Employees.  To  my  right,  I  have  the  chief  of 
our  legal  and  employee  relations  staff,  Counselor  Irving  Geller,  and 
to  my  left,  my  assistant  on  legislative  matters,  Dr.  Finnegan.  We 
have  members  in  virtually  all  departments  and  agencies  worldwide. 
I  wish  to  express  the  appreciation  of  our  organization  to  the  chairman 
and  members  of  this  subcommittee  for  their  sympathetic  and  under¬ 
standing  interest  in  the  vitally  important  subject  of  compensation  as 
it  affects  Federal  employees,  the  Federal  service  and,  in  a  larger  sense, 
the  public  served  by  these  employees. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  basic  issue  with  which  we  are  confronted  is  clear 
and  the  solution  to  the  dilemma  in  which  the  Federal  Government 
finds  itself  is  plain. 

The  issue  is  that  despite  a  clear  statement  of  policy  set  forth  in  pre¬ 
vious  pay  legislation,  the  comparability  principle  is  not  being  followed 
in  various  grades.  The  administration,  while  giving  lip  service  to  that 
vital  principle,  has  persistently  taken  a  position  in  opposition  to  its 
effectual  implementation. 

May  I  add,  gentlemen,  “expedients  are  for  the  hour,  principles  are 
for  the  ages.” 

As  a  result  of  the  administration’s  position,  the  1965  pay  legislation 
fell  substantially  short  of  achieving  its  objective,  which  had  been 
soundly  met  in  the  bill  sponsored  by  the  distinguished  chairman  of 
this  subcommittee,  Congressman  Udall,  and  may  I  also  state  other 
legislation  presented  by  other  members  of  this  committee. 

A  similar  situation,  however,  confronts  us  today.  The  adminis¬ 
tration  continues  to  give  lipservice  to  the  comparability  principle  but 
opposes  meaningful  action  to  put  it  into  effect. 

Since  the  passage  of  the  1965  pay  act,  many  Members  of  Congress 
have  expressed  the  view  that  the  forward  steps  which  were  not 
taken  in  the  measure  which  finally  passed  in  the  closing  hours  of  the 
1st  session  of  the  89th  Congress  should  be  taken  as  soon  as  possible 
in  this  session.  With  this  view  the  National  Federation  of  Federal 
Employees  is  in  wholehearted  agreement. 

We  therefore  urge  prompt  action  on  pay  legislation  in  this  session 
so  that  we  can  avoid  the  situation  in  which  we  found  ourselves  in  the 
last  session;  namely,  an  inequitable  take-it-or-leave-it  position. 

Responding  to  the  recent  administration  omnibus  proposal  to  in¬ 
clude  in  one  place  the  recommendations  relating  to  Federal  employees’ 
pay  and  fringe  benefits,  I  am  taking  this  opportunity  to  also  state  the 
position  of  NFFE  on  the  more  significant  proposals.  NFFE  therefore 
recommends: 

(1)  A  10-percent  across-the-board  increase,  with  5  percent  effective 
January  1,  1966,  and  5  percent  effective  January  1,  1967,  and  this, 
gentlemen,  will  merely  close  the  comparability  gap;  it  will  not  over¬ 
come  it. 

(2)  Provision  for  the  payment  of  time  and  one-half  for  regularly 
scheduled  work  on  Sunday. 
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(3)  Extension  of  the  Classification  Act  to  include: 

(a)  all  wage  board  positions  in  grades  1,  2,  3,  and  4  except 
those  wage  board  positions  in  construction  and  lithographic  work. 

(b)  clerical  employees  in  the  Selective  Service  System  (case 
studies  attached  are  an  indication  of  the  problems  Federal  em¬ 
ployees  face). 

Now,  I  state  we  now  have  Senator  Brewster’s  bill,  S.  105,  and 
several  other  bills  in  the  House,  that  are  proposing  this  very  thing. 
With  reference  to  these  case  studies,  gentlemen,  I  would  like  to  call 
your  particular  attention  to  several  of  the  statements  made  and  I 
will  cut  them  short. 

One  of  our  selective  service  employees  writes: 

Even  though  we  are  required  to  pass  a  pedestrian  GS-2  test,  we  remain  ungraded 
and  regardless  of  excellent  ratings  or  any  individual  efforts  to  do  the  best  possible 
job,  over  and  beyond  the  requirements  in  the  clerk’s  manual,  we  continue  un¬ 
graded.  Unfortunately,  the  excellent  rating  is  nonedible. 

Another: 

Please  send  an  application  for  membership  in  your  union,  even  though  the  $14 
is  hard  to  get.  Until  January  1965,  my  annual  salary  barely  reached  or  exceeded 
$2,000  as  a  local  board  clerk  with  the  selective  service  program.  Who  can  I 
write  to  or  what  can  I  do  concerning  the  bills  presently  proposed? 

Another  one  states: 

I  regret  it  fully,  but  having  years  of  experience,  passed  recent  current  examina¬ 
tion  for  GS-3,  but  get  the  salary  for  a  beginning  GS-1,  and  I  have  been  with  the 
Selective  Service  System  for  314  years. 

Another  one: 

I  had  my  civil  service  rating  before  I  went  to  work  for  selective  service.  I  have 
never  had  an  ingrade  raise  the  full  6  years  I  have  been  here,  with  no  rating 
whatsoever. 

These  are  just  samples,  gentlemen,  and  I  believe  the  members  of 
this  subcommittee  have  received  other  letters  from  us,  exemplifying 
the  situation  in  the  Selective  Service  System  today. 

Certainly  the  selective  service  boards  are  doing  an  excellent  and 
patriotic  job,  but  I  am  wondering  whether  the  subcommittee  is 
aware  of  the  fact  that  90  percent  of  the  work  prepared  for  our  selective 
service  boards  are  done  by  the  clerks.  Many  of  these  clerks  don’t 
even  have  typewriters  or  desks  to  work  with  and  they  are  told, 
when  they  need  assistance,  to  go  and  get  some  high  school  help. 

A  third  Classification  Act  incorporation  we  recommend  would  be 
the  county  office  employees  of  the  Agricultural  Stabilization  and 
Conservation  Service.  This,  of  course,  was  embodied  in  S.  2206, 
testimony  presented  by  Senator  Monroney. 

No.  4  of  our  program,  establishment  of  uniform  and  equitable 
system  for  wage  board  administration  to  include  longevity  pay 
increases  for  wage  board  employees  and  provide  for  a  minimum 
pay  rate  of  $1.75  per  hour. 

(5)  Provision  for  the  payment  of  all  time  spent  in  travel  on  official 
business  as  contained  in  Congressman  Krebs’  bill,  H.R.  10298,  and 
H.R.  10299  presented  by  Congressman  Olsen. 

(6)  Repeal  of  the  acceptable  level  of  competence  requirement 
before  an  employee  can  be  granted  a  within-grade  increase. 

I  would  like  to  call  to  the  particular  attention  of  the  subcommittee 
the  fact  that  even  though  the  passed  bill  did  provide  an  appeal 
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procedure,  that  there  is  a  distinction  between  appeals  and  the  hearing 
procedure.  There  is  no  confrontation  whatsoever  in  an  appeal;  the 
employee  is  not  heard.  A  record  presented  by  those  who  are  the 
supervisors  and  representing  the  management  group  sends  their  data 
to  the  Civil  Service  Commission  and  this  is  the  basis  for  the  entire 
appeal.  It  is  merely  review. 

(7)  Amend  the  employee  health  benefits  law  to  require  the  Govern¬ 
ment  to  pay  50  percent  of  the  cost. 

(8)  Amend  the  employees  life  insurance  law  to  (a)  provide  insurance 
of  150  percent  of  the  salary,  ( b )  reduce  the  rate  of  depreciation  from  2 
percent  a  month  to  1  percent  a  month  with  a  maximum  depreciation 
of  50  percent,  and  (c)  require  the  Government  to  pay  50  percent  of  the 
cost  of  the  program  as  generally  recommended  by  Congressman 
Daniels’  bill,  H.R.  11879. 

(9)  Provision  for  optional  social  security  for  Federal  employees 
independent  of  and  in  addition  to  the  retirement  systems  as  now  en¬ 
joyed  by  many  State,  county,  and  municipal  governmental  employees. 

(10)  Provision  for  transfer-of-credit  arrangement  with  social 
security. 

(11)  Provision  that  employees  and  their  survivors  who  do  become 
eligible  for  civil  service  retirement  benefits  be  guaranteed  an  amount 
from  the  civil  service  retirement  system — or,  if  they  are  also  eligible 
for  social  security  benefits,  from  civil  service  and  social  security 
together — -at  least  equal  to  the  amount  which  would  be  payable  if 
the  Federal  service  had  been  covered  under  social  security. 

(12)  Provision  for  optional  retirement  on  full  annuity  be  permitted 
beginning  at  age  55  after  30  years  of  service  and  at  age  60  after  20 
years  of  service.  Another,  30  years  regardless  of  age.  The  question 
of  whether  the  Government,  as  employer,  should  be  allowed  to  initiate 
the  option  for  retirement  of  employees  who  are  at  GS-13  and  above 
and  are  55  years  of  age  with  30  years  of  service  is  a  separate  and  dis¬ 
tinct  matter  and  should  be  so  treated.  NFFE  strongly  objects  to  the 
adverse  action  aspect  inherent  in  permitting  agencies  to  effect  invol¬ 
untary  retirements. 

(13)  Approval  of  the  proposals  for  improving  the  financing  of  the 
retirement  fund.  It  is  to  be  realized  a  one-half  percent  increase  in 
withholding  is  that  much  less  in  going-home  pay,  thus  reducing  even 
more  the  administration  proposal. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  administration’s  guideline  increase  figure; 
namely,  a  top  of  3.2  percent,  including  fringe  benefits,  simply  does  not 
face  up  to  the  facts  of  life  in  the  Federal  service  today.  Pay  increases 
alone  in  the  private  sector  have  gone  substantially  beyond  that  level, 
as  they  necessarily  must  in  view  of  rising  living  costs  and  other  factors. 

As  an  offside,  may  I  call  attention  of  the  committee  to  the  fact  that 
the  Appropriations  Committee  unanimously  approved  a  $13.1  billion 
appropriation  for  the  Vietnam  war  effort;  $2  billion  of  this  is  to  be 
spent  in  the  private  endeavor  for  those  who  are  going  to  prepare  for 
the  ammunitions  and  the  type  of  weapons  that  are  needed. 

I  would  like  the  committee  to  investigate  this  matter,  how  much  of 
that  $2  billion  is  going  into  overtime,  double  time,  with  a  complete 
disregard  of  the  3.2  factor.  Also,  is  the  committee  aware  of  the  fact 
that  today  many  Government  employees  are  working  on  what  is 
known  as  an  uncommon  workweek.  They  are  being  held  to  their 
40  hours  a  week,  working  two  8-hour  days  and  four  6-hour  days,  with 
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no  extra  compensation,  in  spite  of  the  additional  cost  for  their  travel 
on  the  sixth  day,  their  lunches,  and  the  loss  of  their  travel  pools. 
The  Federal  service  continues  to  find  itself  handicapped  in  recruiting 
and  retaining  qualified  employees  in  many  grades  because  of  the  failure 
to  implement  the  comparability  provision  of  the  pay  law. 

In  connection  with  the  administration’s  guidelines,  an  economist 
has  recently  pointed  out  that  they  have  been  extensively  ignored  in 
the  private  sector  and  that  the  administration  has  been  "capricious 
and  discriminatory”  in  its  efforts  to  enforce  these  arbitrary  restrictions. 
Certainly  the  administration  is  in  an  anomalous  position  as  it  piously 
affirms  its  devotion  to  the  comparability  principle  and  then  marshals 
all  of  its  influence  to  defeat  it  in  practice  in  legislation  affecting 
Federal  employees. 

The  Federal  Government  is  the  largest  single  employer  in  the 
Nation. 

Surely  it  is  reasonable  to  expect  the  Federal  Government  to  show 
the  way  to  the  private  sector  in  progressive  measures  affecting  the 
men  and  women  who  serve  it. 

But  we  find  that  the  contrary  is  the  case. 

The  Federal  Government  is  not  a  leader  but  a  laggard  follower  in 
most  aspects  of  employment  conditions. 

I  direct  the  subcommittee’s  attention  to  the  long-delayed  report 
by  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics,  U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  which 
compares  the  fringe  benefits  of  Federal  employees  with  those  of  non¬ 
production  workers  in  private  industry.  Since  this  report  is  conceded 
to  be  out  of  date,  but  is  dated  December  1965,  it  is  reasonable  to 
assume  that  the  disparity  between  Federal  and  private  fringe  benefits 
has  widened  rather  than  narrowed.  Indeed,  the  only  substantive 
advance  made  by  the  Federal  Government  in  this  period  has  been 
in  the  matter  of  severence  pay,  a  proposal  originally  made  by  the 
NFFE,  adopted  by  the  President’s  Pay  Panel,  and  approved  by  both 
Houses  of  Congress  in  the  1965  pay  law. 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  considering  pay  legislation  at  this  session  of 
Congress  it  is  proper,  appropriate,  and  indeed  essential  to  view  it  in 
the  light  of  the  facts  divulged  by  this  BLS  report. 

Industry  expenditures  for  fringe  benefits  amount  to  23.8  percent  of 
base  salaries  as  against  23.5  for  Government.  Moreover,  in  such  key 
fringes  as  retirement  and  group  insurance,  the  gap  is  emphasized  by 
the  fact  that  Federal  employees  pay  6 }{  percent  toward  their  own  re¬ 
tirement  and  two-thirds  of  the  insurance  premiums  which  in  many 
businesses  are  paid  for  in  their  entirety  by  the  employer.  Moreover, 
the  BLS  study  shows  the  extent  of  such  fringes  as  yearend  bonuses, 
thrift  plans  and  the  like  for  which,  of  course,  there  is  no  counterpart 
in  the  Federal  service. 

The  BLS  report  makes  this  very  pertinent  point: 

Under  today’s  many-faceted  systems  for  compensating  employees,  regular  pay 
for  hours  actually  worked  is  an  inadequate  measure  of  a  worker’s  total  earnings. 

Mr.  Chairman,  that  statement  has  great  significance  in  connection 
with  the  whole  question  of  pay  in  the  Federal  service,  which  the  sub¬ 
committee  now  has  under  such  active  and  intensive  study. 

We  certainly  believe  that  in  any  consideration  of  pay  the  matter  of 
fringe  benefits  should  be  taken  into  account. 
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What  we  now  are  confronted  with  in  the  Federal  sendee  is  a  pay 
schedule  which  even  the  administration  admits  fails  to  meet  the  test 
of  comparability. 

At  the  same  time,  the  BLS  study  provides  hard-fact  evidence  of 
our  often  repeated  contention  that  in  fringe  benefits  as  well,  the 
Federal  Government  is  lagging. 

Between  these  two  situations,  namely,  noncomparable  pay  and 
lagging  fringe  benefits,  it  will  be  seen  that  the  plight  of  the  Federal 
employee  is  worsening  in  a  period  of  rising  living  costs,  and  the 
Federal  Government  has  no  claim  to  leadership  in  its  role  as  the 
Nation’s  largest  employer. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  Federal  Government  is  engaged  in  many 
programs  which  require  the  highest  degree  of  competence  on  the  part 
of  those  charged  with  carrying  them  out.  It  must  compete  with 
business  and  industry  for  this  talent  and  know-how. 

Mr.  Udall.  Mr.  Wolkomir,  at  this  point  we  are  in  violation  of  the 
rules  of  the  House,  because  it  is  going  into  session.  I  am  unable  to 
continue  now,  but  I  will  ask  you  to  return  here  at  2 ;  we  will  pick  up 
at  the  top  of  page  7  of  your  statement,  finish  your  testimony,  and 
have  time  for  questions  of  the  members. 

The  subcommittee  stands  adjourned  until  2  this  afternoon. 

(Whereupon  at  12  noon  the  subcommittee  was  recessed  to  reconvene 
at  2  p.m.  this  same  day.) 

AFTERNOON  SESSION 

Mr.  Udall.  The  subcommittee  will  come  to  order. 

Mr.  Wolkomir,  you  and  your  associates  may  proceed.  I  think 
we  were  on  page  7  of  your  statement  when  we  interrupted  for  the 
luncheon  break. 

Mr.  Wolkomir.  Thank  you,  sir.  To  further  highlight  the  need 
for  the  highest  degree  of  competence  in  Government,  we  call  the 
committee’s  attention  to  the  fact  that  every  Sunday  the  major 
groups  publish  literally  hundreds  of  large  display  advertisements 
placed  by  business  and  industry,  seeking  qualified  employees.  A 
reading  of  these  advertisements  is  illuminating.  It  reveals  the  degree 
to  which  the  Federal  Government  is  lagging  in  pay  and  in  fringe 
benefits.  The  same  story  is  repeated  in  newspapers  and  periodicals 
in  every  major  area  in  the  Nation.  The  skills  sought  run  the  gamut 
of  every  discipline,  every  profession,  every  trade  and  technical 
qualification.  It  should  be  noted,  too,  that  for  some  key  posts, 
States,  municipalities,  and  institutions  of  higher  learning  have  higher 
pay  schedules  than  does  the  Federal  Government. 

A  10-percent  increase  in  Federal  pay,  5  percent  effective  January  1, 
1966,  and  5  percent  effective  January  1,  1967,  as  we  have  recom¬ 
mended,  would  move  the  Government  forward  in  this  vital  area  and 
would  improve  its  position  both  in  recruiting  and  retaining  employees. 
It  would  do  much  toward  placing  the  Government  in  the  position  of 
meeting  its  commitment  to  pay  salaries  which  are  reasonably  com¬ 
parable  with  those  in  the  private  sector. 

We  have  urged  the  subcommittee  to  include  in  its  1966  pay  legis¬ 
lation  provisions  covering  wage  board  employees.  Although  the 
Civil  Service  Commission  presently  is  working  on  a  plan  for  a  uniform 
system  of  wage  board  administration — a  step  pioneered  and  strongly 
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urged  by  the  NFFE — it  is  our  view  that  this  important  matter  should 
be  the  subject  of  congressional  consideration  and  action.  Thus,  we 
urge  the  subcommittee  to  provide  in  this  bill  the  legislative  authority 
and  framework  for  a  uniform  and  equitable  system  of  wage  board 
pay  administration,  together  with  provision  for  longevity  pay  increases 
for  wage  board  employees. 

In  this  connection,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  might  point  out  that  shocking 
as  it  may  seem  it  is  true  that  there  presently  is  no  provision  for 
wage  board  longevity  increases,  to  reward  highly  skilled  long-service 
employees. 

Moreover,  the  NFFE  has  found  that  there  are  many  wage  board 
employees — certain  employees  of  the  Veterans’  Administration,  for 
example— who  have  had  no  upward  pay  adjustment  for  so  long  as 
10  years.  It  is  evident  that  this  entire  wage  board  situation  needs 
a  thorough  revision.  For  our  part,  we  believe  it  wise  and  prudent  for 
the  Congress  to  lay  down  some  guidelines  for  the  executive  branch 
in  this  matter — including  problems  which  the  executive  branch  has 
studiously  swept  under  the  rug  for  too  many  years. 

We  have  recommended  that  the  first  four  wage  board  grades  with 
certain  exceptions,  be  transferred  to  the  Classification  Act.  This 
would  include  thousands  of  food  service  employees,  laundry  workers, 
laborers,  and  others  who  are  receiving  substandard  wages.  These 
employees  have  been  adversely  affected  by  current  wage  board  prac¬ 
tices  and  have  been  seriously  disadvantaged  all  through  the  years 
without  benefit  of  decent  pay  increases.  We  are  convinced  that 
placing  these  first  four  wage  board  grades  under  the  Classification 
Act  would  go  a  long  way  toward  solving  some  of  the  most  difficult 
and  disheartening  problems  with  which  we  are  confronted. 

As  you  are  aware,  wage  board  employees’  rates  are  based  on  com¬ 
parable  wages  paid  in  the  private  sector.  Private  unions  have  failed 
to  secure  decent  wages  for  employees  in  the  food  service,  laundry 
and  custodial  laborers  occupations  in  the  private  sector  and  as  a 
consequence  wages  for  governmental  employees  have  remained  at  an 
incredible  substandard  level. 

As  an  offside,  it  is  to  be  remembered  under  the  Classification  Act 
all  wage  board  employees’  rights  are  executed  by  the  executive  branch. 
This  was  a  delegation  by  the  legislative  branch  to  the  executive 
branch  under  the  revision  to  the  Classification  Act.  Please  observe 
by  the  examples  cited,  the  dangers  that  were  inherent  to  the  concept 
that  the  executive  branch  is  dealing  equitably  -with  its  employees. 

The  Government  must  establish  itself  as  a  model  employer  for 
employees  in  the  lower  grades.  Their  placement  under  the  Classi¬ 
fication  Act  will  permit  Congress  an  opportunity  to  make  a  periodic 
review  in  occupational  areas  where  the  executive  branch  has  been 
derelict.  I’m  sure  that  this  committee  is  aware  that  a  large  number 
of  employees  in  these  occupations  are  among  the  economically  de¬ 
pressed  and  disadvantaged  groups. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  are  urging  the  subcommittee  to  eliminate  the 
so-called  acceptable  level  of  competence  provision  of  the  pay  law. 

Again,  as  an  offside,  we  reemphasize  the  differences  between  appeals 
and  hearings.  Under  the  revision  to  the  pay  bill  in  the  last  session 
of  Congress,  the  right  of  appeal  only  was  granted.  The  reason  why 
we  are  urging  the  subcommittee  to  take  that  action  is  simple  and  need 
not  be  labored.  The  fact  is  that  the  provision  just  doesn’t  work. 
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It  cannot  work,  in  the  nature  of  things.  It  is  unfair  and  inequitable.. 
It  makes  for  serious  administrative  difficulties.  It  gives  rise  to  favor¬ 
itism,  dissatisfaction,  and  distress  far  out  of  proportion  to  any  ques¬ 
tionable  good  that  it  may  accomplish. 

Of  course,  the  total  number  of  increases  withheld  because  of  failure 
to  meet  the  acceptable  level  of  competence  is  small.  The  Congress 
recognized  the  basic  unsoundness  of  this  proposition  when,  at  the  last 
session,  it  provided  for  an  appeal  to  the  Civil  Service  Commission  in- 
such  cases.  It  is  significant,  too,  that  here,  as  in  other  instances,  Civil 
Service  Commission  spokesmen  went  to  great  lengths  to  defend  an  es¬ 
sentially  untenable  position.  The  provision  should  be  eliminated  in 
its  entirety  at  this  session  so  that  the  granting  of  regular  increases 
may  be  resumed  in  the  manner  and  context  contemplated  in  the 
original  legislation. 

Mr.  Chairman,  on  behalf  of  the  National  Federation  of  Federal 
Employees  I  again  wish  to  express  our  thanks  and  appreciation  for 
the  interest  shown  by  the  members  of  this  subcommittee  on  this  very 
important  issue,  and  for  your  action  in  scheduling  these  hearings  early 
in  the  session.  It  is  our  earnest  hope  that  the  subcommittee  will,  as  a 
result,  be  able  to  report  a  bill  shortly  and  that  it  can  receive  prompt 
action  in  the  full  committee  and  on  the  floor. 

Mr.  Udall.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Wolkomir,  for  an  aggressive  and  help¬ 
ful  and  very  interesting  statement.  Without  objection,  the  attach¬ 
ments  to  your  statement  consisting  of  various  communications,  will 
be  made  a  part  of  the  hearing  record  following  your  testimony. 

Mr.  Wolkomir.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  Udall.  We  are  honored  to  have  with  us  this  afternoon  one  of 
the  most  distinguished  and  diligent  and  able  men  of  our  committee, 
the  gentleman  from  North  Carolina,  Mr.  Henderson.  I  understood 
he  wanted  to  comment  on  one  of  the  features  raised  in  your  testimony 
here,  a  matter  which  has  long  been  of  interest  to  him. 

Mr.  Henderson.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  very  appreciative  of  the  op¬ 
portunity  and  I  appreciate  you  and  the  witness  giving  me  a  minute  or 
two  here  to  speak  on  the  recommendation  that  clerical  employees  in 
the  Selective  Service  System  be  included  under  the]Classification  Act. 

Mr.  Chairman,  for  the  record,  I  think  we  could  note  that  for  several 
years  I  have  been  interested  in  this  problem.  There  have  been 
several  bills  introduced  to  extend  the  Classification  Act  to  these 
employees.  And  you  will  recall  that  last  year  when  the  pay  bill  was 
before  the  full  committee  I  pointed  out  at  that  time  that  even  though 
our  committee  had,  I  thought,  been  very  fair  and  generous  in  providing 
that  the  pay  increases  contained  in  the  various  bills  that  had  been 
before  the  committee  and  the  Congress,  provided  for  comparable  pay 
increases  to  these  employees,  that  by  the  fact  that  they  had  never 
been  classified  as  Classification  Act  employees  that  their  basic  pay 
structure  was  completely  out  of  all  reason,  and  I  think  the  problem 
here  has  been  that  they  are  such  a  small  number  of  employees,  com¬ 
paratively  speaking  that  they  have  not  received  the  due  consideration 
and  attention  that  they  should  have  had. 

It  is  my  understanding,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  this  system  grew  up 
during  World  War  II.  I  would  point  out  that  the  State  selective 
service  employees  are  Classification  Act  employees,  but  when  you  get 
to  the  county  level  you  will  find  that  wdmt  was  proposed— and  I 
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would  say  perhaps  has  been  followed  generally — is  that  they  be  paid 
comparable  wages  with  other  employees  at  the  county  level. 

It  is  my  understanding  that  that  has  been  interpreted  by  the 
Director  of  the  Selective  Service  and  by  the  State  directors  to  mean 
comparable  to  other  county  employees,  not  comparable  to  Federal 
employees  working  in  the  county  seats.  So  we  would  find  now  that 
agriculture  workers,  ASCS  employees,  other  Federal  employees, 
located  in  any  county  across  the  Nation  are  paid  on  some  scale  other 
than  the  scale  that  prevents  the  Selective  Service  employees  getting 
fair  pay  for  their  work.  I  think  that  at  this  time,  when  our  Nation  is 
again  involved  in  such  heavy  draft  board  work,  that  we  can  no  longer 
in  good  conscience  overlook  the  fair  pay  scale  for  these  employees 
and  nothing  could  be  fairer  than  to  bring  them  under  the  Classification 
Act;  let  the  Civil  Service  Commission  set  their  job  descriptions  and 
their  level  of  responsibilities,  and  set  their  basic  wages  at  what  they 
should  be,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I  think  that  it  would  be  very  easy  for  me  to  prepare  a  long  detailed 
statement  of  statistics,  perhaps  clutter  the  record  with  it,  and  I  am 
tempted  to  do  that  in  an  extension,  if  it  would  convince  the  subcom¬ 
mittee  and  the  full  committee  this  action  ought  to  be  taken.  But 
I  do  not  believe  that  that  is  necessary. 

But  I  do  want  to  commend  Dr.  Wolkomir  for  including  this  as  a 
position  of  his  on  this  occasion,  and  certainly  want  to  urge  the  sub¬ 
committee  to  give  this  matter  very  favorable  consideration  even 
though  it  has  not,  through  the  past  years,  been  recommended  by  the 
Selective  Service  Committee. 

I  must  conclude,  Mr.  Chairman,  by  saying  that  this  has  been  the 
biggest  disappointment  to  me,  that  the  Director  of  the  Selective 
Service  System  has  not  in  past  years  been  the  first  one  up  before  our 
committee  taking  this  position  for  Selective  Service  employees. 

Mr.  Udall.  I  would  say  if  my  friend  cares  to  submit  a  statement  of 
statistics,  arguments,  et  cetera,  we  would  be  glad  to  have  them  for 
the  record.  This  is  an  important  matter;  it  has  been  raised  by  other 
witnesses. 

The  gentleman  from  North  Carolina  asked  specific  permission  to 
appear  and  testify  in  favor  of  an  amendment  along  these  lines,  so 
we  arranged  for  him  to  come  here  this  afternoon  and  make  his  position 
clearly  known  to  avoid  a  conflict  he  had  in  his  schedule  next  week. 

Mr.  Henderson.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  might 
say  it  is  a  little  difficult  for  me  to  understand  why  every  Member 
of  Congress  hasn’t  been  lobbied,  we  might  say,  by  the  employees  from 
every  county  or  from  every  Selective  Service  Board  in  his  district. 
I  believe  they  will  be.  But  they  need  a  broader  basis;  they  need  our 
consideration. 

I  believe  that  if  each  member  of  the  subcommittee  and  our  full 
committee  would  take  the  time  to  find  out  what  is  happening,  paywise, 
to  these  employees,  in  his  own  local  draft  board,  that  each  member’s 
decision  would  be  a  clear  one. 

Mr.  Udall.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 

I  think  this  again  illustrates  the  need  for  aggressive  broad-scale 
Federal  employee  organizations  such  as  yours.  Many  times  these 
people  in  a  position  which  Mr.  Henderson  described  have  no  way  of 
making  themselves  felt  on  the  national  scale,  and  it  is  only  through 
organizations  like  yours,  Mr.  Wolkomir,  that  problems  and  inequities, 
of  this  kind  can  be  brought  before  the  Congress  in  an  effective  manner. 
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I  commend  you  for  bringing  this  to  our  attention.  I  thank  my  friend 
from  North  Carolina,  who  has  had  a  long  record  of  devotion  to  cor¬ 
recting  this  particular  inequity  in  the  law  as  he  sees  it,  for  being  with 
us  today. 

Mr.  Henderson.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  in  conclusion  I  might  say 
that  all  of  us  should  be  very  fearful  of  an  argument  that  could  be 
made  with  regard  to  these  Selective  Service  employees.  They  have 
one  of  the  most  sensitive  jobs  that  I  know  has  been  performed  in  the 
Federal  Government  in  the  last  25  years.  It  is  taking  our  boys,  and 
getting  them  on  buses  and  getting  them  off  to  induction  centers.  They 
have  done  a  tremendous  job  for  us,  at  a  sacrificial  pay.  Even  Mem¬ 
bers  of  Congress  know  that  they  have  done  a  good  job.  We  have  had 
opportunities  to  appreciate  their  work  and  see  their  work. 

A  strong  argument  could  be  made  that  many  other  Federal  em¬ 
ployees  are  overpaid,  and  they  ought  to  be  cut  back  in  line  with  the 
type  of  pay  that  these  Selective  Service  employees  have  had,  because 
of  the  very  fine  public  service  that  they  have  rendered  to  us.  This  to 
me  would  be  one  of  the  most  unfair  arguments  that  could  be  made  and 
I  am  very  happy  to  join  with  you  today  to  say  that  the  Congress  and 
America  must  demand  fair  pay  for  these  employees. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Udall.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Wolkomir.  Mr.  Chairman,  we  are  certainly  most  appreciative 
of  Congressman  Henderson’s  remarks,  and  both  his  profound  and 
keen  analysis  of  the  problem.  I  would  like  to  inform  Congressman 
Henderson  that  all  5,000  boards  in  the  United  States  of  America 
have  been  contacted  and  we  have  representative  members  throughout 
the  entire  country  who  have  just  recently  joined  in  this  endeavor  in 
order  to  get  them  under  the  Classification  Act.  These  people,  you 
can  rest  assured,  sir,  as  you  suggested,  will  be  in  contact  with  their 
respective  Congressmen  and  Senators. 

Mr.  Udall.  Mr.  Wolkomir,  how  many  members  are  in  your 
organization?  What  is  your  total  membership  in  NFFE? 

Mr.  Wolkomir.  Total  membership,  including  those  that  we  speak 
for  under  exclusive  recognition,  runs  to  approximately  125,000 
members.  This  number  includes  those  under  exclusive  recognition 
and  members  at  large.  And  this  is  not  exploded  in  any  way. 

Mr.  Udall.  Of  the  125,000,  how  many  dues-paying  members  do 
you  have? 

Mr.  Wolkomir.  Dues-paying  members  run  approximately  85,000, 
honorably  paying  members. 

Mr.  Udall.  I  was  interested  in  page  2  of  your  statement.  You 
suggest  and  recommend  that  all  wage  board  positions  1,  2,  3,  and  4 
be  abolished  and  that  these  people  be  placed  under  the  Classification 
Act. 

Mr.  Wolkomir.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  Udall.  If  this  occurred,  I  assume  they  would  receive  more  pay 
in  most  cases  than  they  receive  now  under  the  wage  board  fixed  rates; 
is  this  correct? 

Mr.  Wolkomir.  This  is  correct.  It  would  bring  them  up  to  what 
we  consider  an  equitable  wage  for  the  lower  group  of  wage  board 
employees. 

Mr.  Udall.  I  am  surprised  to  hear  this,  because  generally  satisfac¬ 
tion  has  been  voiced  with  the  wage  board  arrangement.  It  is  often 
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compared  favorably  with  the  Classification  Act  provisions.  Could  you 
tell  me  in  a  few  words  why  these  people  who  are  lower  on  the  wage 
board  scale  do  not  receive  as  much  pay  as  they  would  if  they  were 
under  the  Classification  Act? 

Mr.  Wolkomir.  I  believe  I  emphasized  the  fact  in  the  private 
sector  unions  this  is  the  element  and  group  for  whom  they  have  not 
received  any  decent  equitable  type  of  wage.  As  a  result,  their  stand¬ 
ards  are  much  lower  in  the  private  sector.  Therefore,  when  we  con¬ 
duct  wage  board  surveys  and  try  to  compare  it  against  the  private 
sector,  the  mean  is  below  what  we  even  consider  a  poverty  wage  today. 
This  is  the  reason  for  it. 

Do  you  want  to  augment  that,  Mr.  Geller? 

Mr.  Geller.  If  I  may,  Dr.  Wolkomir  alluded  to  the  fact  that  in  the 
VA  there  are  several  hundred  employees  wrho  have  not  received  a  pay 
adjustment  for  10  years  and  I  think  this  is  a  shocking  thing. 

Mr.  Udall.  Are  these  laundry  workers? 

Mr.  Geller.  They  are  a  combination  of  food  service  workers, 
laundry  workers,  and  custodial  labor.  Further  than  that,  there  are 
thousands — and  I  would  estimate  in  the  neighborhood  of  25,000 — 
who  have  received  inadequate  pay  increases  because  they  are  compared 
with  the  wages  set  in  the  private  sector.  And  this  is  a  shocking  but 
truthful  statement. 

Mr.  Udall.  All  right.  Thank  you. 

The  gentleman  from  N ew  Jersey. 

Mr.  Daniels.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  do  not  have  any  questions  to  ask 
the  witness.  I  want  to  explain  that  my  absence  this  morning  from  this 
hearing  was  not  due  to  any  lack  of  interest.  It  was  because  of  the  fact 
that  we  have  so  many  committee  meetings  to  attend  and  I  had  to 
attend  this  morning  a  very  important  executive  meeting  of  the  general 
Subcommittee  on  Labor,  which  is  considering  a  very,  very  important 
piece  of  legislation;  namely,  the  minimum  wage  bill. 

Mr.  Udall.  The  Chair  announced  this  morning  that  you  had  an 
important  subcommittee  hearing  which  was  the  reason  for  your 
absence. 

Mr.  Daniels.  I  wish  to  apologize  to  Mr.  Wolkomir  and  his  asso¬ 
ciates  for  not  having  been  present  to  listen  to  the  testimony.  I  am 
sure  that  your  statement  was  a  very  illuminating  one.  I  have  heard 
you  testify  in  many  other  previous  hearings.  So  I  have  no  questions. 

Mr.  Wolkomir.  It  is  most  fortunate  that  you  did  come  this  after¬ 
noon,  because  we  have  made  a  recommendation  for  $1.75  minimum 
wage. 

Mr.  Udall.  Mr.  Krebs? 

Mr.  Krebs.  I  just  want  to  commend  Mr.  Wolkomir  and  his  organi¬ 
zation  for  an  informative  and  important  statement  and  I  hope  that  it 
will  have  substantial  influence  on  the  deliberations  of  this  committee. 

Mr.  Udall.  Thank  you,  gentlemen.  We  appreciate  your  help  in 
these  hearings. 

(The  following  communications  were  submitted  by  Mr.  Wolkomir 
and  are  printed  here  as  part  of  the  record.) 

January  26,  1966. 

Dear  NFFE:  I  am  so  happy  to  know  that  you  are  interested  in  the  welfare  of 
local  board  clerks. 

Of  all  Federal  employees,  we  are  the  only  ones  that  go  to  work  before  daylight 
for  the  purpose  of  forwarding  young  men  for  induction  into  the  Armed  Forces. 
I  usually  leave  the  bus  station  in  tears  after  witnessing  the  farewells  to  loved  ones. 
There  is  always  the  possibility  that  some  crank  will  take  a  shot  at  you. 


212 


FEDERAL  SALARIES  AND  FRINGE  BENEFITS 


I  have  been  a  local  board  clerk  for  over  13  years  and  my  take-home  pay  at  this 
time  is  more  than  it  has  ever  been — $126.56  every  2  weeks.  I  am  paying  on  my 
home  and  my  car  is  over  9  years  old. 

Sure  hope  you  can  help  us  and  if  it  could  be  made  retroactive  it  would  be 
wonderful  (Even  if  it  meant  dipping  into  the  antipoverty  funds.) 


Mr.  Nathan  T.  Wolkomir, 

President,  National  Federation  of  Federal  Employees, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Sir:  Thank  you  for  your  letter  “1966,  the  Selective  Service  Year,”  and 
its  enclosed  information. 

I  am  enclosing  a  half  year’s  dues  ($7)  and  application  for  membership.  I  am 
glad  that  finally  someone  is  interested  in  helping  local  board  clerks.  I  have  been 
with  Selective  Service  for  5)4  years,  having  moved  to  this  town  because  of  my 
husband’s  health  and  work,  i  was  a  classified,  career  employee,  GS-4,  step  5 
(clerk-steno) .  I  started  here  at  a  salary  lower  than  the  beginning  salary  of  a 
GS-1.  After  5}i  years  I  have  had  only  one  raise  (because  of  an  increase  in  regis¬ 
trants)  that  was  not  by  an  act  of  Congress.  My  salary  now  is  the  same  as  the 
third  step  of  a  GS-1.  And  this  is  the  most  responsible  job  I  have  ever  had, 
because  it  involves  the  lives  of  young  men.  I  am  the  one  and  only  compensated 
member  in  this  board.  Thus  I  am  delegated  with  the  authority  of  managing 
the  local  board  office  and  all  the  work. 

The  thing  that  makes  us  feel  more  discriminated  against  is  the  fact  that  clerical 
employees  in  all  State  headquarters  are  classified.  The  workloads  imposed  upon 
us  now  are  terrific. 

Please  let  me  know  if  there  is  anything  I  can  do  to  help  in  this  drive  to  get  us 
classified. 


January  25,  1966. 

Mr.  Nathan  T.  Wolkomir, 

President,  National  Federation  of  Federal  Employees, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Wolicomir:  Thank  you  for  your  recent  letter,  and  the  interesting 
information  enclosed. 

Obviously,  I  couldn’t  agree  more  emphatically  with  the  aims  of  NFFE,  its 
opinions  as  expressed  in  your  third  paragraph,  nor  support  more  heartedly,  the 
goals  anent  SSS,  as  you  have  outlined  them. 

Consequently,  I  would  indeed  be  most  happy  to  join.  However,  the  moot 
question,  being  on  what?  Money?  In  your  letter  you  indicated  the  attitude  of 
the  officials  toward  the  clerical  personnel  and  their  wages,  which  leaves  no  alloca¬ 
tion  of  funds  for  extracurricular  investments. 

Even  though  we  are  required  to  pass  a  pedestrian  GS-2  test,  we  remain  un¬ 
graded,  and  regardless  of  excellent  ratings,  or  any  individual  efforts  to  do  the  best 
possible  job,  over  and  beyond  the  requirements  in  the  Clerk’s  Manual,  we  continue 
ungraded.  Unfortunately  the  excellent  rating  is  nonedible. 

It  is  my  opinion  that  to  efficiently  fulfill  the  duties  of  a  local  board  clerk,  it  is 
helpful  to  be  part  lawyer,  diplomat,  guidance  counselor,  substitute  parent,  re¬ 
cruiter,  and  some  public  relations  ability  is  also  useful.  These  qualities  in  addi¬ 
tion  to  “the  paperwork”  are  essential. 

My  plans,  since  last  May,  have  been  to  leave  the  Service,  as  soon  as  a  few 
personal  problems  have  been  resolved.  As  an  SSS  clerk,  I  have  no  alternative, 
despite  my  efforts  to  supplement  my  income  by  selling  real  estate  on  Saturday, 
Sundays,  and  using  my  annual  leave  when  I  have  a  prospective  buyer. 

One  of  my  three  children  has  just  received  his  degree  in  veterinary  medicine 
from  the  University  of  Pennsylvania.  My  daughter  is  a  senior  at  the  College  of 
William  and  Mary,  and  is  now  applying  to  medical  schools.  My  younger  son  is 
a  sophomore  at  William  and  Mary,  majoring  in  physics.  It  is  my  intention  that 
their  education  be  completed. 

No  doubt  I  shall  continue  in  Government  service,  having  passed  the  “5  year” 
mark  this  month.  My  final  decision  as  to  agency  and  location  may  rest  upon 
Cathy’s  acceptance  into  medical  school.  When  everything  is  settled,  I  shall, 
if  I  may,  complete  my  application  and  return  it,  as  I  believe  membership  in  the 
NFFE  would  be  beneficial  in  any  agency  of  the  Government  in  which  I  may 
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finally  be  accepted.  My  preferences  are  rather  simple,  a  position  offering  a 
challenge,  and  a  full  schedule  of  work. 

I  apologize  for  consuming  so  much  of  your  time,  and  offering  so  little  in  support, 
and  I  offer  my  best  wishes  for  a  total  success  for  the  personnel  who  elect  to  remain 
with  SSS. 


February  2,  1966. 

National  Federation  of’Federal  Employees, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Sirs:  Please  send  an  application  for  membership  for  your  union. 

Until  January  1965  my  annual  salary  barely  exceeded  $2,000  as  a  local  board 
clerk  with  the  Selective  Service  System. 

Who  can  I  write  to  or  what  can  I  do  concerning  S.  705  by  Senator  Daniel 
Brewster,  of  Maryland;  H.R.  2195,  by  Congressman  0.  C.  Fisher,  of  Texas; 
H.R.  6978  by  Congressman  Clarence  Long,  of  Maryland? 


Dear  Sir:  I  know  how  wonderful  NFFE  is  but,  sir,  some  Selective  Service 
personnel  are  so  poorly  paid,  that  they  can’t  afford  the  $14  fee.  Yet  we  must 
get  all  work  out  exact  and  on  schedule.  I  belonged  to  NFFE  20  years  ago,  when 
I  was  in  civil  service  before  marriage.  After  being  left  a  widow  I  went  back,  was 
assigned  to  SSS  and  regret  it  fully.  Have  years  of  experience,  passed  recent 
current  examination  for  GS-3 — but  get  the  salary  for  a  beginner  GS-1 — Have 
been  with  SSS  years,  no  raises,  within  grade,  or  otherwise.  Why  does 
Hershey  permit  this?  It  is  a  cheapskate  agency. 


I  had  my  civil  service  rating  before  I  went  to  work  for  Selective  Service.  I  have 
never  had  an  in-grade  raise  the  full  6  years  I’ve  been  there  nor  a  raise  in  rating. 
If  possible,  I  would  like  a  wallet  size  card  of  GS  ratings  and  wages. 

Mr.  Udall.  The  next  witness  will  be  Mr.  John  A.  McCart,  opera¬ 
tions  director,  Government  Employes’  Council,  AFL-CIO. 

STATEMENT  OF  JOHN  A.  McCART,  OPERATIONS  DIRECTOR, 
GOVERNMENT  EMPLOYES’  COUNCIL,  AFL-CIO 

Mr.  McCart.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  John  A.  McCart,  operations 
director  of  the  Government  Employes’  Council,  AFL-CIO. 

With  your  approval,  I  would  like  to  have  the  formal  statement, 
which  we  have  presented  to  the  subcommittees,  included  as  a  part  of 
the  record  and  to  proceed  to  summarize  it  extemporaneously. 

Mr.  Udall.  Without  objection,  it  is  so  ordered.  The  full  statement 
will  be  made  a  part  of  the  hearing  record  at  this  point. 

(The  statement  follows:) 

Prepared  Statement  of  John  A.  McCart,  Government  Employes’  Council, 

AFL-CIO 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  Government  Employes’  Council  and  its  30  affiliates,  repre¬ 
senting  a  large  segment  of  Federal  employees  in  the  postal,  classified,  and  wage 
board  services,  requests  early  action  by  Congress  to  provide  equitable  salary 
adjustments  for  those  in  the  postal  and  classified  schedules  and  improvements  in 
other  benefits  affecting  all  Federal  workers. 

We  appreciate  the  action  of  the  Compensation  and  Retirement  Committees 
and  their  chairmen,  Representatives  Morris  K.  Udall  and  Dominick  V.  Daniels, 
in  arranging  these  joint  hearings  to  secure  all  evidence  available  on  the  need  for 
prompt  revision  of  the  present  statutes  governing  pay,  retirement,  health  benefits, 
life  insurance,  and  related  conditions  of  Federal  employment. 

The  council  is  grateful  to  Congressmen  Olsen,  Daniels,  Cunningham,  Krebs, 
and  Hanley,  all  of  whom  are  members  of  the  committee,  for  their  sponsorship  of 
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salary  increase  bills.  Our  appreciation  extends  also  to  Representatives  Randall 
and  Helstoski,  who  introduced  similar  measures.  Almost  all  of  them  provide  a 
7-percent  pay  adjustment,  which  we  believe  is  completely  justified. 

Commendation  is  certainly  in  order  to  the  President  and  his  assistants  for  their 
recommendations  to  improve  pay  and  other  conditions  of  Federal  employment. 
It  is  encouraging  to  witness  this  constructive  approach  toward  the  advancement 
of  conditions  of  these  men  and  women  as  public  employees.  But  we  must  honestly 
disagree  with  the  specifics  advanced  by  earlier  witnesses  representing  the 
administration. 

In  October  1962,  Congress  wisely  adopted  the  principle  that  thereafter  the 
salaries  of  Federal  classified,  postal,  and  related  occupations  would  be  comparable 
with  private  enterprise  rates.  Unfortunately,  this  goal  has  proved  somewhat 
elusive.  Now,  some  4  years  later,  these  Federal  employees  are  still  searching 
for  incomes  which  will  make  that  promise  a  reality. 

We  recognize,  of  course,  that  progress  has  been  made  since  the  enactment  of 
the  Postal  Service  and  Federal  Employees  Salary  Act  of  1962  toward  achieve¬ 
ment  of  the  principle  enunciated  in  that  law.  But,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  the  basic 
aim  of  that  statute  has  not  been  attained.  And  this  despite  the  fact  that  the 
principal  parties  involved — the  legislative  and  executive  branches  and  the  em¬ 
ployees — all  subscribe  to  the  comparability  concept. 

Last  year,  AFL-CIO  President  George  Meany  served  as  a  member  of  Presi¬ 
dent  Johnson’s  Special  Panel  on  Federal  Salaries.  On  April  14,  1965,  he  expressed 
general  agreement  with  the  recommendations  of  his  colleagues  on  the  Panel, 
but  disagreed  on  several  items. 

One  of  these  points  involved  “comparability.”  Mr.  Meany  offered  these 
pertinent  observations: 

“But  all  we  have  is  a  concept,  for  as  the  report  points  out,  full  comparability 
has  not  been  achieved.  In  much  of  Government  employment,  in  fact,  we  have 
not  even  approached  comparability. 

“What  is  even  worse,  the  majority  of  the  Special  Panel  has  failed  to  urge 
immediate  achievement  of  full  comparability.  In  my  opinion,  this  is  a  grave 
disservice  to  Government  employees  and  to  the  Nation.” 

Less  than  a  month  ago,  the  executive  council  of  the  AFL-CIO  reiterated  its 
support  of  Mr.  Meany’s  1965  position: 

“We  are  concerned  over  the  failure  of  the  administration  to  propose  to  Congress 
measures  to  achieve  full,  current  comparability  between  private  industry  and 
Federal  Government  salaries  paid  postal  and  other  Federal  workers.” 

We  do  not  agree  with  the  expression  of  Civil  Service  Commission  Chairman 
John  W.  Macy  on  March  7,  1966,  that  adoption  of  the  administration’s  proposals 
will  obtain  complete  salary  comparability  for  “nearly  1  million  of  the  1,800,000” 
employees  involved  in  those  recommendations.  Even  if  the  council  did  concur 
with  the  statement  as  factual,  it  indicates  that  only  slightly  more  than  one-half 
of  the  Federal  workers  in  question  have  attained  that  goal  after  almost  4  years 
of  operation  of  the  comparability  formula. 

As  in  the  past,  employees  are  confronted  with  a  serious  problem  in  the  pay¬ 
fixing  machinery  which  has  plagued  them  since  the  inception  of  the  concept  of  a 
Federal  pay  structure  reflecting  changes  in  private  industry.  I  refer  to  the  lapse 
of  time  between  collection  of  data  on  private  sector  rates  by  the  Bureau  of  Labor 
Statistics  and  the  translation  of  these  figures  into  concrete  salary  recommenda¬ 
tions  by  the  executive  branch  to  Congress. 

Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  Bulletin  No.  1469,  which  reports  the  most  recent 
survey  of  private  sector  salaries  used  as  a  basis  to  compare  Federal  and  postal 
pay,  was  developed  on  findings  in  February-March  1965.  This  week,  1  year 
later,  the  Congress  received  administration  recommendations  for  adjusting 
Federal  salaries.  At  least  some  of  these  private  industry  salary  rates  were 
established  in  1964.  If  the  executive  branch’s  suggested  effective  date,  January  1, 
1967,  is  accepted,  employees  will  be  paid  rates  prevailing  almost  2  years  before. 
And,  in  many  instances,  they  will  not  be  comparable  with  private  industry  scales 
even  that  recent. 

From  a  technical  standpoint,  it  is  possible  that  the  processing  of  salary  data 
collected  by  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  and  its  assimilation  by  the  Civil  Service 
Commission  and  Budget  Bureau  cannot  be  substantially  accelerated.  This 
does  not  justify  restricting  salary  movements  of  Federal  workers  to  the  level  at¬ 
tained  a  year  or  two  ago  by  employes  of  private  concerns.  Rather,  it  emphasizes 
the  necessity  for  congressional  action  to  provide  pay  for  postal  and  classified 
workers  reasonably  current  at  the  time  of  enactment.  People  with  family 
responsibilities  should  not  be  required  to  suffer  economic  hardship  because  the 
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machinery  for  fixing  their  salaries  cannot  keep  pace  with  current  developments 
in  the  labor  market. 

Nor  can  reliance  on  salary  levels  in  private  firms  serve  as  an  adequate  substitute 
for  obvious  facts.  The  Consumer  Price  Index  for  December  1965,  was  calculated 
at  111.  This  figure  represented  a  record  high  for  the  third  consecutive  month  and 
was  2  percent  more  than  in  December  1964.  The  cost  of  essentials,  such  as  food 
and  gasoline,  has  risen  further  this  year.  The  simple  fact  is  that  it  costs  a  Gov¬ 
ernment  employ  more  to  feed,  house,  and  clothe  his  family  today  than  a  year  ago. 

Government  employees  are  quite  conscious  of  the  necessity  for  all-out  support 
of  our  effort  in  Vietnam  and  the  desirability  of  curbing  any  serious  inflationary 
tendencies  in  the  economy  of  our  country.  As  public  workers,  they  have  an 
opportunity  to  contribute  daily  to  effective  Government  service.  The  basic 
question,  however,  is  whether  their  salaries  will  enable  them  to  acquire  and 
maintain  a  decent  standard  of  living.  If  not,  action  must  be  taken  to  assure 
them  that  they  will  at  least  keep  pace  with  the  general  wage  trend  in  the  private 
sector. 

In  May  1965,  AFL-CIO  economists  announced  the  results  of  updating  the  Labor 
Department’s  city  worker’s  family  budget  for  1959.  These  calculations  revealed 
that  an  average  worker  with  a  wife  and  two  children,  13  and  8  years  old,  required 
$6,418  to  purchase  necessities  and  a  few  amenities.  No  allowances  are  made 
in  this  figure  for  savings  or  luxuries. 

Federal  employees  in  level  4  of  the  postal  schedule  and  GS-5  of  the  general 
schedule  would  have  to  occupy  step  9  of  their  grades  before  receiving  this  amount. 
Thus,  a  postal  worker  would  have  to  be  in  level  4  for  12  years  and  his  classified 
counterpart  in  GS-5  for  18  years  before  attaining  the  modest  annual  salary  indi¬ 
cated  in  the  updated  city  worker’s  budget. 

Even  under  the  schedules  developed  from  the  administration’s  proposal,  the 
city  worker’s  budget  figure  would  only  be  available  at  step  8  and  above.  While 
a  substantial  number  of  Federal  employees  are  assigned  to  higher  grades  than 
those  noted  above,  there  are  even  more  who  must  earn  a  living  in  the  lower  grades 
and  levels. 

The  average  increase  involved  in  the  administration’s  recommendations 
amounts  to  2.85  percent.  In  the  light  of  increases  in  private  industry  salaries, 
productivity,  the  time  lapse  between  the  most  recent  salary  survey  and  the 
present,  and  the  rise  in  the  cost  of  living,  the  proposals  before  the  committee  for 
a  7-percent  salary  adjustment  is  needed  to  produce  current  comparability. 

ANNUAL  SURVEYS 

Last  year,  the  joint  report  of  the  Civil  Service  Commission  and  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  on  Federal  and  private  salary  systems  asserted  that  the  Bureau  of  Labor 
Statistics  would  seek  funds  to  extend  its  surveys  to  smaller  communities  and 
smaller  companies  with  less  than  250  employees. 

One  step  in  this  procedure  has  been  undertaken.  BLS  Bulletin  No.  1469 
asserts  that  the  geographic  coverage  of  the  1965  survey  has  been  expanded  to 
include  nonmetropolitan  counties  in  addition  to  metropolitan  areas.  In  this 
survey,  however,  the  data  were  tabulated  so  that  separate  presentation  of  the 
metropolitan  findings  could  be  made. 

The  1965  review  continued  the  limitation  of  coverage  to  companies  employing 
250  or  more  workers.  We  do  not  know  whether  the  initial  proposal  for  expanding 
the  survey  to  smaller  firms  has  been  abandoned.  It  is  the  view  of  the  council 
that  if  any  change  is  to  occur  in  the  size  of  the  firms  surveyed,  it  should  be  in  the 
direction  of  larger  establishments. 

More  than  75  percent  of  the  Federal  employee  population  is  concentrated  in 
large  metropolitan  areas.  Living  and  working  conditions  of  a  great  majority  of 
Federal  workers  are  geared  to  an  urban  economy.  As  an  employer,  the  United 
States  has  far  more  personnel  than  the  largest  private  corporation.  Thus,  it  is 
logical  to  confine  the  survey  to  larger  companies. 

In  1965,  also,  the  administration  requested  an  amendment  to  the  1962  Salary 
Reform  Act  authorizing  expansion  of  the  present  annual  survey  to  State  and 
local  governments  and  nonprofit  organizations.  Fortunately,  Congress  did  not 
concur  in  this  request. 

At  present,  we  understand  there  is  pending  before  the  Appropriations  Com¬ 
mittees  requests  for  funds  to  finance  a  survey  of  salaries  and  related  benefits  in 
State  and  local  governments.  We  certainly  have  no  objection  to  BLS  under¬ 
taking  such  an  examination.  But  we  are  most  apprehensive  that  the  results  of 
this  review  will  be  used  in  some  manner  to  compare  Federal  salaries  with  those 
in  non-Federal  government  jurisdictions. 
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Parenthetically,  it  should  be  noted  that  employee  organizations  werejiot  con¬ 
sulted  to  any  degree  in  the  development  of  these  proposals. 

All  of  these  occurences  could  result  in  reducing  the  comparison  yardstick  to 
the  detriment  of  postal  and  classified  employees. 

The  council,  consequently,  heartily  endorses  a  searching  examination  by  this 
committee,  either  separately  or  jointly  with  the  Senate  Post  Office  and  Civil 
Service  Committee,  into  the  annual  survey  methodology  so  that  there  will  be  a 
complete  understanding  on  the  part  of  the  executive  branch  and  the  employees 
of  the  rules  which  will  be  used  to  make  the  comparison. 

RETIREMENT 

For  many  years,  unions  associated  with  our  council  have  advocated  the  right 
of  Federal  employees — postal,  classified,  and  wage  board — to  retire  on  full  annuities 
after  30  years  of  service,  regardless  of  age.  In  recent  years,  we  have  supported 
retirement  at  age  55  with  30  years  of  service  and  no  reduction  in  pension  as  a  step 
toward  ultimate  attainment  of  the  first  objective. 

We  are  encouraged  that  the  President  has  adopted  the  recommendation  of  his 
Cabinet  Committee  on  Federal  Staff  Retirement  Systems  permitting  retirement 
on  full  annuity  with  30  years  of  service  at  age  55.  However,  we  are  quite  appre¬ 
hensive  about  that  feature  of  the  proposal  permitting  agencies  to  compel  employees 
in  this  category  to  retire.  Our  concern  is  twofold. 

Even  if  the  contention  of  administration  spokesmen  that  this  mandatory  retire¬ 
ment  at  55  meets  “a  longfelt  need  of  management  officials”  were  valid,  it  ignores 
completely  the  numerous  other  methods  of  dealing  equitably  with  employees 
at  GS-13  and  above,  whom  they  believe  are  not  producing  as  effectively  as  before. 
Reassignment  to  another  agency  or  another  position  offers  just  one  such  pos¬ 
sibility. 

However,  against  this  we  must  balance  the  absolute  power  Federal  executives 
will  wield  over  the  decision  to  continue  an  employee  or  to  require  him  to  retire. 
At  all  times  after  reaching  age  55  he  will  have  the  specter  of  compulsory  retirement 
facing  him.  It  is  not  at  all  unprecedented  for  agencies  to  use  their  present  au¬ 
thority  in  the  retirement  field  to  penalize  employees  who  do  not  conform  or  have 
personal  difficulties  with  their  superiors. 

Apparently,  there  is  to  be  no  appeal  from  an  unjust,  compulsory  retirement. 

Our  second  concern  is  that  adoption  of  the  proposal  with  respect  to  GS-13  and 
above  would  be  only  one  step  in  a  process  that  would  ultimately  involve  rank-and- 
file  wage  board,  classified,  and  postal  workers. 

Thus,  w'hile  the  council  endorses  the  concept  of  voluntary  retirement  at  age  55 
with  30  years’  service  and  full  annuity,  we  must  object  to  insertion  of  the  agency 
option  to  demand  such  retirement. 

Acquisition  of  social  security  credit  for  employees  with  Federal  service  insuffi¬ 
cient  to  obtain  a  vested  right  in  the  civil  service  retirement  s3rstem  and  provision 
of  annuity  rights  for  employees  and  survivors  at  least  equal  to  social  security 
benefits  are  desirable  improvements  in  the  present  system.  We  are  happy  to 
endorse  them. 

As  in  the  past,  the  council  is  happy  to  support  plans  for  eliminating  the  deficit 
in  the  civil  service  retirement  fund  and  guaranteeing  that  it  will  contain  at  all 
times  sufficient  amounts  to  meet  the  claims  of  employees. 

HEALTH  BENEFITS 

The  council  is  grateful  for  the  administration’s  recognition  of  the  problem 
created  by  the  real  dollar  decline  in  contributions  by  the  Government  to  the 
health  benefits  program  in  comparison  with  the  amount  contributed  by  wage 
board,  classified,  postal,  and  other  employees. 

When  the  health  benefits  program  was  enacted,  the  general  principle  underlying 
cost  was  that  the  employer  and  employees  should  share  this  factor  equally. 
However,  under  the  precise  terms  of  the  law,  the  50-50  relationship  was  applied 
only  to  the  low-option  indemnity  plan. 

Today,  approximately  85  percent  of  Federal  employees  participating  are 
covered  by  high-option  plans.  Initially,  the  Government’s  contribution  to  this 
kind  of  coverage  was  approximately  3S  percent.  But  as  the  cost  of  this  coverage 
has  increased,  the  Government’s  share  has  declined  to  a  point  where  it  is  now 
slightly  less  than  30  percent.  Thus,  the  vast  majority  of  the  employees  are  bearing 
more  than  two-thirds  the  cost  of  their  medical,  surgical,  and  hospital  benefits. 

For  this  reason,  the  council  was  most  pleased  to  learn  of  the  administration’s 
recommendation  to  restore  the  original  relationship  for  sharing  the  cost.  It 
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speaks  well  for  the  Federal  Government  in  its  effort  to  remain  in  the  ranks  of 
enlightened  employers. 

Nevertheless,  our  organization  has  maintained  since  its  inception  that  the 
Government  should  improve  its  contribution  to  the  program  so  that  equal  sharing 
of  cost  will  be  fact  for  all  covered  employees. 

Time  does  not  permit  an  extensive  justification  of  our  position.  Let  me 
refer  simply  to  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  study  of  wages  and  related  benefits 
in  80  metropolitan  areas  for  1964-65  (Bulletin  No.  1430-83).  For  plant  workers, 
58  percent  of  the  companies  provide  hospitalization  and  surgical  insurance 
coverage  free  to  employees,  while  for  office  employees  the  figure  is  46  percent. 

In  the  light  of  this  evidence,  our  recommendation  for  increasing  the  Govern¬ 
ment’s  share  of  health  benefits  premium  to  50  percent  is  modest,  indeed.  *45$ 

The  Subcommittee  on  Retirement  may  desire  to  pursue  this  matter  as  a  separate 
undertaking.  If  so,  the  council  will  be  happy  to  testify  in  greater  detail  when 
such  hearings  are  scheduled. 

LIFE  INSURANCE 

Because  Representative  Daniels’  bill  (H.R.  11879)  improving  the  Federal  life 
insurance  program  has  been  referred  to  on  several  occasions  during  the  course  of 
these  hearings,  we  feel  it  appropriate  to  comment  briefly  on  this  important 
phase  of  the  Government’s  personnel  policy. 

It  was  disappointing  to  learn  that  the  President’s  Cabinet  Committee^on 
Federal  Staff  Retirement  Systems  has  limited  its  recommendations  in  this  field 
to  lifting  to  $30,000  the  maximum  coverage  available  and  authorizing  the  Civil 
Service  Commission  to  adjust  the  Government’s  contribution  to  the  program. 

On  February  16,  1966,  the  council  endorsed  H.R.  11879  in  hearings  before  the 
Subcommittee  on  Retirement,  Insurance,  and  Health  Benefits.  The  factual 
evidence  which  we  offered  supporting  the  measure  is  readily  available. 

In  summary,  the  council  emphasized  rising  costs  of  education,  real  estate,  food, 
and  clothing  in  justifying  additional  coverage  for  Federal  workers.  We  pointed 
to  the  fact  that  retired  employees  may  have  only  $1,300  or  less  for  their  survivors 
to  meet  final  expenses  under  the  present  2-percent  monthly  decline  in  the  face 
value  of  policies  after  retirement.  And  we  underscored  private  industry  prac¬ 
tice  which  has  advanced  far  beyond  the  Federal  Government  formula  for  con¬ 
tributing  only  one-third  the  cost  of  life  insurance  premiums. 

On  this  latter  point,  I  refer  once  more  to  BLS  Bulletin  No.  1430-83  on  wages 
and  related  benefits. 

It  reveals  that  for  all  the  firms  surveyed  throughout  the  country,  companies 
defrayed  the  entire  cost  of  life  insurance  coverage  for  61  percent  of  the  plant 
workers  and  53  percent  of  office  employees. 

Today,  the  Federal  Government  continues  to  pay  less  than  one-third  this  cost 

MISCELLANEOUS 

Several  other  matters  affecting  pay  deserve  the  attention  of  the  subcommittees. 
We  will  deal  with  them  briefly. 

Many  of  the  salary  increase  bills  under  consideration  here  contain  provisions 
for  overtime  compensation  to  substitute  postal  employees  after  8  hours’  work  in 
a  day.  As  a  matter  of  equity,  as  well  as  conformity  to  a  growing  practice  among 
private  firms,  the  council  feels  this  proposal  is  meritorious.  In  addition,  it  may 
add  an  incentive  to  establish  more  permanent  career  positions  in  the  postal  service. 
This  is  a  desirable  objective  in  any  public  merit  system.  It  assures  management 
of  a  stable  work  force,  and  provides  greater  career  opportunities  for  workers. 

The  council  supports  additional  compensation  for  weekend  and  holiday  work 
as  outlined  in  these  measures. 

We  favor  also  the  features  of  these  bills  removing  the  salary  inequities  which 
developed  from  the  enactment  of  Public  Law  68,  84th  Congress,  some  of  which 
were  carried  over  into  the  1962  and  1964  salary  increase  statutes.  The  language 
eliminating  these  undesirable  salary  relationships  is  commonly  known  as  the 
Dulski  amendment. 

The  assurance  of  the  chairman  that  the  Compensation  Subcommittee  will 
inquire  into  the  application  in  the  Post  Office  Department  of  the  uniform  allow¬ 
ance  increase  approved  by  Congress  last  year  is  welcome.  Certainly  the  action 
of  the  House  and  Senate  last  year  raising  the  maximum  allowance  to  $125  was  in 
recognition  of  the  increased  costs  encountered  by  Federal  workers  in  supplying 
the  uniforms  they  are  required  to  wear.  Federal  agencies  involved,  including 
the  Post  Office  Department,  should  accept  this  positive  action  by  the  legislative 
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branch  without  compelling  employees  to  bargain  the  matter  under  the  terms  of 
Executive  Order  10988. 

In  January  of  this  year,  the  council  urged  the  Compensation  Subcommittee 
to  act  favorably  on  bills  authorizing  overtime  compensation  for  classified,  postal 
and  wage  board  employees  who  are  required  to  travel  on  official  business  outside 
their  normal  working  hours.  I  refer  to  H.R.  10298  and  II. R.  10299.  We 
repeat  our  support  of  this  proposal  and  urge  early  action  on  the  legislation. 

In  enacting  Public  Law  89-301  last  year,  Congress  provided  additional  pay 
amounting  to  125  percent  of  base  salary  for  postal  employees  required  to  work  on 
Sunday.  The  council  supported  this  feature  of  the  legislation  before  enactment, 
and  we  suggest  now  that  it  be  extended  to  other  groups  of  Federal  classified  and 
wage  board  employees  in  the  interest  of  uniform  benefits  for  all  Federal  employees. 

Under  existing  law,  regular  time-and-one-half  overtime  payments  to  Federal 
classified  workers  terminates  at  the  minimum  rate  for  GS-9.  Above  that  level, 
the  overtime  rate  declines  so  that  in  the  ninth  step  of  GS-11  or  the  fourth  step  of 
GS— 12  the  employee  receives  less  than  his  straight  time  earnings  for  working 
beyond  the  normal  40-hour  span.  We  believe  the  overtime  provisions  should  be 
amended  to  provide  true  overtime  through  grade  11.  In  no  case  should  an  individ¬ 
ual  receive  less  for  overtime  work  than  for  regular  hours. 

While  it  has  been  necessary  to  prepare  a  comprehensive  statement  on  the 
legislative  items  involved  in  this  hearing,  their  importance  required  a  careful 
statement  of  our  position  on  them. 

The  President  and  his  associates  can  take  pride  in  their  efforts  to  maintain  the 
Federal  service  in  a  favorable  relationship  to  advances  in  salaries  and  related 
benefits  in  the  private  sector.  Unfortunately,  in  our  view,  the  proposals  do  not 
meet  this  objective. 

The  changes  we  have  proposed  on  these  important  matters  will  do  much  more 
to  achieve  comparability  for  Federal  employees — postal,  classified,  and  wage 
board. 

We  are  deeply  grateful  to  you  and  your  colleagues  for  your  careful,  patient 
consideration  of  these  proposals,  which  mean  so  much  to  all  Federal  employees 
and  their  families. 

Mr.  Udall.  You  may  proceed. 

Mr.  McCart.  At  this  point,  Mr.  Chairman,  let  me  express  our 
appreciation  to  you  and  to  the  chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Retire¬ 
ment,  Insurance,  and  Health  Benefits,  and  to  the  members  for  arrang¬ 
ing  these  hearings  and  to  the  numerous  Members  of  the  House  and 
the  members  who  have  introduced  legislation  on  salary  and  related 
benefits.  I  should  like  to  express  our  appreciation  to  the  President 
and  his  associates  also,  for  making  constructive  recommendations  to 
improve  the  position  of  the  Federal  employees,  postal,  classified,  and 
wage  board,  not  only  on  pay,  but  other  matters. 

However,  we  must  disagree  with  the  specifics  of  the  administration’s 
recommendations.  The  Congress  wisely  fixed  comparability  with 
respect  to  pay  of  postal  and  classified  employees  in  October  1962. 
Since  that  time,  the  yardstick  of  comparability  has  been  enunciated 
by  various  administration  officials  for  other  areas  of  personnel  manage¬ 
ment.  Unfortunately  this  goal  has  proved  to  be  quite  elusive  for 
Federal  employees,  particularly  with  respect  to  salaries. 

You  will  remember  that  last  year,  President  Meany  of  AFL-CIO, 
served  as  a  member  of  the  Folsom  committee,  the  Special  Panel  on 
Federal  Salaries.  On  April  14,  1965,  he  expressed  his  general  agree¬ 
ment  with  the  findings  of  his  committee  colleagues,  but  expressed 
exceptions,  one  of  which  I  would  like  to  quote  to  you  briefly.  He 
talked  about  comparability  and  then  said  this : 

But  all  we  have  is  a  concept,  for,  as  the  report  points  out,  full  comparability 
has  not  been  achieved.  In  much  of  Government  employment,  in  fact,  we  have 
not  even  approached  comparability.  What  is  even  worse,  the  majority  of  the 
special  panel  have  failed  to  urge  immediate  achievement  of  full  comparability. 
In  mv  opinion,  this  is  a  grave  disservice  to  Government  employees  and  to  the 
Nation. 
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Just  last  month,  the  AFL-CIO  Executive  Council  reaffirmed  this 
position  expressed  by  President  Meany  a  year  ago.  What  President 
Meany  said  a  year  ago  applies  with  equal,  if  not  greater,  force  today. 

During  the  testimony  of  the  Chairman  of  the  Civil  Service  Com¬ 
mission  on  March  7,  before  this  subcommittee,  he  asserted  that  adop¬ 
tion  of  the  administration's  pay  proposals  would  result  in  achieving 
comparability  for  nearly  1  million  out  of  1,800,000  employees  involved. 

We  disagree  with  that  statement,  but  even  if  we  were  to  agree,  it 
does  not  speak  well  for  the  achievement  of  comparability  when  ap¬ 
proximately  one-half  of  the  postal  and  classified  and  related  workers 
involved  have  not  attained  that  status  after  a  lapse  of  almost  4  years. 

One  of  the  other  problems  that  has  plagued  the  salary  fixing  machin¬ 
ery  in  question  has  been  the  lapse  of  time  between  the  collection  of 
salary  data  from  private  industry  and  its  translation  into  pay  schedules 
in  the  Federal  Government. 

It  isn’t  necessary  for  me  to  elaborate  on  this  to  a  great  extent, 
because  it  has  been  talked  about  ever  since  the  comparability  concept 
was  adopted.  It  is  possible  that  not  much  more  can  be  done  about 
greasing  the  machinery  further,  so  that  the  process  of  bringing  these 
recommendations  to  Congress  will  be  speeded. 

More  than  a  year  has  elapsed  now  since  the  last  survey  was  con¬ 
ducted  by  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics.  We  maintain  that  em¬ 
ployees  who  have  family  responsibilities  should  not  be  victims  of  the 
inability  of  the  machinery  to  catch  up  with  the  progress  that  is  made 
in  the  labor  market.  If  it  becomes  a  question  of  not  being  able  to 
resolve  the  problem  of  the  time  lapse  between  the  collection  of  data 
and  the  application  of  that  data,  we  think  the  Congress  is  well  advised 
to  move  ahead  and  on  the  basis  of  the  evidence  that  can  be  adduced, 
to  make  its  own  judgment  about  what  current  comparability  should  be. 

We  now  have  salary  recommendations  to  take  effect  in  January 
1967.  What  this  will  mean,  is  that  hundreds  of  thousands  of  Federal 
employees’  rates  of  pay  will  be  2  years  behind  what  they  should  be. 
It  is  for  this  reason  that  we  heartily  recommend  that  any  pay  action 
taken  by  the  Congress  be  made  effective  March  1,  1966. 

The  Consumer’s  Price  Index  for  December  1965  was  fixed  by  the 
Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  at  111.  This  indicates  the  highest  point 
that  had  been  achieved  in  the  Consumer’s  Price  Index  continuously 
over  a  3-montli  period,  and  was  2  percent  more  than  in  December 
1964.  Today,  it  costs  Federal  employees  at  least  2  percent  more 
to  feed,  clothe  and  house  their  families  than  it  did  in  December  of 
1964. 

We,  of  course,  Mr.  Chairman,  are  quite  conscious  of  the  needs  of 
our  Nation  as  a  whole,  in  meeting  the  military  commitments  in 
southeast  Asia.  As  wage  earners,  we  are  conscious  of  the  possible 
impact  of  inflation.  Nevertheless,  we  have  the  problem  of  the  in¬ 
ability  of  Federal  employees  to  maintain  a  decent  standard  of  living. 
This,  I  think,  is  what  is  involved  in  the  case  before  you. 

In  May  of  1965,  the  AFL-CIO  updated  the  Bureau  of  Labor 
Statistics  city  workers  family  budget,  which  was  established  originally 
in  1959.  For  a  family  with  husband,  wife,  two  children,  13  and  8 
years  of  age,  this  city  family  worker’s  budget  reveals  that  approxi¬ 
mately  $6,418  would  be  required  to  maintain  a  decent  standard  of 
living  with  no  allowances  for  savings  or  luxuries. 
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If  we  examine  the  Classification  Act  schedule  and  the  postal  field 
service  schedule,  we  find  that,  at  levels  4  and  GS-5,  the  employee 
would  have  to  occupy  step  9  to  achieve  in  excess  of  $6,418.  Or,  put 
another  way,  the  level  4  employee  in  the  postal  service  woidd  have  to 
have  12  years  in  that  service  and  the  classified  employee,  GS-5,  would 
have  to  have  18  years  in  that  service  before  attaining  this  city  worker’s 
family  budget  figure. 

Even  if  the  administration  proposals  were  to  be  adopted,  that 
figure  would  be  advanced  by  only  one  step.  In  other  words,  they 
would  achieve  the  $6,418  level  at  step  8,  rather  than  step  9. 

I  would  like  to  mention  a  point  or  two  relative  to  the  annual  salary 
surveys.  The  area  of  survey  was  expanded  last  year  to  include  some 
nonmetropolitan  communities,  surrounding  metropolitan  areas. 
And  at  one  time,  last  year,  there  was  a  proposal  to  expand  the  cover¬ 
age  of  firms  to  less  than  250  employees.  At  the  present  time,  firms 
are  not  surveyed  if  they  have  more  than  250  workers. 

Mr.  Olsen.  You  mean  less  than? 

Mr.  McCart.  You  are  correct,  I  am  sorry,  less  than  250  workers. 
We  think  this  is  entirely  the  wrong  direction.  If  anything,  the 
firms  should  be  confined  to  those  with  larger  employment  and  the  area 
of  survey  should  be  conducted  only  in  the  largest  cities,  because  this 
truly  represents  the  Federal  population.  Seventy-five  percent  or 
more  of  the  employees  in  Federal  service  are  concentrated  in  urban 
areas.  Their  personal  economies  are  geared  to  urban  economies. 
So  we  think  it  is  a  mistake  to  expand  the  survey  beyond  the  large 
metropolitan  centers  and  to  smaller  companies. 

In  addition,  there  is  one  other  matter  that  was  brought  to  the 
attention  of  the  committee  last  year.  There  was  an  administration 
recommendation  to  include  State  and  local  governments  and  non¬ 
profit  organizations  in  the  survey  universe.  The  Congress  rejected 
that  proposal. 

We  understand,  however,  that  at  the  present  time,  there  are  pending 
before  the  House  and  Senate  Appropriations  Committees  requests  for 
funds  to  conduct  salary  surveys  of  State  and  local  governments  and  to 
this  we  have  no  objection.  We  are  deeply  concerned,  however,  that 
this  will  be  related  in  some  fashion  in  the  future  to  the  survey  of 
private  industry  salaries  for  Federal  employees.  And  so,  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  we  heartily  endorse  the  comments  you  made  last  week  about  the 
desire  of  the  subcommittee  to  examine  very  carefully  the  techniques 
and  methodology  used  by  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  in  conducting 
the  annual  salary  surveys. 

With  respect  to  retirement,  Mr.  Chairman,  as  you  are  undoubtedly 
aware,  our  organizations  have  advocated  full  retirement  after  30  years 
of  service,  regardless  of  age,  for  many  years.  In  recent  years,  we  have 
accepted  the  concept  of  retirement  at  age  55  after  30  years  of  service 
on  full  annuity.  This  is  a  step  toward  the  goal  of  30-year  retirement, 
regardless  of  age.  However,  we  are  much  concerned  about  the 
proposal  to  permit  management  to  exercise  the  option  to  retire 
employees  at  GS-13  and  equivalent  after  age  55  with  30  years  of 
service,  regardless  of  the  desires  of  the  employee. 

We  are  concerned  for  two  basic  reasons:  First,  because  this  will 
permit  executive  branch  officials  to  exercise  a  decision  that  does  not 
fairly  consider  the  needs  of  employees.  And  even  if  it  is  true  that 
there  are  a  few  employees  at  GS-13  and  above  who  may  not  be  able  to 
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produce  as  effectively  as  they  did  earlier,  there  are  many  other  ave¬ 
nues  available  to  Federal  management  to  take  care  of  this  problem. 

But  even  more  important,  this  may  very  well  be  the  first  step  toward 
reducing  the  level  at  which  management  will  exercise  the  option  to 
retire  employees  below  GS-13,  and  next  year  we  may  be  confronted 
with  a  proposal  for  GS-11  and  equivalent,  and.  the  next  year,  a  pro¬ 
posal  for  GS-9  and  equivalent. 

In  addition,  we  find  no  recommendation  for  an  appeal  for  any  em¬ 
ployee  affected  by  this  provision  who  feels  that  he  has  been  treated 
unj  ustly. 

As  for  health  benefits,  Mr.  Chairman,  we  again  applaud  the  ad¬ 
ministration  for  its  recommendation  to  at  least  restore  the  level  of 
contribution  by  the  Federal  Government  to  the  38  percent  which  pre¬ 
vailed  for  the  high  option  when  the  program  was  originally  enacted. 

Since  the  enactment  of  the  health  benefits  program  we  have  ad¬ 
vocated  consistently  that  the  Government  and  employees  share  the 
cost  equally.  We  have  had  an  opportunity  to  testify  before  subcom¬ 
mittees  of  this  full  committee  on  this  point,  so  it  is  unnecessary  to 
reiterate  the  arguments  that  we  have  offered. 

Let  me  simply  allude  to  a  study  made  by  the  Bureau  of  Labor 
Statistics  of  80  metropolitan  areas  on  the  subject  of  wages  and  re¬ 
lated  benefits  for  1964-65,  Bulletin  No.  1430-83.  This  document 
discloses  that  for  plant  workers  throughout  the  country,  58  percent 
of  the  companies  surveyed  provide  hospitalization  and  surgical 
insurance  coverage  free  to  employees  and  for  the  white-collar  group, 
that  figure  is  46  percent. 

We  feel,  therefore,  that  our  proposal  for  an  equal  sharing  of  the  cost 
by  Government  and  employees  is  modest. 

On  several  occasions  during  these  hearings  allusion  has  been  made 
to  the  work  of  the  Retirement,  Life  Insurance,  and  Health  Benefits 
Subcommittee  and  the  bill  introduced  by  its  chairman,  Congressman 
Daniels. 

We  appeared  before  that  committee  and  heartily  endorsed  Congress¬ 
man  Daniels’  H.R.  11879.  I  will  not  repeat  the  testimony  that  we 
offered  there,  because  the  record  is  available.  Suffice  it  to  say  that 
the  same  study  that  I  just  referred  to  a  moment  ago,  Bureau  of 
Labor  Statistics  Bulletin  1430-83  reveals  that  in  the  area  of  life 
insurance,  companies  defrayed  the  entire  cost  for  61  percent  of  the 
plant  workers,  and  for  53  percent  of  office  employees.  In  that 
context  the  provisions  of  H.R.  11879  are  modest,  indeed. 

The  Government  Employes’  Council,  Mr.  Chairman,  supports 
the  proposals  of  our  member  organizations  for  overtime  pay  for 
postal  substitute  employees  after  8  hours  a  day  and  for  classified 
employees  on  the  same  basis. 

We  commend  the  chairman  of  the  subcommittee  for  his  assurance 
that  steps  will  be  taken  to  make  truly  effective  last  year’s  action 
increasing  the  uniform  allowance.  There  should  be  no  need  for 
employee  organizations  to  have  to  negotiate  with  their  departments 
a  decision  that  has  already  been  made  by  Congress. 

We  likewise  have  appeared  before  your  subcommittee,  Congress¬ 
man  Udall,  in  favor  of  improving  the  travel  allowance  provisions  for 
employees  required  to  work  beyond  the  normal  tour  of  duty  in  a 
travel  status.  And  we  have  recommended  that  these  provisions  be 
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applicable  to  wage  board  and  postal  employees  as  well  as  the  classified 
employees  covered  by  the  legislation. 

Finally,  Mr.  Chairman,  the  Government  Employes’  Council 
suggests  that  the  Sunday  differential  enacted  by  Congress  last  year 
for  postal  employees,  which  we  heartily  endorsed,  be  now  extended 
to  the  other  employees  of  the  Federal  Government  in  the  interest 
of  uniformity  of  personnel  treatment  . 

While  the  statement  that  we  have  offered  for  the  record,  Mr. 
Chairman,  is  somewhat  lengthy,  I  think  it  was  dictated  by  two 
basic  considerations.  First,  because  the  proposals  of  the  adminis¬ 
tration  are  comprehensive,  and  secondly,  there  is  at  stake  the  ability 
of  employees  to  maintain  their  families  in  a  normal  American  way  of 
life,  and  the  necessity  for  permitting  them  to  share  fully  in  the  social 
and  economic  progress  our  country  has  attained. 

I  appreciate  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman,  you  and  your  colleagues 
taking  the  time,  and  arranging  for  me  to  appear  out  of  order. 

Mr.  Udall.  As  always  you  have  been  very  helpful,  Mr.  McCart. 
I  know  of  no  witness  who  regularly  appears  before  the  ubcommittees 
who  is  better  prepared  or  has  more  informative  information  to  submit, 
and  I  thank  you  for  another  helpful  appearance  here. 

Frequently  in  these  hearings  we  have  alluded  to  the  lag,  and  you 
touched  upon  it  again.  Here  is  a  base  period  of  last  March  1965, 
and  the  administration  proposes  the  adjustments  made  necessary  by 
facts  existing  on  that  date  be  put  into  effect  in  January  1967,  which 
is  21  or  22  months  later.  This  is  something  that  has  troubled  me, 
but  we  are  going  to  have  to  live  with  it,  unless  we  correct  it  in  one  of 
two  ways.  One  way  would  be  through  an  automatic  or  semiautomatic 
system  of  the  kind  I  proposed  last  year. 

In  fact,  if  the  Senate  had  passed  the  House  bill,  the  bill  I  offered 
last  year,  as  of  October  1,  nearly  6  months  ago,  these  adjustments 
would  have  put  into  effect  :  a  3  percent  comparability  cost  of  living 
adjustment,  plus  half  the  remaining  lag  in  every  level.  The  em¬ 
ployees  would  have  been  receiving  those  adjustments  for  the  past 
6  months  and  they  would  have  had  probably  twice  what  they  will 
get  from  the  administration’s  proposal,  if  it  is  enacted. 

There  wasn’t  too  much  enthusiasm  for  this  semiautomatic  or  auto¬ 
matic  method  of  operation,  but  I  hope  some  day  the  Congress  will 
come  to  it. 

The  second  way  we  can  do  it  is  to  simply  shoot  in  the  dark.  This 
machinery  of  hearings,  arguments,  testimony,  markup,  fighting  with 
the  Rules  Committee,  debate,  resolving  differences  between  the  two 
legislative  bodies,  just  takes  time. 

The  calendar  happens  to  be  such  that  you  can’t  have  the  final 
product  before  October  or  November,  and  Congress  is  generally  not 
in  session  and  geared  to  act  or  begin  to  act,  until  March,  which  is  6 
months  lost  right  there. 

The  only  other  thing  we  can  do,  if  we  are  going  to  follow  the  tradition 
of  legislating  each  year  on  this  subject,  is  simply  for  Congress  to 
estimate  the  increase  in  productivity,  the  guidelines,  the  compara¬ 
bility  figures,  and  legislate  on  what  we  guess  the  complete  October- 
November  survey  will  show. 

This  is  objectionable  on  several  grounds,  but  if  we  are  ever  to  beat 
this  lag,  in  the  judgment  of  this  member,  we  will  have  to  proceed  in 
one  of  those  ways. 


FEDERAL  SALARIES  AND  FRINGE  BENEFITS 


223 


Mr.  McCart.  1  think  there  is  one  other  possibility  to  which  you 
might  want  to  give  consideration,  and  I  rather  suspect  this  would  have 
much  to  do  with  accelerating  the  receipt  by  Congress  of  the  recom¬ 
mendations  on  the  BLS  surveys.  That  would  be  once  to  make  the 
pay  increases  retroactive  to  the  base  date  of  the  BLS  survey. 

Mr.  Udall.  You  have  put  your  finger  on  a  third  way  to  handle  the 
situation,  recognizing,  of  course,  that  each  of  these  methods  has 
defects.  The  obvious  difficulty  there  is  that  there  are  a  number  of 
administrative  problems  connected  with  retroactive  pay  and  there 
has  always  been  considerable  resistance  to  provisions  of  this  kind. 

The  gentleman  from  Montana? 

Mr.  Olsen.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I  suppose  you  are  tired  of  alternatives,  Mr.  Chairman,  but  I  would 
voice  another  one.  And  that  would  be  that  we  get  the  Senate,  the 
Senate  committee  to  join  with  us  and  have  some  kind  of  joint  action, 
because  without  placing  any  blame  on  anybody  in  the  other  body 
there  seems  to  be  a  lack  of  cooperation  simply  because  of  the  time 
element. 

The  other  body  gets  after  these  pay  bills  very  late  in  the  session  and 
in  a  hurry;  they  have  other  matters  and  there  is  only  so  much  the 
human  mind  can  handle,  so  the  pay  legislation  has  taken  a  back  seat 
over  there. 

I  happen  to  subscribe  to  the  views  of  our  chairman  that  we  have 
some  kind  of  automatic  increases.  Our  only  differences  have  been 
just  how  automatic.  We  would  depend  upon  the  executive  depart¬ 
ment,  and  this  particular  package  they  have  sent  us  this  session  just 
increases  my  anxiety  and  my  resistance  concerning  executive  authority. 

Mr.  McCart.  I  think  your  suggestion,  Congressman  Olsen,  about 
some  kind  of  joint  action  has  considerable  merit.  Within  the  past 
week  or  so  subcommittees  of  the  House  and  Senate  Labor  Committees 
have  been  meeting  jointly  conducting  hearings  on  the  U.S.  Employ¬ 
ment  Service. 

This  is  not  a  formal  joint  committee,  but  they  have  agreed  to  hold 
these  hearings  together  to  expedite  congressional  consideration  of 
the  subject. 

Mr.  Olsen.  I  think  joint  hearings  on  the  question  of  the  facts 
would  put  us  all  ahead.  I  don’t  know  we  should  meet  jointly  on 
what  we  are  going  to  do.  But  I  wouldn’t  think  that  your  testimony 
before  the  Senate  committee  would  be  much  different  than  it  is  before 
this  committee,  and  that  we  could  at  this  stage  be  having  joint  hear¬ 
ings  with  the  Senate  committee,  and  gathering  the  information  from 
all  of  you  people,  and  the  public  in  general. 

And  then  we  could  resort  to  our  own  separate  action,  if  that  is  what 
we  choose  to  do. 

Mr.  Udall.  Would  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  Olsen.  I  yield. 

Mr.  Udall.  This  is  a  very  constructive  suggestion,  one  I  have 
advocated  to  some  of  the  members  of  the  Joint  Committee  on  the 
Organization  of  Congress.  It  is  a  foolish  waste  of  time  and  money  of 
the  taxpayers  to  pay  twice  for  two  hearings,  when  you  are  plowing  the 
same  field. 

In  other  areas  they  do  it  four  times.  If  you  are  head  of  a  depart¬ 
ment,  you  testify  before  two  legislative  committees,  one  in  the  House 
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and  one  in  the  Senate,  and  then  you  plow  the  same  field  again  before 
two  appropriations  committees. 

This  is  an  area  here  where  time  of  the  Members  could  be  saved,  the 
money  of  the  taxpayers  could  be  saved,  and  a  better  job  would  be  done 
all  of  the  way  around . 

Mr.  Olsen.  Yes. 

Mr.  Daniels.  It  also  aids  to  a  better  understanding  by  all  of  the 
members  of  the  committees  of  the  testimony  given  by  all  of  the  wit¬ 
nesses.  Sometimes  the  witness  may  appear  before  this  committee 
and  due  to  circumstances  beyond  his  control  may  not  be  able  to 
express  his  views  before  the  other  body. 

However,  they  do  have  the  record,  but  oftentimes  because  of  the 
manifold  duties  that  we  find  ourselves  involved  in,  we  do  not  find  the 
time  to  carefully  study  the  recommendations  made  by  the  witnesses, 
either  before  this  committee  or  the  other  committee. 

Mr.  Olsen.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Daniels. 

One  other  thing,  Mr.  McCart,  I  want  to  join  you  in  your  statement 
concerning  a  resistance  to  incorporating  into  our  Bureau  of  Labor 
Statistics  surveys  the  State  and  local  government  surveys  of  wages, 
into  the  formula  that  we  are  discussing  from  time  to  time  about  com¬ 
parability.  The  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics,  at  least  under  Mr.  Ewan 
Clague,  former  Commissioner  of  Labor  Statistics,  didn’t  want  to 
determine  comparability.  He  wanted  to  report  the  facts. 

I  certainly  don’t  mind  having  the  facts  on  what  State  and  local 
salaries  are,  in  State  and  local  government.  I  don’t  mind.  I  think 
we  ought  to  have  the  facts.  But  I  don’t  want  them  averaged  into 
what  the  salaries  are  in  private  industry,  because  I  think  State  and 
local  governments  lag  so  terribly  far  behind  that  we  would  actually  be 
destroying  what  is  a  reasonably  good  level  of  standards  in  the  Federal 
Government. 

Mr.  McCart.  Mr.  Olsen,  the  net  effect  as  I  see  it  of  these  three 
changes:  Reducing  the  number  of  employees  in  the  firms  to  be  sur¬ 
veyed;  expanding  the  survey  outside  of  the  metropolitan  areas;  and 
relating  the  salaries  in  the  non-Federal  governmental  sector  and  non¬ 
profit  organizations  will  just  result  in  making  a  smaller  yardstick  of 
comparison  and  we  do  not  feel  that  was  the  intention  of  Congress. 

I  might  add,  just  in  passing,  to  the  best  of  my  knowledge,  our 
organizations  were  not  consulted  about  these  proposed  changes. 

Mr.  Olsen.  In  the  Post  Office  Department  we  have  a  universal 
kind  of  wage  in  our  several  classifications,  because  we  recognize  that 
there  is  a  universal  responsibility  among  employees  of  the  Post  Office 
Department,  and  were  we  to  pay  them  a  short  standard  out  in  the 
rural  areas,  the  small  towns  and  rural  areas,  we  would  find  we  have  a 
shorter  kind  of  responsibility  there. 

I  believe  in  a  high  standard.  And  I  think  that  some  of  these  hear¬ 
ings  should  point  toward  a  higher  standard  for  Federal  pay,  so  that 
Federal  establishment  would  command  a  high  standard  of  leadership 
in  this  country. 

Now  I  think  this  is  a  real  responsibility  on  our  part  and  I  know 
the  chairman  shares  this. 

Mr.  Udall.  Yes. 

Mr.  Olsen.  We  have  to  point  to  higher  standards  in  the  Federal 
service,  so  we  guarantee  a  really  high  standard  of  leadership. 

Now  the  other  thing  is,  I  would  like  your  comment  on  this  business 
of  having  such  a  class  as  temporary  employees,  or  substitute  em- 
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ployees.  Don’t  you  think  we  ought  to  erase  that  kind  of  standard 
and  have  a  probationary  period  for  employees,  and  once  that  is 
served,  then  they  are  permanent  employees? 

Mr.  McCart.  Mr.  Olsen,  I  fully  subscribe  to  reducing  to  the  ir¬ 
reducible  minimum  the  retention  of  temporary  employees  on  the 
Federal  payroll,  because  of  my  view  this  is  contrary  to  the  merit 
concept. 

The  idea  of  the  merit  system  is  to  develop  a  stable  work  force,  a 
career  work  force.  There  have  been  instances  where  both  in  the 
postal  and  nonpostal  agencies,  where  employees  have  served  for  10, 
12,  or  15  years  as  temporary  employees.  I  don’t  think  this  is  justi¬ 
fiable  on  any  score. 

I  think  the  movement  should  be  to  reduce  this  number  so  you 
finally  arrive  at  a  group  of  permanent  career  employees,  and  the 
temporary  employees  are  just  a  tiny  fragment  of  the  work  force. 

Mr.  Olsen.  There  would  be  a  short  probationary  period,  a  num¬ 
ber  of  hours,  in  a  given  year,  and  then  he  is  a  permanent  status 
employee. 

Mr.  McCart.  Yes. 

Mr.  Olsen.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Udall.  Mr.  Daniels. 

Mr.  Daniels.  I  want  to  commend  the  gentleman  for  his  testimony 
here  today.  I  wholeheartedly  agree  with  the  views  you  have  ex¬ 
pressed  and  also  the  views  expressed  by  the  chairman  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  conducting  these  hearings,  and  Mr.  Olsen. 

All  of  us  present  here  this  afternoon  introduced  bills  to  increase 
the  salary  of  Federal  employees,  I  believe  at  least  an  increase  of  7 
percent.  I  do  wish  to  comment  that  in  1962,  when  the  hearings 
were  held  on  pay  legislation,  that  both  Commissioner  Macy  and  Mr. 
Staats  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  appeared  before  the  committee 
and  strongly  recommended  the  principle  of  comparability. 

This  was  a  proposal  of  the  Kennedy  administration.  It  was 
strongly  recommended  to  the  Congress.  No  conditions  were  imposed 
on  that  principle  of  comparability.  Blit  it  seems  that  since  that  time 
the  administration  has  come  forward  through  its  representative,  Mr. 
Macy,  and  has  recommended  two  different  changes. 

Last  year  he  made  one  recommendation  and  more  recently  he  comes 
in  with  the  guideline  principle.  So  I  feel  this  committee  should  in  the 
near  future  turn  around  and  conduct  hearings  and  try  to  establish  a 
definite  formula  upon  which  we  should  base  these  increases  in  pay, 
particularly  when  we  are  in  an  inflationery  era,  the  cost  of  living  is 
going  up,  we  need  something  to  assist  the  Federal  employees  so  they 
will  fit  into  the  pattern  and  be  able  to  get  the  benefits  that  are  being 
obtained  by  people  in  the  private  sector  of  our  economy. 

So  much  for  the  salary  increase. 

But  inasmuch  as  I’m  the  Chairman  of  the  Subcommittee  on  In¬ 
surance,  Retirement,  and  Health  Benefits,  I  listened  with  great  care  to 
recommendations  you  made  with  respect  to  voluntary  retirement  at 
30  years  of  service,  upon  attaining  the  age  of  55.  You  disagreed  with 
the  recommendation  made  by  Mr.  Macy  of  involuntary  separation  by 
the  agencies  in  levels  13  and  higher. 

Your  third  proposal  stated  that  no  appeal  at  procedure  was  pro¬ 
vided. 
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Would  you  care  to  elaborate  on  that  statement  and  tell  this  commit¬ 
tee  specifically  what  you  have  in  mind,  what  you  think  should  be  done 
in  order  to  protect  the  rights  of  these  employees  in  GS-13  and  above? 

Mr.  McCart.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Daniels.  Would  you  care  to  recommend  a  procedure? 

Mr.  McCart.  Congressman  Daniels,  I  think  that  it  would  be  well 
for  me  to  reemphasize  that  we  don’t  feel  that  the  options  should  be 
exercised  by  the  agencies  at  all,  that  it  should  remain  at  the  discretion 
of  the  employee. 

Mr.  Olsen.  Could  I  interrupt  there?  Woidd  the  gentleman  yield  a 
moment? 

Mr.  Daniels.  I  yield. 

Mr.  Olsen.  I  would  like  to  say  in  previous  hearings  Mr.  Udall  and  I 
at  least  expressed  ourselves  that  in  the  executive  branch  there  ought  to 
be  room  for  a  department  head  to  retain  many  of  the  most  cooperative 
people  he  could  in  his  program. 

In  this  field  now,  when  they  are  55  years  of  age  and  have  30  years  of 
employment,  I  want  you  to  know  there  is  at  least  that  sentiment,  of 
Mr.  Udall  and  myself,  in  favor  of  the  administration  proposal. 

I  am  very  grateful  to  Mr.  Daniels  for  bringing  up  the  subject 
with  you,  what  kind  of  review  you  would  have  of  that  situation, 
because  maybe  Udall  and  I  will  prevail.  We  don’t  know  of  course. 
But  we  would  like  to  know  what  kind  of  review  you  would  like  in 
case  we  prevailed. 

Mr.  Daniels.  Before  Mr.  McCart  replies,  I  might  say  this,  that 
an  employee  who  finds  himself  in  this  position  of  voluntarily  retiring 
perhaps  feels  that  he  is  capable  of  fully  and  effectively  discharging  his 
duties  and  would  like  to  continue  on  for  a  few  more  years,  there  might 
be  some  personal  obligations — he  may  want  to  discharge  the  mortgage 
on  his  home,  maybe  he  has  a  child  in  college  and  he  would  like  to  con¬ 
tinue  in  the  Federal  service  for  a  few  more  years,  until  those  obligations 
are  discharged,  but  on  the  other  hand,  his  immediate  supervisor  may 
not  like  the  fact  that  he  has  colored  his  hair  or - 

Mr.  Olsen.  Well,  lie  may  not  be  as  aggressive  as  the  new  super¬ 
visor  would  like  him  to  be  in  the  program. 

Mr.  Daniels.  I  have  given  this  particular  question  a  great  deal  of 
study  since  it  was  brought  up  by  Mr.  Macy  when  he  originally 
appeared  before  this  committee  and  opened  up  the  hearings  on  this 
subject  matter. 

I  was  rather  impressed  by  him  and  also  by  Mr.  Murphy,  who 
immediately  followed  him.  But  since,  having  studied  the  question, 
I  think  that  we  should  afford  a  person  who  has  given  30  years  of  his 
life  to  dedicated  service  to  the  Government,  who  has  endeavored,  to 
improve  the  service  of  the  Government  so  that  the  Government  has 
had  all  of  these  advantages,  he  should  not  be  discharged  so  lightly, 
even  though  he  is  slowing  down  a  little  bit. 

So  I’m  interested  in  the  proposal  of  the  appellant  review  which 
you  mentioned. 

Mr.  McCart.  To  follow  my  initial  comment  about  our  being 
opposed  to  the  grant  of  this  authority  at  all,  if  the  Congress  decides 
that  such  authority  is  desirable,  we  feel  it  should  be  confined  to  the 
supergrades,  grades  16,  17,  and  18.  In  any  case,  we  think  that  em¬ 
ployees  should  be  entitled  to  an  appeal  at  least  to  the  extent  that 
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other  employees  in  the  Federal  service  are  now  entitled  to  appeal 
disability  retirement  actions. 

An  individual  who  is  affected  by  a  disability  retirement  requested 
by  an  agency  can  appeal  to  the  Civil  Service  Commission.  So  there 
should  be  at  least  that  kind  of  appeal  granted  to  any  employees  Avho 
would  be  covered  by  such  a  provision,  if  the  Congress  thinks  it  wise 
to  enact  it  in  the  first  place. 

Mr.  Daniels.  Mr.  McCart,  I  would  appreciate  it  then  if  you  would 
do  a  little  more  homework  and  submit  to  me  an  amendment  along 
that  line. 

Mr.  McCart.  I  would  be  happy  to. 

Mr.  Olsen.  I  would  like  to  hear  from  you,  too,  because  I  really 
think  we  all  want  to  be  fair  about  this  sort  of  thing  and  we  want  to 
implement  the  desires  of  the  executive  department  to  have  the  most 
eager  people  in  leadership.  But,  by  the  same  token,  we  want  to  be,  as 
Mr.  Daniels  says,  we  want  to  be  very  fair  with  this  30-year  employee. 
He  is  entitled  to  real  careful  consideration. 

Thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  McCart.  If  I  may  make  a  final  comment,  Mr.  Olsen,  if  an 
individual  has  devoted  30  years  of  his  life  to  the  Federal  service,  and 
attains  age  55,  and  he  is  not  producing  as  effectively  or  is  not  as  co¬ 
operative  as  he  was  20  or  25  years  ago,  there  are  ample  means  of 
taking  care  of  this  individual  on  a  disciplinary  basis. 

But  secondly,  there  should  be  some  way  of  reassigning  that  person 
so  that  he  is  not  in  the  same  environment  that  he  was  before.  It 
just  seems  a  shame  to  me  that  an  individual  would  be  constantly 
faced  with  the  specter  of  compulsory  retirement  after  he  has  given  30 
years  of  his  working  life  to  the  Federal  Government. 

Mr.  Daniels.  I  think  my  time  is  almost  up,  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
would  beg  your  indulgence  for  one  further  question. 

I  note,  Mr.  McCart,  that  you  passed  upon  the  question  also  of  the 
Government’s  contribution  toward  the  health  benefits  insurance. 
The  administration  recommends  an  increase  to  38  percent  which  was 
the  average  when  this  law  was  originally  enacted,  in  a  two-step 
process. 

I  do  know  that  you  appeared  before  my  subcommittee  and  testified 
on  50  percent.  But  inasmuch  as  the  administration  sends  this  package 
down  here,  of  wage  increases  and  fringe  benefits,  would  you  go  along 
on  the  recommendation  of  the  administration  of  an  additional  10- 
percent  increase,  bringing  their  contribution  up  to  38  percent  instead 
of  50  percent  at  the  present  time? 

Mr.  McCart.  I  think,  Mr.  Daniels,  that  wisdom  requires  I  say  if 
it  is  not  possible  to  attain  the  equal  sharing  of  cost  immediately,  we 
would  certainly  be  grateful  for  any  action  that  Congress  takes  in 
this  direction.  It  will  be  a  step  forward. 

Mr.  Daniels.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Udall.  The  gentleman  from  Louisiana  is  recognized  for  10 
minutes  and  he  yields  to  the  gentleman  from  Montana. 

Mr.  Olsen.  I  simply  want  to  say  that  was  a  very  admirable  response 
by  you,  that  we  want  to  make  progress  in  this  direction.  And  the 
sooner  we  tend  to  catch  up  with  private  employers  on  sharing  this 
cost,  the  better  we  will  be  able  to  compete  to  get  the  best  kind  of — - 
which  we  have  always  been  doing,  by  the  way — we  want  to  continue 
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getting  the  best  kind  of  employees,  so  we  have  to  proceed  in  this 
direction. 

Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  McCart. 

Mr.  Morrison.  Mr.  McCart,  first  of  all  I  want  to  take  this  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  commend  you  today,  as  I  often  have  in  the  past,  for  your 
excellent  presentation.  You  have  always  been  most  adept  at  giving 
this  committee  valuable  testimony  throughout  the  years  I  have  been 
privileged  to  sit  on  the  committee. 

I  believe  that  you  favor  the  President’s  proposal  for  salary  and 
fringe  benefit  legislation,  but  feel  that  it  does  not  go  far  enough.  Is 
that  correct? 

Mr.  McCart.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  Morrison.  I  heard  Mr.  Wolkomir  testify  earlier  today.  He 
made  several  statements  to  the  effect  that  this  administration  did 
not  go  far  enough  and  that  this  administration  does  not  recommend  a 
high  enough  pay  raise.  I  do  not  say  this  to  imply  that  a  pay  increase 
is  necessarily  one  way  under  one  administration  and  a  different  way 
under  another.  However,  such  an  inference  arose  from  Mr.  Wolk- 
omir’s  statements.  I  do  think  that  on  many  occasions  both  Demo¬ 
crats  and  Republicans  have  voted  for  pay  increases  and  both  Demo¬ 
crats  and  Republicans  have  voted  against  them.  But  since  the 
statement  was  made  by  a  previous  witness  that  this  administration 
was  not  taking  into  consideration  many  things,  I  think  the  reason¬ 
able  inference  is  that  perhaps  another  administration,  a  previous 
administration,  was  thought  to  have  taken  into  consideration  more 
things. 

I  would  like  to  point  out  that  during  the  8  years  of  the  Eisenhower 
administration  there  were  three  vetoes  of  Federal  employees’  salary 
bills.  Two  of  the  vetoed  bills  never  passed,  while  the  third  was 
enacted  by  the  Congress  over  President  Eisenhower’s  veto.  The 
aggregate  of  pay  raises  granted  during  those  8  years  was  26.1  percent, 
or  an  average  of  approximately  3.2  percent  a  year. 

Now,  the  salary  increases  for  Federal  employees  during  the  admin¬ 
istrations  of  Presidents  Kennedy  and  Johnson,  including  the  3.2 
percent  package  recommended  by  President  Johnson  which  is  now 
before  us,  in  the  aggregate  amount  to  24.1  percent,  which  would  be 
slightly  less  than  an  average  of  5  percent  per  year  for  5  years.  So 
we  have  a  yearly  average  of  3.2  percent  in  pay  raises  for  the  8  years 
of  the  previous  administration  under  President  Eisenhower,  compared 
to  a  yearly  average  of  approximately  5  percent  in  such  pay  raises  for 
the  5)4  years  ending  June  30,  1966,  under  the  administrations  of 
President  Kennedy  and  President  Johnson.  I  think  it  is  reasonably 
certain  that  the  current  pay  and  fringe  benefits  measure  will  be 
enacted  into  law  before  June  30. 

It  should  be  pointed  out,  also,  that  since  President  Johnson  has 
made  this  comprehensive  recommendation,  leaders  of  great  Federal 
employee  organizations  who  have  testified  in  these  hearings  have 
stated,  that  they  are  in  accord  with  the  President’s  position,  even 
though  they  honestly  and  sincerely  believe  the  benefits  should  be 
greater,  because  of  the  emergencies  confronting  the  Nation — and 
particularly  the  war  in  Vietnam — both  abroad  and  on  the  homefront. 

The  previous  witness  to  whom  I  referred  earlier  said  or  clearly 
implied  that  this  administration  does  not  take  into  account  cost  of 
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living  increases  and  certain  other  factors.  The  natural  inference  to 
be  taken  from  such  a  statement  is  that  the  Federal  employee  and 
his  interests  are  being  overlooked  or  ignored  by  this  administration, 
as  compared  with  consideration  given  those  interests  by  other  ad¬ 
ministrations.  Let  us  look  back  over  the  record  of  recent  years  and 
note  just  how  the  Federal  employee  was  or  was  not  overlooked. 

I  happened  to  be  the  author  of  a  rather  substantial  Federal  employee 
pay  raise  bill  in  1963.  Due  to  the  tragic  assassination  of  former 
President  Kennedy  and  other  circumstances  beyond  the  control  of 
this  committee  and  the  Congress,  action  on  the  bill  was  delayed  in  the 
latter  part  of  1963  and,  when  it  was  brought  out  of  committee,  it  was 
not  enacted  into  law. 

During  the  23  years  I  have  been  a  Member  of  the  Congress  I  cannot 
recall  a  bill  failing  of  passage  and  then  being  brought  back  and 
enacted  on  the  same  day  in  the  same  term  of  the  Congress.  Frankly, 
I  thought,  when  my  bill  was  defeated,  it  might  go  the  way  of  all  other 
bills  that  had  been  defeated  in  the  past  and  be  dead  for  the  then  cur¬ 
rent  session,  at  least.  I  said  then,  in  these  words — and  I  think  they 
are  appropriate  today — that  it  was  not  a  question  of  keeping  lifeblood 
in  a  dying  bill,  it  was  a  question  of  a  bill  that  had  been  defeated  and 
killed  and  buried  so  deep  that,  in  my  humble  opinion,  there  was  but 
one  man  in  the  world  who  could  resurrect  it.  That  man  did  resurrect 
my  bill;  he  was  and  is  President  Lyndon  B.  Johnson,  through  whose 
personal  interest  and  intervention  my  bill  did  become  law. 

The  President  of  the  United  States  certainly  did  not  have  to  do 
what  he  did  at  that  time.  In  my  judgment,  he  took  a  calculated 
risk  for  all  Federal  employees — a  risk  that  maybe  other  Presidents 
would  not  have  taken.  He  could  just  as  well  have  taken  the  position 
that  the  Congress  had  acted,  and  that  all  parties  concerned  would 
have  to  wait  until  the  next  session  of  Congress  and  come  up  with 
another  recommendation.  But  he  did  act,  and  I  think  he  was 
motiviated  primarily,  in  taking  the  calculated  risk  to  his  prestige 
had  he  not  been  successful,  by  his  conviction  as  to  the  needs  and 
responsibilities  of  Federal  employees  and  the  personal  feeling  of 
real  warmth  he  holds  for  them.  Knowing  that  they  lagged  behind 
proper  levels  in  their  pay  scales,  he  was  willing  to  take  the  risk  and 
did  take  the  risk.  It  is  a  great  tribute  to  President  Johnson  that 
he  was  successful  and  the  bill  became  law.  He  could  very  well 
have  left  the  bill  alone  completely.  There  is  no  precedent  or  policy 
established  by  any  previous  administration  with  respect  to  any 
obligation  on  the  part  of  a  President  to  support  a  Federal  employees’ 
pay  recommendation  every  year. 

I  recall  that,  under  an  earlier  administration,  there  was  no  pay 
raise,  and  no  Presidential  recommendation  for  one,  in  1953  or  1954. 
In  1955  the  administration  submitted  a  proposal  to  radically  revamp 
the  postal  pay  system  and  a  companion  proposal  to  adjust  classified 
salaries.  According  to  the  best  of  my  recollection,  the  average 
increase  for  most  of  the  employees  would  have  been  between  4  and 
4.5  percent. 

When  our  committee  bill  came  before  the  Congress  in  1955,  it  was 
enacted  to  provide  an  8.9-percent  increase  but  was  vetoed.  There¬ 
after,  a  bill  providing  only  8.1  percent  was  enacted  into  law. 

In  1957  my  bill,  H.R.  2474,  to  provide  substantial  and  justified 
salary  adjustments  to  keep  pace  with  the  economy  was  enacted  by 
the  Congress  but  was  pocket  vetoed  by  the  President  in  September. 
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In  1960,  our  committee  developed,  and  the  Congress  enacted,  an¬ 
other  pay  bill  and  President  Eisenhower  vetoed  it,  but  this  time  the 
Congress  had  time  to  act  again  and  overrode  the  veto. 

I  think  that  by  comparison  of  the  administration  in  office  from  1953 
through  1960  and  the  administrations  in  office  beginning  in  1961 
actions  speak  far  louder  than  some  words  of  some  witnesses.  This 
does  not  apply  to  you,  of  course,  Mr.  McCart.  It  applies  to  the 
former  witness  who  implied,  in  his  statement,  that  “this  administra¬ 
tion  does  not  want  to  face  up  to  it,”  and  that  “this  administration 
does  not  want  to  do  this,”  and  that  “this  administration  does  not 
want  to  do  the  things  that  are  required  and  necessary.”  During  the 
whole  time  of  the  Eisenhower  administration  I  do  not  think  we  had 
anything  quite  so  serious  as  our  Vietnam  situation  is  today. 

Incidentally,  the  Vietnam  situation  really  began  with  a  commitment 
by  that  previous  administration  and  the  commitment  has  been  carried 
on  by  President  Kennedy  and  President  Lyndon  B.  Johnson  as  a 
commitment  made  by  a  previous  administration. 

Therefore,  I  think  it  certainly  behooves  us  to  take  all  of  these  mat¬ 
ters  of  record  into  account  in  our  deliberations  on  President  Johnson’s 
message  now  before  us.  When  we  realize  that  the  average  yearly 
Federal  salary  increases  under  an  administration  in  office  8  years 
amounted  to  only  3.2  percent,  compared  to  an  average  which  will, 
with  the  pending  legislation  enacted,  amount  to  almost  2  percent 
more  per  }7ear,  I  think  it  is  a  fair  conclusion  that  “this  administration,” 
and  the  immediately  preceding  one  have  taken  all  material  factors 
into  consideration.  Certainly,  no  President  could  ignore,  in  his 
approach  to  Federal  salary  legislation,  the  urgent  demands  of  the 
war  in  Vietnam,  the  needs  of  our  fighting  men  there,  and  the  threat 
of  inflation  which,  if  unchecked,  could  imperil  the  successful  con¬ 
clusion  of  that  conflict.  It  is  relatively  easy  and  simple  to  sit  here, 
either  in  committee  or  as  a  witness  or  in  writing  a  press  column,  and 
utter  harsh  words.  In  the  final  analysis,  actions  speak  much  louder 
than  words.  The  actions  over  the  years  which  I  have  summarized 
can  well  speak  for  themselves. 

With  respect  to  some  of  the  pay  raises  that  were  achieved  in  the 
past,  if  people  were  sincere  in  what  they  told  me — and  I  take  nothing 
away  from  supporters  of  pay  raises  over  the  years  on  this  committee 
and  in  the  Congress — if  it  had  not  been  for  perhaps  the  extra  effort 
I  put  forth  there  might  not  have  been  pay  raises  in  those  years.  In 
almost  every  case  it  was  touch  and  go  between  success  and  failure 
right  up  to  the  last  moment. 

This  does  not  apply  only  to  my  efforts.  It  applies  to  a  great  many 
members  on  the  committee  and  in  the  Congress,  because  I  have  seen 
a  pay  raise  reported  by  our  committee  on  a  margin  of  a  single  vote. 
Had  there  been  a  tie  vote  or  just  one  vote  the  other  way  there  would 
not  have  been  a  pay  raise  bill. 

I  remember  one  situation  in  which  I  was  roundly  criticized  by  a 
Postmaster  General.  I  asked  for  a  pay  raise  bill  of  26  percent,  and 
was  very  sincere  and  in  deadly  earnest  in  introducing  that  bill.  I 
did  this  because  I  realized  that  the  Postmaster  General  and  others 
were  bitterly  opposed  to  any  kind  of  a  pay  raise,  and  I  knew  I  would 
have  to  provide  room  for  reasonable  compromise.  In  other  words, 
that  was  my  asking  price,  but  I  recognized  the  probable  need  to  settle 
for  something  else  in  honest  compromise.  I  was  branded  as  an  in¬ 
human  person  guilty  of  a  cruel  hoax,  from  coast  to  coast. 
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When  that  same  Postmaster  General,  who  had  accused  me  of  a 
hoax,  testified  before  the  committee  I  asked  him  if  he  was  in  favor  of 
a  pay  raise.  He  replied  that  he  was  but  not  a  hoax  like  my  bill  at 
26  percent.  So  I  said,  well  let’s  start  out  at  10  percent  which  is  a 
whole  lot  less  than  the  26  percent  in  my  bill.  I  said  are  you  for  a  10- 
percent  bill.  He  said  “No.”  I  said  are  you  for  a  9-percent  pay 
raise.  He  said  “No.”  1  said  are  you  for  an  8-percent  raise,  and 

he  said  “No.”  I  said  are  you  for  a  7-percent  raise,  and  he  said  “No.” 
1  said  are  you  for  a  6-percent  raise,  and  he  said  “No.”  I  said  are  you 
for  a  5-percent  raise,  and  he  said  “No.”  1  said  are  you  for  a  4-percent 

raise,  and  he  said  “No.”  I  said  are  you  for  a  3-percent  raise,  and  he 
said  “No.”  I  said  are  you  for  a  2-percent  raise — now  wait  a  minute 
or  two  if  you  want  to  think  about  it — and  he  said  “No.”  Then  I 
said  surely  you  told  this  committee  you  are  for  a  pay  raise.  Are 
you  for  a  1-percent  raise,  and  he  said  “No.” 

So  I  said,  then,  you  are  not  for  a  pay  raise  after  all,  are  you?  So 
maybe  my  “cruel  hoax”  does  not  look  too  bad  after  all.  Then  another 
committee  member  observed  that  the  Postmaster  General,  before  he 
came  to  Washington,  was  in  the  new  car  business  and  the  used  car 
business,  and  asked  the  Postmaster  General  if,  when  he  put  those 
used  cars  out  on  the  parking  lot  with  high  prices  on  them,  the  prices 
were  his  asking  price  or  his  taking  price.  The  Postmaster  General  said 
there  was  a  difference.  And  it  proved  out  that  way. 

And  so,  before  we  go  to  criticizing  those  who  are  trying  to  help  us, 
I  think  it  behooves  all  of  us  to  apply  a  formula  of  reasonableness  in 
recognition  of  what  we  face  here.  All  of  us  would  like  to  see  a  much 
more  liberal  bill,  a  bill  that  would  give  Federal  employees  greater  pay 
raises  and  fringe  benefits.  I  certainly  think  you  have  demonstrated 
a  wonderful  example  of  your  wisdom  and  reasonableness  in  saying  that, 
even  though  the  benefits  should  be  higher,  under  the  circumstances 
you  understand  that  prudence  is  the  better  part  of  valor.  We  all 
hope  that  needed  improvements  can  be  made  in  the  near  future,  but 
respect  the  overruling  need  to  wait  for  another  day  and  more  favorable 
circumstances.  I  assure  you — and  I  think  I  speak  for  many  of  my 
colleagues — that  on  that  new  day  we  can  all  pitch  in  to  develop  and 
enact  pay  raises  and  fringe  benefits  for  Federal  employees  that  are 
truly  comparable  to  those  enjoyed  in  the  private  sector. 

I  remember  that  the  Cordiner  report  indicated  that  Federal  em¬ 
ployees  were  as  much  as  20  percent  or  more  behind  comparable 
levels  in  private  enterprise.  The  measure  before  us  will  not  bring 
current  comparability.  The  principle  of  comparability  can  be 
argued  pro  and  con  for  almost  limitless  time.  But  under  the  cir¬ 
cumstances,  with  the  war  in  Vietnam,  the  need  for  the  homefront 
to  rally  behind  our  fighting  men,  and  the  very  real  danger  if  inflation 
comes,  I  feel  that  this  measure  is  as  much  as  we  can  expect  to  have 
enacted  and  certainly  is  better  than  none  at  all.  In  my  judgment, 
we  should  all  feel  grateful  and  fortunate  that  the  President  of  the 
United  States  has  recommended  a  comprehensive  improvement  in 
pay  and  fringe  benefits  for  Federal  employees. 

Mr.  Udall.  The  gentleman  from  New  Jersey. 

Mr.  Krebs.  I  have  no  questions,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Udall.  Thank  you,  Mr.  McCart,  for  your  helpful  testimony. 

Our  last  witness  is  Mr.  Henry  J.  Stoffer,  president,  National 
League  of  Postmasters. 
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STATEMENT  OF  HENRY  J.  STOFFER,  PRESIDENT,  NATIONAL 

LEAGUE  OF  POSTMASTERS  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES,  ACCOM¬ 
PANIED  BY  EXECUTIVE  VICE  PRESIDENT  HENRY  H.  WOMACK, 

POSTMASTER  AT  CATRON,  MO.;  VICE  PRESIDENT  HENRY  M. 

HEYL,  POSTMASTER  AT  WOOSTER,  OHIO;  AND  SECRETARY- 

TREASURER  JULIA  McCLUSKEY,  POSTMASTER  AT  NEW  BEDFORD, 

PA. 

Mr.  Udall.  Mr.  Stoffer,  will  you  identify  the  people  who  are 
accompanying  you,  as  soon  as  you  are  seated? 

Mr.  Stoffer.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I  am  president  of  the  National  League  of  Postmasters,  and  post¬ 
master  at  Sheffield,  Iowa.  I  am  accompanied  by  Henry  Womack, 
executive  vice  president,  postmaster  at  Catron,  Mo.;  Vice  President 
Henry  M.  Heyl,  postmaster  at  Wooster,  Ohio,  and  our  national 
secretary-treasurer,  Mrs.  Julia  McCluskey,  postmaster  at  New 
Bedford,  Pa. 

Mr.  Udall.  We  are  happy  to  have  you  all  with  us. 

Mr.  Stoffer.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

We  are  honored  and  proud  that  several  State  officers  of  the  National 
League  of  Postmasters  have  accompanied  us  to  this  important  hearing. 
In  their  behalf,  and  in  behalf  of  our  entire  membership,  we  want  to 
express  our  sincere  gratitude  for  this  opportunity  to  present  our 
views. 

Any  attempt  to  represent  postmasters  on  the  important  matter  of 
compensation  is  difficult  and  complicated,  and  we  beg  the  indulgence 
of  this  committee  as  we  review  the  needs  of  our  dedicated  members 
whose  salaries  range  from  the  lowest  to  the  highest  pay  in  the  postal 
field  service. 

Postmaster  positions,  as  compared  with  other  Federal  positions,  are 
quite  unique.  The  duties  also  vary,  depending  on  the  size  of  the 
34,000  cities  and  towns  in  which  we  serve.  Postmasters  have  no 
special  hours  of  duty.  As  managers  we  are  on  call  at  all  times,  and 
willingly  respond  during  any  peak  load,  Christmas  rush,  or  other 
emergency  without  a  thought  of  overtime  or  compensatory  time. 
The  salaries  of  postmasters  currently  range  from  $1,359  to  $24,935. 
Because  of  the  wide  spread  in  salaries  and  duties,  we  would  like  to 
classify  postmaster  positions  into  four  general  groups. 

The  first  general  group  includes  about  600  postmasters  who  are  in 
level  12  and  above.  They  manage  offices  in  our  larger  cities,  most  of 
them  being  sectional  centers,  and  having  at  least  100  employees. 
Postmasters  at  these  offices  must  be  experts  in  postal  operations, 
public  relations,  and  employee  management.  Mcst  of  them  share 
community  responsibilities  along  with  top  executives  of  major  corpo¬ 
rations,  and  business  leaders.  Rarely  can  their  salaries  be  compared 
with  positions  of  comparable  responsibilities  either  in  dollar  volume 
or  in  number  of  employees.  As  the  salary  of  the  President  of  the 
United  States  generally  is  not  comparable  with  the  president  of 
General  Motors  or  executives  of  similar  corporations,  our  members 
in  this  category,  likewise  rarely  achieve  true  pay  comparability.  They 
must,  we  believe,  earn  a  wage  that  will  permit  them  to  participate  in 
their  communities  as  the  senior  representative  of  Government  in  these 
cities,  with  the  dignity  this  high  position  deserves. 
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Since  we  know  it  is  nearly  impossible  to  compare  these  positions 
to  outside  management,  we  feel  we  might  at  least  compare  the  salaries 
with  subordinate  postal  employees.  As  an  example,  a  newly  ap¬ 
pointed  postmaster  in  level  14  would  have  a  starting  salary  of  $12,077 
per  year.  If  his  assistant  at  level  13  has  reached  step  10,  he  would 
be  receiving  $14,358  or  $2,281  more  than  his  boss.  We  have  no 
quarrel  with  the  salaries  of  these  employees,  but  feel  this  comparison 
might  vividly  illustrate  that  the  concept  of  comparability  is  not 
followed  in  the  postal  service.  We  doubt  that  any  executive  outside 
of  the  postal  service  would  be  named  manager  or  president  of  a  firm 
and  receive  less  salary  than  his  subordinates.  This  difference  is 
greater  as  we  compare  higher  levels,  and  becomes  less  when  we  compare 
lower  levels.  However,  the  difference  is  always  there. 

The  next  general  group  are  postmasters  from  levels  9  through  11. 
They  are  postmasters  in  our  smaller  cities,  usually  county  seats,  and 
occasionally  sectional  center  post  offices  with  more  than  10  employees 
but  fewer  than  100.  These  offices  quite  often  have  city  delivery, 
rural  delivery,  and  independent  branches.  Some  of  these  offices  have 
an  assistant  postmaster,  and  some  of  the  larger  offices  in  this  group 
may  h  ave  three  or  more  supervisors.  None,  however,  have  a  secretary 
to  perform  some  of  the  routine  clerical  duties,  answer  the  phone,  or  do 
their  typing.  This,  in  itself,  we  believe  is  not  comparable  to  outside 
employment.  Postmasters  in  these  offices  generally  maintain  the 
records,  conduct  employee  meetings,  handle  all  public  relations  work, 
and  are  often  seen  on  the  workroom  floor  assisting  during  the  peak 
periods. 

Our  next  group  are  postmasters  serving  rural  America  from  levels 
8  down  to  level  5.  Many  of  these  postmasters  have  little  or  no  cleri¬ 
cal  assistance,  usually  one  or  more  rural  routes,  no  janitorial  assistance 
and  no  city  delivery.  This  is  the  postmaster  who  like  all  others  must 
know  all  postal  regulations  and  serve  as  window  clerk,  janitor,  special 
delivery  messenger,  mail  handler,  and  manager  of  his  office.  He  must 
offer  the  identical  services  offered  in  the  larger  offices,  but  must  do  it 
alone.  He  must  sell  the  stamps,  rate  the  mail,  issue  money  orders, 
register  or  certify  letters,  insure  parcels,  accept  foreign  parcels,  cancel 
and  sort  outgoing  mail,  distribute  incoming  mail,  accept  c.o.d.’s, 
maintain  all  records,  and  answer  all  correspondence.  In  his  spare 
time  he  will  perform  services  for  nearly  every  other  Federal  agency, 
which  might  include  the  sale  of  saving  stamps,  migratory  bird  stamps, 
revenue  stamps,  and  handle  such  other  matters  as  alien  reports,  civil 
defense  materials,  statistical  data  for  the  Department  of  Agriculture, 
recruiting  material  for  the  Armed  Forces,  post  FBI  posters,  provide 
burial  flags  for  deceased  veterans,  distribute  social  security  forms,  dis¬ 
tribute  medicare  forms,  and  perform  any  other  duties  of  a  related 
nature  He  is  always  there,  and  his  office  is  always  open  during  the 
working  hours,  so  he  may  be  called  upon  for  any  emergency  in  the 
community.  This  is  the  postmaster,  we  find,  who  is  usually  applying 
for  a  rural  route,  so  he  can  be  relieved  of  many  responsibilities,  receive 
more  pay,  and  work  fewer  hours. 

Our  other  group  consists  of  the  8,800  dedicated  postmasters  who 
serve  our  vital  crossroad  communities  in  the  more  remote  sections  of 
our  rural  areas.  As  in  the  preceding  groups  these  postmasters  must 
have  complete  knowledge  on  all  postal  matters,  and  provide  virtually 
every  service  available  to  any  postal  patron  at  any  post  office.  Many 
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of  these  postmasters  have  an  annual  beginning  salary  of  $1,359  per 
year  and  are  required  to  offer  these  services  6  days  every  week.  The 
importance  of  these  small  post  offices  was  recently  recognized  and 
emphasized  when  President  Johnson  selected  the  post  office  at  Hye, 
Tex.,  for  the  swearing-in  ceremony  for  Postmaster  General  Lawrence 
F.  O’Brien.  It  is  noted  with  gratitude  that  these  fourth-class  offices 
are  included  in  the  various  pay  proposals  now  introduced.  Since  Con¬ 
gress  did  not  see  fit  to  include  these  officers  in  H.R.  1771,  the  5-day 
workweek  bill  for  postmasters  additional  compensation  becomes  in¬ 
creasingly  important  and  meaningful. 

Postmasters  in  every  community  are  expected  and  required  to  con¬ 
tribute  and  participate  in  community  affairs.  In  many  instances,  in 
their  position  as  the  ranking  Federal  employee  in  their  community, 
this  participation  can  be  costly  and  time  consuming.  We  have  no 
quarrel  with  this  and  concur  that  this  is  a  function  of  our  responsible 
positions.  However,  we  believe  this  in  itself  should  and  could  justify 
the  need  for  salary  superiority  and  true  comparability. 

Postmasters  are  seldom  ordered  to  attend  meetings  conducted  by  the 
Post  Office  Department.  However,  we  are  often  “invited”  to  attend. 
The  invitation  usually  concludes  with  the  same  old  phrase :  “Without 
expense  to  the  Department.”  I  know  of  no  other  managers,  in  or 
out  of  Government  who  are  expected  to  attend  such  meetings  without 
some  allowance  for  expenses  and  mileage. 

The  Federal  Reform  Act  of  1962  stated: 

(а)  There  shall  be  equal  pay  for  substantially  equal  work  and  pay  distinctions 
shall  be  maintained  in  keeping  with  work  performance  distinctions;  and 

(б)  Federal  salary  rates  shall  be  comparable  with  private  enterprise  salary  rates 
for  the  same  levels  of  work. 

Permit  us  to  make  a  few  common  comparisons  as  they  apply  to 
postmasters : 

(a)  As  stated  earlier  a  postmaster  could  be  appointed,  only  to  find 
his  immediate  subordinate  earning  as  much  as  $2,281  more  per  year. 

(b)  A  postmaster  in  level  8  could  be  appointed  and  learn  that  his 
clerk  in  level  4  was  receiving  $174  more  per  year. 

(c)  In  a  small  third-class  post  office  a  postmaster  at  level  5,  and  a 
rural  carrier  with  a  60-mile  route — the  national  average — could  start 
to  work  on  the  same  day.  The  rural  carrier  would  not  only  receive 
$95  more  per  year,  but  would  receive  equipment  allowance  $7.20  per 
day,  have  far  less  responsibility,  and  be  off  the  job  for  the  day  by 
11:30  a.m.  on  a  normal  day. 

(d)  A  postmaster  in  the  top  pay  category  at  a  fourth-class  office, 
with  a  rural  carrier  serving  a  60-mile  route,  again  the  national  average, 
would  receive  $1,725  less  per  year,  not  to  mention  the  additional 
hours  or  iesponsibility. 

I  might  add  this  postmaster  in  the  fourth-class  office  would  again 
have  to  be  working  6  full  days  a  week. 

Current  pay  schedules  fail  in  every  instance  to  match  true  compara¬ 
bility.  Figures — as  supplied  by  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics — show 
the  salaries  of  postmasters  and  supervisors  in  the  middle  and  upper 
levels  are  further  removed  from  this  goal  than  other  employees.  The 
intent  of  the  1962  pay  legislation  to  establish  the  theory  of  compara¬ 
bility  was  thwarted  in  1964  when  this  group  was  not  accorded  the 
same  percentage  pay  increase  as  employees  in  loAver  levels.  Any 
across-the-board  percentage  increase  this  year  will  still  not  correct 
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this  pay  increase  inequity  applying  to  thousands  in  this  group.  In 
this  instance  we  support  the  pay  proposal  submitted  by  President 
Johnson. 

In  summary,  we  believe  that  no  postmaster  or  supervisor  should 
receive  less  salary  than  those  they  supervise. 

To  help  remove  some  of  the  present  injustices,  we  submit  for  your 
consideration  and  approval,  the  following  amendment  to  II. R.  12240 
and  companion  bills  or  legislation:  Amend  section  3106  of  title  39, 
United  States  Code  by  adding  paragraph  (b)  to  read  as  follows: 

(b)  The  Postmaster  General  is  authorized  to  increase  the  salary  of  postmasters 
by  steps  in  each  instance  where  he  finds  the  postmasters’  current  salary  level  and 
step  are  such  that  he  receives  less  annual  salary  than  any  subordinate  in  that 
post  office.  Thereafter  the  postmaster  under  this  provision  shall  move  into  addi¬ 
tional  steps  within  their  level  only  as  necessary  to  maintain  salary  superiority  to 
a  subordinate  or  in  accordance  with  earned  longevity  increases.  For  purposes  of 
this  section,  all  employees  in  a  post  office  are  subordinate  to  the  postmaster. 

We  are  grateful  to  President  Johnson  for  his  interest  and  concern 
for  adequate  pay  for  all  Federal  employees.  We  likewise  appreciate 
the  pay  legislation  introduced  and  supported  by  Congressman  Arnold 
Olsen,  Dominick  Daniels,  Glenn  Cunningham,  Paul  Krebs,  James 
Hanley,  and  others. 

Thank  you  for  your  time  and  consideration.  The  opportunity  to 
present  our  proposals  and  amendments  is  greatly  appreciated.  Our 
members  anxiously  await  your  favorable  consideration. 

Air.  Udall.  Thank  you,  Air.  Stoffer,  for  your  helpful  statement. 
I  do  appreciate  Air.  Womack,  and  Air.  Heyl,  and  Airs.  AlcCluskey 
going  to  the  difficulty  and  expense  to  be  with  us  here  today. 

The  discrepancy  between  the  pay  of  the  postmaster  and  its  sub¬ 
ordinate  is  one  which  has  always  concerned  me  and  I  think  your 
amendment  is  an  interesting  and  constructive  approach  to  this 
problem. 

Have  you  discussed  this  recently  or  at  any  time  with  the  Post  Office 
Department?  If  so,  what  is  their  attitude  about  this? 

Mr.  Stoffer.  I  have  discussed  it  many  times  over  the  years  and  I 
must  say  their  attitude  is  somewhat  negative. 

Mr.  Udall.  What  arguments  do  they  give  for  opposing  this 
arrangement? 

Air.  Stoffer.  The  cost. 

Mr.  Udall.  Do  they  concede  generally  there  is  an  injustice  done, 
when  a  postmaster  in  charge  of  other  employees  makes  less  money 
than  one  or  more  of  them? 

Mr.  Stoffer.  Yes,  they  do  concede  on  that  point. 

Mr.  Udall.  Do  you  have  an  estimate  of  the  cost  of  your  amend¬ 
ment? 

Mr.  Stoffer.  No,  sir;  I  have  no  idea  what  it  might  cost. 

Air.  Udall.  How  many  postmasters  would  be  affected,  would  you 
guess?  A  hundred  or  10,000,  or  somewhere  in  between? 

Mr.  Stoffer.  I  would  have  to  guess,  1  man  out  of  20  or  25. 

Mr.  Olsen.  Mr.  Chairman,  maybe  we  could  get  this  for  the  record. 

Mr.  Udall.  Would  you  be  able  to  get  this,  or  should  we  get  it  from 
the  Department? 

Mr.  Stoffer.  I  think  Dr.  Block  in  the  Department,  on  Mr. 
Alurphy’s  staff,  is  already  trying  to  get  this  data  together. 

Mr.  Udall.  I  think  Mr.  Olsen  has  an  excellent  suggestion,  and  we 
will  try  to  get  that. 
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Mr.  Stoffer.  This  is  actually  taken  from  the  bill  which  Congress¬ 
man  Morrison  introduced,  but  because  this  bill  came  up  first,  we 
wished  to  include  it. 

Mr.  Udall.  The  gentleman  from  Louisiana? 

Mr.  Olsen.  Would  the  gentleman  yield?  I  just  got  a  call  and  I 
have  to  go  back  to  my  office,  and  I  would  appreciate  it. 

Mr.  Morrison.  Certainly. 

Mr.  Olsen.  I  think  I  understand  you  very  well,  that  you  are  not 
complaining  that  anybody  else  is  being  paid  too  well. 

Mr.  Stoffer.  We  don’t  want  to  cut  anyone  back. 

Mr.  Olsen.  Your  objection  is  that  the  supervisory  employees  are 
not  being  paid  as  well  as  they  ought  to  be. 

Mr.  Stoffer.  That  is  indeed  true. 

Mr.  Olsen.  I  agree  with  you.  However,  I  would  ask  you,  on  page 
4,  you  wouldn’t  include  the  equipment  allowance  of  the  rural  carriers 
in  calculating  their  salary? 

Mr.  Stoffer.  We  like  to  refer  to  that  when  we  can,  and  there  was 
some  proposed  legislation  last  year  and  I  think  the  rural  carriers  are 
aware  that  the  National  League  of  Postmasters  were  with  them  on 
maintaining  this  allowance. 

Mr.  Olsen.  You  think  they  are  entitled  to  that  equipment  allow¬ 
ance? 

Mr.  Stoffer.  Certainly. 

Mr.  Olsen.  I  agree  with  you,  the  posmasters  should  be  paid  better. 
I  think  all  supervisory  employees  should  be  paid  better  than  those 
people  that  they  supervise.  I  sure  appreciate  your  bringing  that  to 
our  attention.  Thank  you  very  much.  And  thank  you,  Mr.  Mor¬ 
rison,  for  yielding. 

I  have  some  most  important  people  in  my  office,  they  are  my 
constituents. 

Mr.  Morrison.  From  your  district. 

Mr.  Olsen.  Yes;  from  Montana.  So,  if  you  will  excuse  me,  I  have 
to  leave. 

Mr.  Morrison.  I  would  likewise  like  to  join  with  my  colleagues 
in  commending  the  gentleman  on  his  testimony  not  only  on  this  bill 
but  on  all  bills  on  which  he  has  testified  over  the  years  as  president 
of  tills  very  important  and  very  fine  organization.  He  has  always 
been  well  prepared,  he  has  always  offered  full  cooperation  to  help 
the  committee  with  many  valuable  facts. 

I  think,  as  far  as  your  people  are  concerned,  you  are  doing  an  out¬ 
standing  job.  You  are  providing  them  with  excellent  representation 
as  president  of  your  organization,  and  I  certainly  appreciate  the  way 
in  which  you  have  always  offered  your  cooperation,  both  to  individual 
members  and  to  the  committee. 

Now  you  have  brought  up  a  very  fine  argument  for  the  postmaster 
at  smaller  post  offices.  How  many  third-  and  fourth-class  post¬ 
masters  are  in  your  organization?  Or  what,  percentagewise,  would 
it  be? 

Mr.  Stoffer.  I  would  have  to  say  our  membership  is  composed  of 
probably  75  percent  of  the  third  and  fourth.  It  is  probably  because 
all  post  offices  are  represented  by  third  and  fourth  class.  I  think 
our  membership  is  probably  equalized  between  the  four  classes. 

Mr.  Morrison.  And  you  are  just  as  vitally  interested  in  a  fourth- 
class  post  office  as  you  are  in  a  third-  or  second-  or  first-class  office? 
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Mr.  Stoffer.  Yes,  sir;  they  all  pay  dues  and  we  try  to  represent 
everyone. 

Mr.  Morrison.  I  think  you  do  a  real  fine  job.  I  think  it  behooves 
somebody  to  speak  up  for  the  fourth-class  postmasters.  I  can 
remember  a  few  years  back  when  for  some  reason  they  didn’t  want 
many  fourth-class  post  offices  in  my  district,  and  we  really  went  to 
bat  on  that  very  basis.  I  took  the  position  in  their  support.  Some 
people  in  the  Department  and  other  places  said  I  was  going  pretty  far 
afield  trying  to  save  some  uneconomical  post  offices,  and  I  said:  Well, 
all  post  offices  can’t  be  first  class  nor  second  class  nor  third  class.  We 
have  to  have  some  fourth-class  post  offices. 

When  you  take  all  of  our  communities  in  different  parts  of  this 
country — and  a  lot  of  them  are  small,  a  lot  of  them  are  distant  from 
a  railroad,  and  a  lot  of  them  are  out  in  rural  sections — I  think  those 
people  that  live  there  have  just  as  much  right  to  live  there  and  expect 
mail  service  as  they  would  if  they  lived  in  the  largest  cities  of  the 
country. 

I  have  always  looked  upon  a  fourth-class  post  office  in  those  com¬ 
munities  as  kind  of  a  nucleus  or  the  center  of  the  community,  that 
kept  the  community’s  identity  as  a  community.  Where  you  have  a 
post  office,  and  the  name  of  the  community  is  usually  the  name  of  the 
post  office,  even  though  sometimes  there  may  not  be  more  than  two 
or  three  stores,  a  filling  station,  and  a  few  homes,  you  do  have  a 
community.  You  have  in  the  small  post  office  a  place  where  people 
can  meet  even  though  they  live  for  away  fram  a  city. 

But  at  the  same  time  by  having  that  post  office,  a  community  has 
a  certain  amount  of  community  spirit,  which  I  think  is  invaluable. 
Ths  post  office  provides  that  need,  which  perhaps  would  be  lacking 
without  the  post  office. 

I  have  seen  some  localities  in  my  district,  and  I’m  sure  it  goes  for 
all  of  the  United  States,  where  if  you  abolish  a  fourth-class  post  office, 
in  effect,  you  abolish  the  community.  Somebody  2  or  3  miles  down 
the  road  builds  a  store  and  says,  “This  is  a  community  here,”  and 
then  business  may  not  be  too  good  or  he  may  get  a  better  offer  and 
close  up.  There  is  nothing  left  of  the  community,  because  the  post 
office  is  abolished.  It  becomes  just  another  crossroads  or  just 
another  bend  in  the  road. 

I  think  in  those  instances  the  greatest  value  of  what  is  known  as 
the  real  deep  roots  of  rural,  individualist  community  centers  are 
lost.  I  think  it  behooves  the  Department,  and  certainly  I  think 
it  deserves  the  consideration  of  this  committee,  that  we  should  do 
everything  possible  to  look  upon  these  fourth-class  post  offices  with 
the  idea  that  they  need  not  necessarily  break  even  or  show  a  profit. 
Cost  to  the  Department  is  not  the  controlling  major  factor.  I  think 
the  service  to  that  particular  area  means  a  lot  more  than  the  cost  alone. 

We  have  over  the  years  certainly  given  people  in  rural  America 
the  same  opportunity  as  those  in  urban  America  to  share  in  mail 
service.  I  think  at  certain  times  the  feeling  has  been,  well,  let’s 
rather  than  concentrate  on  the  rural  sections,  let’s  let  them  slide, 
abolish  them,  if  they  are  not  economically  sound.  In  many  instances 
I  think  we  may  do  people  an  injustice  instead  of  helping  the  Depart¬ 
ment. 
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Sometimes  it  is  a  borderline  case,  but  for  my  part,  I  would  try  to 
keep  every  fourth-class  post  office  I  can  in  my  district.  When  some 
have  been  abolished  in  the  past,  I  have  tried  to  reestablish  them. 

I  believe  that  by  your  concentrating,  in  your  testimony,  on  the 
need  and  importance  of  seeing  that  these  people  are  paid  sufficiently 
so  they  can  have  an  incentive  to  take  care  of  these  fourth-class  post 
offices  and  keep  them  open,  really  means  a  great  deal. 

When  you  look  at  it  from  maybe  one  particular  viewpoint,  it  may 
not,  from  a  relative  standpoint,  seem  so  awfully  important.  But  when 
you  look  at  it  from  the  national  standpoint,  having  the  experience  that 
you  have  had  in  your  organization,  with  75  percent  of  the  members  in 
the  fourth-,  third-,  and  second-class  post  offices,  you  are  certainly  in 
a  position  to  know  the  real  importance  to  this  Nation  of  seeing  that 
these  post  offices  are  not  discouraged,  but  are  encouraged  and  stay  in 
operation. 

1  want  to  commend  the  gentleman  and  your  associates  with  you  here 
today  for  appearing  in  behalf  of  what  I  certainly  believe  is  a  most 
worthy  cause  and  a  most  worthy  undertaking.  I  think  if  some  of  us 
didn’t  take  up  for  the  fourth-class  postmaster  or  even  third-class  post¬ 
masters,  there  will  be  a  lot  fewer  than  there  are  today.  Rather  than 
see  fewer,  I  want  to  see  as  many  of  them  as  possible,  and  it  may  be 
necessary  to  have  a  few  more. 

Mr.  Stoffer.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Udall.  Mr.  Daniels? 

Mr.  Daniels.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I  want  to  commend  Mr.  Stoffer  for  his  very  informative  testimony. 
I  am  sure  you  have  brought  to  our  attention  today,  to  the  attention  of 
this  committee  and  also  to  the  attention  of  Congress,  the  inequities 
existing  in  the  salaries  of  some  of  our  postmasters,  and  their  employees. 

Many  of  us  are  unaware  of  such  inequities,  and  I  want  to  thank  you 
for  alerting  us  to  this  situation,  and  1  do  hope  that  we  will  be  able  to 
correct  this  inequity  in  the  very  near  future. 

Mr.  Stoffer.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Daniels.  I  appreciate 
that. 

Mr.  Daniels.  No  further  questions. 

Mr.  Udall.  I  think  we  have  had  a  most  fruitful  and  helpful  day 
in  taking  testimony  here. 

We  will  meet  again  tomorrow  morning  at  10  o’clock,  in  room  215  of 
this  building. 

The  subcommittee  stands  adjourned  until  that  time. 

(Whereupon  at  3:50  p.m.,  the  subcommittee  was  recessed  to  recon¬ 
vene  at  10  a.m.,  March  15,  1966.) 
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TUESDAY,  MARCH  15,  1966 

House  of  Representatives, 

Subcommittee  on  Compensation  of  the 
Committee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service, 

Washington,  D.C. 

The  subcommittee  met  at  10:15  a.m.,  in  room  346,  Camion  Building, 
Hon.  Arnold  Olsen,  presiding. 

Mr.  Olsen.  The  subcommittee  will  come  to  order. 

Mr.  James  O’Toole  of  Sharon,  Pa.,  president  of  the  National  Asso¬ 
ciation  of  Postmasters  is  our  next  witness.  He  is  accompanied  by 
our  cld  friend,  John  Snyder,  t he  executive  director  of  that  organiza¬ 
tion,  and  Air.  Lemuel  Houston,  postmaster  from  Fredericksburg,  Va. 
Mr.  Houston  is  also  chairman  of  the  legislative  committee  of  the 
national  association. 

Mr.  O’Toole,  we  are  very  happy  to  have  you  with  us. 

STATEMENT  OF  JAMES  L.  O’TOOLE,  PRESIDENT  OF  THE  NATIONAL 

ASSOCIATION  OF  POSTMASTERS  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES, 

ACCOMPANIED  BY  JOHN  P.  SNYDER  AND  LEMUEL  HOUSTON 

Mr.  O’Toole.  Good  morning,  Honorable  Chairman.  It  is  a  privi¬ 
lege  to  appear  before  your  committee. 

Mr.  Olsen.  We  are  always  happy  to  have  you  with  us. 

Mr.  O’Toole.  The  National  Association  of  Postmasters  has  long 
maintained  that  it  is  in  the  best  interests  of  the  Government  and 
all  its  employees  to  establish  Federal  salary  schedules  which  embrace: 

First,  comparability  within  the  Government  so  that  differences  in 
qualifications  and  levels  of  responsibility  are  matched  by  commen¬ 
surate  differences  in  compensation;  and  second,  comparability  be¬ 
tween  the  salary  structures  of  Government  and  private  enterprise. 

For  years  resolutions  advocating  this  sound  principle  have  been 
adopted  by  delegates  to  the  national  conventions  of  this  association. 
Full  implementation  ot  this  principle  is  our  prime  legislative  objective 
for  1966.  We  are  firmly  committed  to  the  basic  tenet  that  Federal 
salary  schedules  must  guarantee  to  every  employee  the  fruits  of  his 
labor.  Wisdom  and  justice  demand  that  these  schedules  be  con¬ 
ceived  without  favor  to  the  many  and  without  discrimination  to  the 
few. 

Under  different  circumstances  we  would  urge  your  favorable  con¬ 
sideration  of  H.R.  12838,  Representative  Hanley’s  bill  to  bring  true 
comparability  to  the  Federal  salary  schedules  at  the  lower  levels  and 
to  correct  some  of  the  more  glaring  inequities  which  have  existed  in 
the  middle  and  higher  levels  for  so  long.  In  view  of  the  position  taken 
by  the  President,  we  recognize  the  futility  of  seeking  or  expecting 
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true  comparability  this  year.  Certainly  the  needs  of  our  Nation  are 
paramount  to  those  of  its  employees. 

We,  and  all  Federal  employees,  were  heartened  by  the  establishment 
of  comparability  as  a  Federal  policy  through  enactment  of  Public 
Law  87-793,  and  by  the  several  reaffirmations  of  this  commitment  by 
the  Congress  and  by  the  President.  We  believed  then,  as  we  do  now, 
that  the  President  had  in  mind  employees  at  all  levels  last  May  when 
he  said: 

A  double  standard  which  puts  the  Government  employee  at  a  comparable 
disadvantage  is  shortsighted. 

Even  since  1962  implementation  of  the  comparability  principle  has 
been  promised.  As  recently  as  August  23,  1965,  the  Postmaster 
General  told  a  committee  of  the  Congress: 

I  recognize  that  the  average  3-percent  increase  still  does  not  give  equivalent 
comparability  to  employees  in  the  middle  and  higher  levels — our  supervisors  and 
postmasters  *  *  *.  It  is  our  hope  and  intent  to  achieve  full  comparability  for 
all  levels  at  an  early  date. 

In  this  hope,  gentlemen,  we  fully  share. 

It  is  discouraging  to  realize  that  up  to  the  present  time  Federal 
employees  have  not  attained  salary  comparability  with  their  counter¬ 
parts  in  private  enterprise.  We  gratefully  acknowledge  that  some 
progress  has  been  made  in  this  direction  during  the  past  3  years, 
particularly  in  the  lower  levels.  But  comparability  remains  far  short 
of  realization  for  those  in  the  middle  and  higher  levels.  These  post¬ 
masters  and.  supervisors  have  received  income  below  that  of  com¬ 
parable  salary  structures  in  private  enterprise  for  many  years  as  the 
residt  of  a  succession  of  flat,  across-the-board  adjustments  in  pay 
which  narrowed  the  differential  between  labor  and  management. 

It  is  gratifying  to  note  that  the  President  has  taken  this  inequity 
into  consideration  and  that  he  recommends  slightly  larger  percentages 
of  increase  in  levels  where  the  disparity  is  greatest.  We  urge  you  to 
retain  this  feature  of  the  President’s  recommendation.  Not  only  is 
it  in  accord  with  the  policy  established,  by  the  Congress,  but  it  is  in 
the  best  interest  of  the  postal  service  and  all  its  employees. 

The  present  salary  structure  adversely  affects  all  Federal  employees. 
On  the  one  hand,  it  requires  management  and  supervisors  to  indirectly 
subsidize  the  operation  of  the  Post  Office  Department  by  working  for 
less  money  than  is  paid  by  private  employers  for  comparable  services. 
On  the  other,  it  reduces  the  incentive  of  employees  in  the  lower  levels 
to  aspire  to  supervisory  positions. 

It  is  our  conviction,  gentlemen,  that  differences  in  compensation 
schedules  must  be  large  enough  to  make  management  and  supervisory 
positions  attractive  and  meaningful.  Since  all  supervisory  positions 
in  our  post  offices  and  an  increasing  number  of  postmasters  are  now 
selected  from  the  ranks  of  career  employees,  it  is  essential  that  there 
be  sufficient  inducement  to  attract  the  best  of  our  clerks  and  carriers 
to  supervisory  registers.  Prestige  alone  is  not  enough. 

It  is  not  uncommon  for  a  level  4  or  5  employee  to  decline  promotion 
to  a  level  7  supervisory  position  because  the  difference  in  pay  is  not 
sufficient  to  compensate  him  for  the  headaches  which  often  accompany 
greater  responsibility.  A  large  post  office  in  New  Jersey  is  presently 
facing  a  critical  situation  because  eligible  employees  in  the  lower  levels 
are  unwilling  to  accept  promotions.  As  a  result,  supervisory  positions 
in  this  office  cannot  be  filled. 
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There  have  been  other  instances  when  a  level  7  supervisor  has  re¬ 
verted.  to  level  4  at  his  own  request,  for  the  same  reason.  Our  em¬ 
ployees  are  discovering  too  late  that  remuneration  and  responsibilities 
are  not  compatible  at  the  supervisory  levels. 

We  also  maintain  that  management  should  receive  greater  compen¬ 
sation  than  those  whom  they  manage.  This  is  considered  fundamental 
to  the  preservation  of  the  American  system  of  enterprise.  Because 
Federal  pay  schedules  fall  short  of  true  comparability  some  of  our  post¬ 
masters,  particularly  in  the  smaller  offices,  are  paid  less  on  an  hourly 
basis  than  the  employees  they  supervise. 

In  Vermont,  as  an  example,  the  salary  of  a  postmaster  averages 
about  $2.45  an  hour.  The  salary  of  his  rural  carrier  averages  about 
$3.30  an  hour.  This  is  impossible  to  rationalize,  particularly  when  it 
is  remembered  that  aside  from  his  scheduled  hours  of  work  a  post¬ 
master  is  charged  with  full  responsibility  for  his  office  24  hours  of 
every  day. 

Likewise,  there  are  some  post  offices  in  which  the  assistant  post¬ 
master  or  some  other  supervisor  receives  a  larger  salary  than  the 
postmaster,  and  where  a  supervisor  receives  less  than  a  senior  clerk  or 
carrier.  Such  inequities  exist  today  and  they  will  continue  to  exist 
until  comparability  becomes  an  actuality. 

In  summary,  gentlemen,  permit  me  to  reiterate  that  the  association 
I  represent  favors  true  comparability  at  all  levels  of  the  Federal 
service.  We  know  that  this  cannot  be  accomplished  this  year,  but  we 
feel  that  you  can  bring  the  middle  and  higher  levels  more  in  line  by 
holding  fast  to  the  President’s  proposal  for  graduated  percentages  of 
increase.  We  do  not  ask  anything  that  is  unreasonable  or  unrealistic, 
and  certainly  we  do  not  desire  to  jeopardize  our  country’s  economy. 
Within  these  bounds  we  petition  you  to  consider  the  simple  justice 
of  granting  larger  raises  in  those  levels  where  the  greatest  disparity 
exists.  This  is  what  our  President  has  promised.  It  is  what  he  now 
recommends. 

Every  postmaster  in  the  United  States  is  committed  to  the  need  for 
comparability.  It  is  our  earnest  hope  that  we  will  not  have  to  wait 
much  longer  for  the  fulfillment  of  the  firm  pledge  made  to  employees 
at  all  levels  by  the  enactment  of  Public  Law  87-793. 

That  is  our  statement.  We  certainly  thank  you  for  affording  us 
the  privilege  of  presenting  it  on  this  date  and  we  certainly  solicit  your 
kind  consideration  thereof. 

Mr.  Olsen.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  O’Toole.  And  thank  you, 
Mr.  Snyder  and  Mr.  Houston,  for  a  splendid  statement. 

We  have  a  tough  situation.  There  just  isn’t  enough  money  to  go 
around  because  of  circumstances  beyond  the  control  of  any  of  us. 
But  I  know  we  are  going  to  do  the  best  we  can  with  the  President’s 
recommendation.  We  are  pleased  to  note  that  you  support  this 
recommendation. 

Mr.  O’Toole.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Olsen. 

Mr.  Olsen.  Out  next  witness  is  Mr.  John  G.  Brady,  legislative 
chairman,  National  Association  of  Internal  Revenue  Service  Em¬ 
ployees. 
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STATEMENT  OF  JOHN  G.  BRADY,  LEGISLATIVE  CHAIRMAN, 

NATIONAL  ASSOCIATION  OF  INTERNAL  REVENUE  SERVICE 

EMPLOYEES,  ACCOMPANIED  BY  CHARLES  F.  BEIRNE,  SECOND 

VICE  PRESIDENT,  AND  GEORGE  BURSACH,  EXECUTIVE 

SECRETARY-TREASURER 

Mr.  Brady.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  for  you  to  meet  Mr.  Charles  F.  Beirne, 
second  vice  president  of  the  National  Association  of  Internal  Revenue 
Service  Employees. 

Mr.  Olsen.  We  are  happy  to  have  all  of  you  here. 

Mr.  Brady.  Mr.  Chairman,  and  members  of  the  committee,  Mr. 
Bursach  and  I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  present  our  association’s 
views  on  the  1966  proposals  for  Federal  employee  pay  and  benefits. 

We  fully  support  the  President’s  comments  of  May  12,  1965,  when 
he  said: 

*  *  *  equal  pay  for  substantially  equal  work,  and  pay  distinctions  in  keeping 
with  work  and  performance  distinctions;  and  salary  rates  comparable  with  private 
enterprise  salary  rates  for  the  same  levels  of  work. 

Also  his  concern  for  the  “dignity,  opportunity,  and  profound  per¬ 
sonal  achievement  in  the  public  service  as  a  profession.”  Also  the 
President’s  comment  on  March  7,  1966: 

Among  the  many  blessings  which  Americans  can  count  is  a  corps  of  Federal  civil 
servants  that  is  unequaled  anywhere  in  the  world.  Honest,  intelligent,  efficient, 
and,  above  all,  dedicated,  these  men  and  women  represent  a  national  resource  and 
a  national  asset. 

America  expects  much  of  these  public  servants.  We  have  made  vigorous 
demands  on  their  time  and  energy.  We  have  exacted  from  them  high  standards 
of  work  and  conduct. 

Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  President.  We  in  the  Internal  Revenue 
Service  appreciate  these  kind  remarks. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  in  the  Service  also  appreciate  your  kindness  and 
understanding  of  our  services  to  the  public.  And  I  might  add,  you 
will  always  be  able  to  depend  on  our  59,000  Internal  Revenue  employ¬ 
ees  to  do  dedicated  work. 

With  your  permission,  I  would  like  to  give  you  a  couple  of  sentences 
right  at  this  point.  Our  president  told  Mr.  Johnson,  on  March  1, 
1966,  and  I  quote: 

Since  we  met  last  March  1965,  Internal  Revenue  gross  collection  reached  $118 
billion.  That  is  a  rise  of  5p£  percent.  While  we  were  cutting  taxes,  you  col¬ 
lected  all  of  the  money  while  making  a  savings  of  $13  million  through  improved 
management  practices  in  the  Internal  Revenue. 

Mr.  Olsen.  How  many  people  lost  their  jobs? 

Mr.  Brady.  During  this  period? 

Mr.  Olsen.  Yes. 

Mr.  Brady.  As  you  know,  we  are  in  the  process  of  automating,  and, 
of  course,  the  districts  are  fading  slowly  to  the  service  centers,  and 
the  answer  to  your  question  is  none. 

Mr.  Olsen.  A  lot  of  people  have  been  moved? 

Mr.  Brady.  Right.  To  proceed:  No.  1,  adjustment  of  statutory 
salary  schedules.  Our  organization  fully  agrees  with  the  four  para¬ 
mount  principles  as  outlined  in  the  last  session  regarding  pay  structure. 

No.  1,  to  reaffirm  the  commitment  of  the  Congress  to  the  policy  of 
adjusting  the  civilian  career  salary  systems  of  the  Federal  Govern- 


FEDERAL  SALARIES  AND  FRINGE  BENEFITS  243 

ment  in  accordance  with  the  principle  of  comparability  enacted  into 
law  in  the  Federal  Salary  Reform  Act  of  1962. 

No.  2,  to  establish  a  new,  consistent,  and  rational  salary  structure 
for  positions  of  the  highest  level  in  the  Federal  Government  in  the 
legislative,  executive,  and  judicial  branches. 

No.  3,  to  provide  a  logical  and  appropriate  relationship  between 
career  salaries  paid  under  the  four  civilian  statutory  pay  systems 
and  compensation  for  top  positions  in  the  three  branches. 

No.  4,  to  adopt  a  salary  structure  designed  to  meet  the  present-day 
needs  of  the  Federal  Government,  the  most  important  of  which  is 
obtaining  and  retaining  personnel  of  the  highest  caliber  at  every 
level,  without  imposing  upon  any  officer  or  employee  a  degree  of 
financial  sacrifice  inconsistent  with  the  principles  of  democratic 
government. 

Will  Federal  employees  pay  for  Vietnam  and  the  Great  Society? 
This  may  appear  to  be  an  unusual  question,  but  let  us  examine  its 
implication. 

Without  a  doubt  an  employee  of  the  Federal  Government  is  as 
willing  as  any  citizen  in  the  United  States  to  contribute  his  support 
not  only  to  our  fighting  men  in  Vietnam  but  also  to  the  underprivi- 
ledged  and  less  fortunate  in  this  country. 

However,  it  seems  unreasonable  to  assess  Federal  employees  over 
and  above  other  citizens  in  order  to  do  this.  You  may  ask,  “How 
are  Federal  employees  paying  any  more  than  everybody  else?” 
This  can  be  answered  very  simply.  They  are  being  underpaid  for 
services  rendered.  Accordingly,  every  year  that  the  comparability 
feature  in  the  Federal  pay  bills  is  postponed,  the  employee,  in  effect, 
is  paying  over  and  above  his  or  her  share  toward  the  operation  of  the 
Federal  Government  and  its  programs. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  would  like  the  Congress  to  give  us  compara¬ 
bility  this  year.  I  note  the  pay  of  the  White  House  assistants  was 
raised  from  $28,500  to  $30,000.  This  would  amount  to  a  5  Vf -percent 
raise. 

We  require  our  new  employees  to  possess  educational  skills  of  a 
nature  which  would  command  higher  salaries  in  private  industry. 
And  we  are  constantly  endeavoring  to  increase  the  skills  of  our 
experienced  personnel,  these  efforts  on  a  comparable  basis  with 
industry.  I  belong  to  various  professional  organizations  and  on 
many  occasions  “rub  elbows”  with  members  of  these  organizations 
in  the  resolution  of  many  problems  that  require  the  utilization  of 
professional  know-how.  Yet  I  cannot  compete  with  their  way  of 
social  life  due  to  the  lack  of  salary  equalization  commensurate  with 
the  ability  which  I  am  expected  to  possess. 

Inasmuch  as  we  are  not  afforded  the  opportunity  of  overtime  pay 
and  many  of  the  other  fringe  benefits  of  private  industry,  it  is  manda¬ 
tory  that  the  pay  scale  of  employees  at  least  keep  pace  with  that  of 
private  industry. 

Mr.  Olsen.  May  I  interrupt?  To  what  level  would  you  think  it 
proper  to  provide  overtime  pay? 

Mr.  Brady.  You  mean  up  to  a  certain  point? 

Mr.  Olsen.  Yes. 

Mr.  Brady.  We  of  the  association,  as  stated,  would  go  up  to  grade 
13. 
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Mr.  Olsen.  Up  to  grade  13.  Through  grade  13  or  through  12? 

Mr.  Brady.  Through  grade  13  and  including  13. 

Mr.  Olsen.  Do  those  people  determine  their  own  overtime? 

Mr.  Brady.  At  that  level;  no. 

Mr.  Olsen.  I  am  glad  to  have  that  in  the  record.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Brady.  Many  capable  employees  either  leave  the  service  or 
become  complacent  due  to  this  loss  of  reward  for  services  rendered. 

You  are  aware  of  the  special  requirements  placed  on  us  by  the  code 
of  conduct.  Recent  surveys  indicating  that  Federal  employees  were 
the  largest  single  group  engaged  in  “moonlighting”  are  significant. 
This  is  a  clear  demonstration  of  the  need  for  a  salary  adjustment. 
Many  are  forced  to  obtain  permission  to  work  at  two  jobs  to  make 
ends  meet.  In  this  situation  we  all  suffer. 

Recruiting  the  past  2  years  in  colleges  and  universities  to  secure 
topflight  agents  has  been  a  problem.  Industries’  starting  salary 
scales  have  been  above  our  GS  grade  structure.  Therefore,  we  have 
been  unable  to  secure  top-level  college  graduates.  New  employees 
consider  not  only  the  entrance  grades,  grades  5,  7,  and  9,  but,  in 
addition,  look  well  beyond  these  to  see  what  Government  means  in 
terms  of  their  careers.  They  are  not  after  large  amounts  of  money. 
What  they  are  after,  it  seems  to  me,  is  opportunity  for  useful  and 
dignified  service. 

They  expect  the  Government  to  be  fair — as  far  as  equal  pay  is 
concerned — and  to  be  assured  on  the  part  of  the  people  they  work 
for  that  fairness  will  prevail  throughout  their  career. 

There  is  conclusive  evidence,  as  you  gentlemen  know,  to  point 
out  the  fact  that  there  is  major  disparity  between  what  is  paid  by 
private  enterprise  and  what  is  paid  by  the  public  to  its  leadership. 
We  know  that  there  always  will  be  disparity.  We  know  that  many 
of  those  who  come  to  work  for  the  Government  do  so  because  they 
feel  the  importance  of  rendering  service.  We  feel,  however,  that 
we  must  not  penalize  them  for  desiring  to  be  of  service  to  their  country. 

Our  organization,  composed  of  over  27,000  Internal  Revenue 
employees,  strongly  urges  the  principle  of  comparability  when  you 
debate  the  issues  covering  1966  pay  bill. 

At  this  point,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  say  our  association  would 
like  to  go  on  record  as  supporting  an  effective  date  for  the  pay  bill 
of  July  1,  1966. 

Revised  tax  treatment  of  retirement  benefits:  Pensions  paid  to 
retired  employees  are  usually  taxable  compensation,  although  there 
have  been  exceptions.  Annuities  or  pensions  paid  under  the  Railroad 
Retirement  Act  are  not  taxable.  Payments  under  the  Social  Security 
Act  are  not  taxable  to  employees  or  their  families.  The  following 
unemployment  payments  are  not  taxable:  Unemployment  payments 
made  by  a  State  agency  out  of  the  Federal  unemployment  trust  fund; 
payments  made  to  Federal  employees  during  unemployment  periods 
by  State  or  Federal  agencies;  and  unemployment  benefits  received 
from  a  private  fund,  except  to  the  extent  that  they  exceed  the  amounts 
contributed  by  the  recipient-member.  Annuities  paid  to  Federal 
civil  service  employees  are  taxable  like  any  other  ordinary  annuities, 
as  are  servicemen’s  annuity  payments. 

Our  association,  at  the  27th  annual  convention,  on  August  23-2S, 
1965,  Washington,  D.C.,  adopted  the  following  recommendations: 
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To  exempt  from  income  tax,  annuities  and  pensions  paid  by  the 
United  States  to  its  employees;  whereas  social  security  and  railroad 
retirement  pensions  are  excluded  from  gross  income  for  income  tax 
purposes ;  and 

Whereas  due  to  increased  cost  of  living  and  impaired  productive 
ability,  our  retired  employees  are  facing  difficulty  in  maintaining  a 
good  standard  of  living:  Be  it 

Resolved,  That  this  convention  supports  bills  H.R.  1013  and  H.R. 
1126  now  in  the  Ways  and  Means  Committee  of  the  89th  Congress. 

Full  annuity  at  age  55  with  30  years  of  service:  Our  association 
strongly  urges  and  recommends  the  enactment  of  full  annuity  at  age 
55  after  30  years  of  service  with  certain  reservations. 

We  believe  that  many  of  our  employees  with  30  or  more  years  of 
service  would  avail  themselves  of  the  opportunity  of  retiring  at  an 
age  earlier  than  now  possible,  and  that  30  years  of  service  is  universally 
accepted  as  a  period  of  full  and  complete  service. 

We  would  like  to  comment  on  Mr.  Many’s  testimony  of  March  7, 
1966,  and  I  quote: 

We  now  recommend  that  optional  retirement  on  full  annuity  be  permitted 
beginning  at  age  55  after  30  years  of  service,  and  that  Government,  as  employer, 
be  allowed  to  initiate  the  option  for  employees  at  GS-13  and  above. 

Our  association  has  instructed  me  that  we  are  not  in  favor  of  the 
Government  option  if  they  are  to  use  the  privilege  to  retire  workers 
GS-13  and  above  as  a  "tool”  for  personal  reasons  by  management. 
We  feel  necessary  safeguards  should  be  enacted  to  protect  the  employee 
against  abuse  of  this  measure. 

With  your  permission,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  just  got  a  couple 
of  items  here  and  I  will  just  be  a  minute. 

Mr.  Macy’s  testimony  of  March  6,  1966,  was  silent  on  Mr.  Daniels’ 
hearings  amending  the  Federal  employees’  group  life  insurance. 
Also  very  silent  on  H.R.  10298  and  H.R.  10299,  by  you,  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man.  You  adopted  this  bill  and,  as  you  know,  these  bills  are  to 
provide  that  time  spent  on  actual  travel  be  considered  hours  of  work. 

Our  service  causes  many  hours  of  overtime. 

The  moving  expenses  bill,  we  in  the  service  are  constantly  on  the 
move.  We  need  the  help  of  this  bill  on  the  moving  expenses.  We  are 
transferring  all  the  time. 

Finally,  in  your  debate  on  the  pay  bill,  that  you  include  the  em¬ 
ployees  of  the  legislative  branch,  the  real  workers  in  the  U.S. 
Government. 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee,  on  behalf  of  our 
27,000  members,  my  sincere  thanks  for  allowing  me  the  privilege  to 
appear  here  today. 

Mr.  Olsen.  Thank  you  very  much.  It  is  always  a  pleasure  to 
have  you  come  here,  Mr.  Brady. 

I  am  going  to  ask  you  to  do  us  a  favor.  We  would  like  to  have 
a  proposed  amendment  from  you  with  your  recommendations  on 
overtime  and  traveltime,  and  overtime  for  traveltime.  I  would  like 
to  have  some  support  for  the  proposition  that,  in  addition  to  paying 
adequate  travel  expenses  for  moving  families,  we  do  as  they  do  in  some 
agencies  of  the  Government,  in  the  Defense  Department,  for  example, 
and  assist  in  the  sale  of  the  man’s  home  and  in  the  purchase  of  a  new 
one. 
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Mr.  Brady.  Which  industry  is  doing. 

Mr.  Olsen.  Surely.  1  don’t  think  it  would  change  the  cost  of  this 
bill  at  all.  The  cost  would  be  insignificant,  and  I  think  this  is  the 
year  to  do  it.  We  are  in  a  kind  of  straitjacket — the  guidelines — and 
this  is  the  time  to  talk  about  those  fringe  benefits  that  are  not  really 
very  expensive  and  would  mean  better  management,  better  super¬ 
vision. 

This  is  what  overtime  provisions,  traveltime  pay,  and  so  forth, 
would  do.  They  would  force  leaders  and  supervis  rs  to  do  a  better 
job  of  planning.  This  is  the  time  to  do  it,  and  I  would  like  to  hear 
from  you  on  that. 

Mr.  Brady.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  Olsen.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Bursach.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  join  Mr.  Brady  and  Mr. 
Beirne  in  expressing  thanks  to  your  committee  for  these  hearings. 
I  want  to  point  out  to  you  and  the  members  of  this  committee  that 
both  of  these  gentlemen  are  members  of  the  National  Association  of 
Internal  Revenue  Employees  and  employees  of  the  Internal  Revenue 
Service.  They  are  representing  their  fellow  employees  in  this  presen¬ 
tation  and  are  doing  it  on  their  own  annual  leave. 

Mr.  Olsen.  Mr.  Krebs. 

Mr.  Krebs.  First  of  all  I  am  sorry  I  wasn’t  here  for  all  of  your 
testimony,  but  I  had  to  introduce  a  constituent  who  was  testifying 
upstairs. 

I  have  read  your  statement  hastily,  and  I  want  to  say  that  I  think 
it  is  a  good  job  of  representing  the  people  you  are  privileged  to  repre¬ 
sent.  I  couldn’t  help  overhearing  what  you  said  to  the  chairman 
about  traveltime.  I  know  there  is  not  much  about  it  in  the  statement. 

Since  there  were  some  allusions  made  in  some  of  the  testimony 
in  previous  hearings,  perhaps  we  were  looking  for  luxuries  and  pay  at 
premium  rates  for  the  Federal  civil  service  employees,  both  classified 
and  others,  and  I  thought  maybe  you  ought  to  put  in  the  record  what 
this  really  means. 

For  example,  we  had  some  examples  from  some  of  the  other  agencies 
where  a  nurse  working  for  the  Veterans’  Administration  might  be 
required  to  accompany  a  patient  being  transferred  from  one  veterans’ 
hospital  to  another,  and  because  of  the  peculiarities  which  require  work 
status  as  rigidly  defined,  the  nurse  might  be  paid  along  with  the 
ambulance  driver  who  accompanies  her  and  drives  the  patient  and 
the  nurse  and  the  attendant.  As  long  as  the  patient  is  in  the  ambu¬ 
lance,  she  is  technically  in  a  work  status.  But  she  might  deliver  the 
patient  350  or  400  miles  away,  and  as  soon  as  the  patient  is  out  of  the 
ambulance  and  she  rides  back  in  the  ambulance  without  the  patient, 
she  is  no  longer  paid.  The  ambulance  driver  is  still  paid  because  he 
still  has  his  vehicle,  but  the  nurse  isn’t. 

On  top  of  that,  you  have  employee  guards  in  Federal  prisons  who 
have  to  transfer  a  prisoner.  As  long  as  he  has  the  prisoner  handcuffed 
to  him,  he  is  working.  But  the  minute  he  deposits  the  prisoner  in 
the  new  prison  he  is  transporting  him  to,  and  he  starts  back  home, 
he  isn’t  paid  because  he  is  not  in  work  status. 

We  are  not  asking  for  luxuries,  it  seems  to  me,  but  we  are  asking 
for  the  inequities  to  be  cleared  up.  I  think  in  view  of  some  of  the 
questions  and  answers  that  were  put  on  the  record,  for  you  to  just 
tell  how  this  would  affect  your  people. 
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Mr.  Brady.  Alcohol  tax  men  who  go  out  in  the  woods  looking 
for  the  still,  away  from  home  at  night,  out  laying  on  their  bellies  in  the 
woods  looking  for  the  still,  there  is  no  traveltime  until  they  get  out 
there. 

Mr.  Olsen.  It  is  the  same  for  book  examiners.  They  get  paid 
while  they  are  examining  the  books,  but  they  go  and  come  on  their 
own  time.  When  the  present  system  of  district  offices  is  replaced  with 
a  centralized  automated  system,  examiners  will  travel  many  more 
hundreds  of  miles. 

Mr.  Brady.  Our  small  offices  are  evaporating. 

Mr.  Olsen.  The  man  today  who  travels  from  Helena  to  a  small 
community  in  Montana,  a  trip  of  perhaps  a  hundred  miles,  will  in  the 
future  have  to  travel  from  Salt  Lake  City  or  Denver,  and  he  will 
not  be  paid  for  the  trip  up  or  back.  He  will  get  paid  only  for  the 
time  spent  after  he  gets  there. 

Mr.  Krebs.  Let  me  ask  you  this:  I  understand  this  is  not  uncom¬ 
mon  in  the  Internal  Revenue  Service,  where  an  agent  is  called  in  by 
his  superior  on  Friday  afternoon  and  told  that  Monday  morning, 
instead  of  reporting  to  Richmond,  Va.,  or  wherever  his  base  of  opera¬ 
tions  are,  that  he  is  to  report  to  Newark,  N.J.,  Chicago,  or  wherever. 
Are  these  people  paid  for  this  traveltime? 

Mr.  Brady.  No,  sir. 

Mr.  Olsen.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  Brady.  Thank  you  very  much,  sir. 

Mr.  Olsen.  Our  next  witness  is  Mr.  Joy  Find  of  Durant,  Okla. 
He  is  president  of  the  National  Association  of  ASCS  County  Office 
Employees  and  is  accompanied  by  Mr.  Clyde  R.  Payne,  Mr.  Warren 
Greer,  Mr.  Raymond  Vanderhorst,  and  Mr.  Dillard  Lasseter. 

STATEMENT  OF  JOY  FLUD,  PRESIDENT,  NATIONAL  ASSOCIATION 

OF  ASCS  COUNTY  OFFICE  EMPLOYEES,  ACCOMPANIED  BY 

CLYDE  R.  PAYNE,  SECRETARY-TREASURER;  WARREN  GREER, 

LEGISLATIVE  CHAIRMAN ;  RAYMOND  VANDERHORST,  VICE 

PRESIDENT;  AND  DILLARD  LASSETER,  NASCOE  LEGISLATIVE 

REPRESENTATIVE 

Mr.  Flud.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  As  president  of  the  Na¬ 
tional  Association  of  ASCS  County  Office  Employees,  I  am  represent¬ 
ing  the  15,000  employees  who  work  in  the  county  ASCS  offices  of  this 
country.  I  am  assisted  by  Mr.  Clyde  R.  Payne,  Jasper,  Fla.,  our 
secretary-treasurer,  who  will  have  a  statement  for  you.  We  are  also 
accompanied  by  Mr.  Raymond  Vanderhorst,  vice  president,  Bussey, 
Iowa,  and  Mr.  Dillard  Lasseter,  NASCOE’s  Washington  repre¬ 
sentative. 

NASCOE  officers  have  had  the  privilege  on  a  number  of  occasions  in 
the  past  several  years  to  appear  before  this  distinguished  group  in 
behalf  of  NASCOE  members,  and  I  want  to  take  this  opportunity  to 
thank  you  for  the  consideration  you  have  given  us  each  time  we  have 
appeared.  The  agency  for  which  we  work  is  the  Agricultural  Stabili¬ 
zation  and  Conservation  Service.  We  administer  the  farm  programs 
at  the  county  level  which  you,  the  Congress,  provide  to  benefit  the 
Nation’s  farm  people. 

We  want  to  commend  this  committee,  the  Congress,  and  the  execu¬ 
tive  branch,  for  their  good  judgment  in  providing,  in  the  Salary 
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Reform  Act  of  1962,  for  a  continuing  study  of  the  Federal  pay  structure 
comparing  it  with  compensation  in  business  and  industry.  '  Pay  levels 
comparable  with  those  in  competing  fields  will  provide  a  means  that 
will  enable  Government  to  retain  trained  and  efficient  employees. 
In  the  past  our  .ASCS  offices  across  the  Nation  have  faced  the  constant 
problem  of  seeing  trained  people  leave  service  in  our  administration 
of  your  farm  programs  to  take  positions  in  business  and  industry 
where  pay  scales  and  fringe  benefits  were  more  attractive.  You  have 
provided  a  means  that  will  make  it  possible  for  us  to  keep  these  well 
trained  and  qualified  people,  if  you  see  fit  to  continue  the  compara¬ 
bility  feature  you  have  initiated. 

I  will  impose  on  you  for  only  a  short  time  presenting  our  wishes  in 
connection  with  the  proposed  Federal  salary  adjustments.  My 
testimony  will  not  contain  statistics  or  references  furnished  by  others. 
4ou  have  a  staff  of  experts.  You  have  access  to  reliable  data.  I  will 
take  no  time  to  add  emphasis  to  it. 

Our  views  are  consistent  with  that  of  many  other  witnesses  that 
support  the  principle  of  comparability.  At  the  same  time,  we  know 
that  you  must  make  a  fair  application  that  will  serve  both  the  interest 
of  the  employees  and  the  public.  So,  being  fully  acquainted  with  your 
sense  of  fairness,  we  are  willing  to  leave  the  amount  to  you.  Our 
people  will  be  glad  to  abide  by  and  respect  your  decision. 

y\  e  feel  it  most  important  that  you  specifically  include  ASCS  county 
office  employees  in  any  pay  legislation  that  you  approve.  All  our 
duties  evolve  either  from  congressional  action  or  U.S.  Department  of 
Agriculture  directive.  Sometimes,  in  the  past,  we  were  not  recog¬ 
nized  as  having  I  ederal  functions.  I  think,  in  our  earlier  appear¬ 
ances,  we  have  established  to  the  satisfaction  of  this  distinguished 
committee  that  all  our  duties  are  Federal — not  State  or  county — in 
administering  the  farm  programs  in  the  field  that  have  been  provided 
for  by  the  Congress  and  the  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture. 

If  you  do  not  specifically  include  us  in  the  legislation  that  you  ap¬ 
prove,  you  will  be  making  our  ASCS  employees  not  only  subject  to 
unfair  competition  from  business  and  industry,  but  also  our  sister 
agencies  of  Government.  Your  farm  programs  provide  a  service  to 
agriculture  of  which  we  feel  you  are  proud.  We  hope  you  will  help 
us  retain  our  trained  people  to  continue  to  give  good  service. 

Our  desire  is  that  this  committee  will  favorably  consider  a  pro¬ 
's  ision  that  will  treat  ASCS  people  the  same  as  other  Government 
employees.  In  the  event  your  committee  approves  any  pay  raise  for 
Federal  employees,  we  request  that  you  include  a  section  that  provides: 

The  rates  of  compensation  of  persons  employed  bv  the  county  committees 
established  pursuant  to  section  8(b)  of  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allot¬ 
ment  Act  (16  U.S.C.  590H(b))  shall  be  increased  by  amounts  equal  as  nearly  as 
practicable  to  the  increase  provided  by  this  act  for  corresponding  rates  of  com¬ 
pensation  in  the  appropriate  schedule  or  scale  of  pay. 

We  are  asking  that  we  be  given  the  same  consideration  that  you 
were  nice  enough  to  give  us  when  enacting  the  1962  Salary  Reform 
Act  and  other  salary  adjustments  legislation  since  that  time. 

I  wish  again  to  express  our  appreciation  for  the  courtesies  you  have 
shown  us  and  the  opportunity  of  appearing  before  this  committee  to 
explain  the  position  of  our  organization  on  this  proposed  legislation. 
The  employees  in  each  of  the  more  than  3,000  agricultural  counties 
across  the  JNation  will  always  be  grateful  to  you  for  giving  me  this 
opportunity  to  present  their  views.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 
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Mr.  Payne  has  a  short  statement  that  he  would  like  to  make. 

Mr.  0 1  ..sen.  Thank  you  very  much.  I  think  I  can  assure  you 
that  ASCS  will  certainly  be  included  in  any  bill  we  pass. 

Mr.  Payne? 

Mr.  Payne.  I  would  like  to  file  my  statement  and  make  a  few 
comments. 

Mr.  Olsen.  Without  objection,  your  statement  will  appear  com¬ 
plete  in  the  record  at  this  point. 

(The  referred  to  statement  follows:) 

Prepared  Statement  by  Clyde  R.  Payne,  Secretary-Treasurer  of  the 

National  Association  of  Agricultural  Stabilization  and  Conservation 

Service  County  Employees 

I  am  Clyde  R.  Payne,  Hamilton  County  ASCS  officer  manager,  Jasper,  Fla., 
and  secretary-treasurer  of  the  National  Association  of  ASCS  County  Employees. 

The  National  Association  of  Agricultural  Stabilization  and  Conservation 
Service  Employees  (NASCOE)  is  a  voluntary  organization  of  county  Agricultural 
Stabilization  and  Conservation  Service  employees — hereafter  referred  to  as 
ASCS  employees.  Approximately  93  percent  of  ASCS  employees  are  members  of 
NASCOE.  The  sole  purpose  of  this  organization  is  to  promote  the  welfare  of 
its  members.  Each  State  of  the  United  States  has  a  State  organization  of  ASCS 
county  employees  and  is  affiliated  with  NASCOE.  Each  State  affiliated  has  two 
members  on  the  board  of  directors.  NASCOE  has  national  officers  and  an 
executive  committee  representing  the  six  ASCS  geographic  areas  of  the  United 
States.  They  are: 


Name 

City  and  State 

Area: 

Northwest  _ _ _ _ _ _ 

Jerry  Rees_  _  _ 

Spokane,  Wash. 

Southwest--- _ _ _ 

R.  M.  Christensen--. 

South  central _ _ _ _ 

Jack  Gipson  _  ____  _ 

Walnut  Ridge,  Ark. 

Union,  S.C. 

Collegeville,  Pa. 
Plankinston,  S.  Dak. 

Southeast-  __  _  _ _ 

Ralph  Farr 

Northeast _  _ 

Midwest _ _ _ 

Robert  Scales.  _  _  . 

Officers: 

President _  _  _  .  _ 

Joy  L.  Flud  _  _ 

Durant,  Okla. 

Bussey,  Iowa. 

Jasper,  Fla. 

New  Boston,  Tex. 

Vice  president  _  _______ 

Ray  Vanderhorst.  _ _ _ _ _ 

Secretary-treasurer  . 

Clyde  R.  Payne _  _  . 

Past  president _ _  _  _ _ _ 

H.  Woodrow  Jones  .  _. 

All  officers,  committeemen,  etc.,  are  ASCS  employees  with  no  salaried  personnel 
but  we  do  have  on  a  retainer  basis  Mr.  Dillard  B.  Lasseter,  Post  Office  Box  381, 
Washington,  D.C.,  who  keeps  us  advised  on  legislative  activity  and  assists  us  in 
legislative  work. 

The  Agricultural  Stabilization  and  Conservation  Service  employees  carry  out 
various  Federal  programs  assigned  to  them  by  the  Congress,  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture,  Executive  orders,  etc.  The  headquarters  for  ASCS  is  in  the  U.S.  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  Building,  Washington,  D.C.  There  are,  also,  State  and 
county  ASCS  officers  who  administer  only  Federal  programs.  County,  city,  or 
State  governments  have  no  connection  with  the  National,  State,  or  county  level 
of  ASCS. 

ASCS  employees  on  the  county  level  administer  directly  to  farmers  of  the 
United  States  a  great  number  of  the  complex  USDA  farm  programs,  such  as  the 
soil  bank,  agricultural  conservation,  marketing  quotas  (tobacco,  cotton,  wheat, 
peanuts,  and  rice),  commodity  credit  loans,  cropland  adjustment  program,  wool 
incentive  payments,  sugar,  feed  grain,  etc.  This  is  practically  all  the  action 
programs  of  USDA. 

Previously  this  committee  has  determined  and  the  Congress  agreed — and  we 
ASCS  employees  shall  always  be  grateful  to  you — that  we,  the  ASCS  employees 
on  the  county  level,  would  have  civil  service  retirement,  health  and  life  insurance 
previously  given  to  other  Federal  workers  and  you  have  included  us  in  your 
recent  pay  adjustment  bills.  You  have,  also,  placed  us  imder  the  severance  pay 
legislation. 

Today,  we  are  before  you  representing  approximately  15,000  ASCS  county 
office  employees  respectively  requesting  coimty  ASCS  employees  be  specifically 
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included  in  any  legislation  favorably  acted  upon  by  this  committee  in  regard  to 
salary  and  fringe  benefits. 

As  our  functions  are  entirely  Federal  we  have  no  source,  other  than  you,  to  ask 
for  salary  adjustments  and  fringe  benefits.  We  don’t  have  a  specific  recommen¬ 
dation  for  the  percentage  of  increase  in  salaries.  We  know  the  cost  of  living  has 
risen  and  we  need  larger  salaries.  We  know  you  will  use  the  facts  you  have  ob¬ 
tained  to  determine  a  “just”  increase.  We  feel  county  ASCS  office  employees’ 
salary  schedule  is  now  below  the  salary  schedule  of  other  Federal  workers 
performing  similar  duties.  If  we  were  not  specifically  included  in  pay  raise 
legislation  in  1966  it  would  only  “widen  the  gap,”  therefore,  please  include  us. 

In  regard  to  retirement  at  55  years  of  age  with  30  years’  service,  our  organization 
strongly  recommends  this  enactment.  Our  reasons  for  enactment  are  similar  to 
reasons  presented  to  you  by  other  witnesses. 

We,  also,  favor  the  proposal  of  transfer  of  credits  from  the  civil  service  retire¬ 
ment  system  to  social  security  for  persons  with  less  than  5  years  of  civil  service 
retirement  so  they  or  their  families  will  be  eligible  for  social  security  benefits. 

Again,  when  the  final  bill  is  “marked  up”  please  be  sure  wording  is  included 
m  the  bill  so  county  ASCS  employees  will  receive  identical  pay  raises  as  other 
Federal  workers  as  well  as  fringe  benefits. 

The  county  ASCS  employees  of  the  United  States  appreciate  this  opportunity 
to  present  our  views  and  we  thank  you  for  the  past  favorable  consideration  you 
have  given  us. 

Mr.  Payne.  Approximately  93  percent  of  the  employees  of  ASCS 
are  members  of  our  association.  I  might  add  that  your  State  and 
Mr.  Krebs’  State  are  two  of  our  strongest  affiliates.  Every  State 
is  active,  but  your  two  States  are  very  active. 

We  and  the  gentlemen  before  us  have  no  salaried  leave  and  we  are 
also  on  leave  up  here,  and  some  of  us  need  to  get  back  home  and  get 
to  work. 

In  regard  to  this  retirement  at  age  55  with  30  years’  active  service 
our  organization  recommends  the  enactment  of  this  section  with  some 
type  of  safeguards  for  the  employee.  I  don’t  know  exactly  what  we 
would  like  to  offer,  but  we  think  there  should  be  some  type  of  safe¬ 
guard. 

Mr.  Olsen.  There  ought  to  be  a  kind  of  review  that  the  employee 
could  get  if  he  wants  it  when  he  is  being  retired  by  his  superiors. 

Mr.  Payne.  This  might  be  a  little  odd  for  us  to  make  this  kind  of 
statement,  but  we  have  very  few  safeguards  with  2  years  of  service 
or  5.  We  have  few  safeguards. 

Air.  Olsen.  I  see.  Aou  might  put  that  into  the  proposed  amend¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  Payne.  Thank  you.  We  will  work  on  this. 

Mr.  Olsen.  I  am  sincere  about  this.  Your  people  are  good, 
dedicated  employees  of  Federal  programs.  You  work  for  the  counties, 
and  I  think  you  ought  to  submit  a  proposal  that  would  improve  your 
status. 

Mr.  Payne.  How  long  would  we  have? 

Mr.  Olsen.  Don’t  take  too  long.  We  are  up  against  a  small  pay 
package,  and  I  want  to  move  it  fast. 

Mr.  Payne.  We  will  get  you  something  fast. 

Mr.  Olsen.  All  right. 

Mr.  Payne.  Thank  you,  sir. 

Also,  this  proposal  on  transfer  of  credits  for  the  short-term  em¬ 
ployee  from  civil  service,  we  know  very  little  about  this  but  we  think 
we  would  favor  this  because  we  think  we  have  some  employees  that 
this  would  be  beneficial  to.  We  can’t  see  where  it  would  hurt  any¬ 
body. 
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Once  again,  as  Mr.  Flud  said  in  behalf  of  all  of  ASCS  employees  all 
over  the  country,  we  would  like  to  thank  this  committee  again. 
We  were  a  group  of  country  boys  that  had  never  been  to  Washington 
until  1960,  and  you  gentlemen  have  taken  us  to  your  heart. 

Mr.  Olsen.  You  came  here  when  I  did.  I  was  a  country  boy  until 
I  got  here,  too. 

Mr.  Payne.  The  country  is  still  in  us,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  don’t 
know  whether  it  is  out  or  not. 

Thank  you  again,  very  kindly. 

Mr.  Olsen.  Thank  you,  gentlemen. 

Mr.  Krebs? 

Mr.  Krebs.  I  want  to  join  the  chairman  in  thanking  Mr.  Flud  and 
Mr.  Payne  for  their  testimony.  I  want  to  assure  you — -and  I  know 
the  chairman  feels  the  same  way — that  it  doesn’t  matter  whether  you 
come  from  an  organization  that  is  large  and  powerful  or  small  and  not 
so  powerful.  I  think  you  are  still  entitled  to  the  same  protection. 

I  just  want  to  admonish  both  of  you  to  not  be  too  impressed 
with  this  comparability  business,  because  it  doesn’t  really  exist  to  the 
extent  you  might  think  it  does.  It  sounds  nice  on  paper,  but  there 
is  a  lot  of  invoking  required  and  a  lot  of  practicing  comparability 
rather  than  making  nice  statements  about  it.  I  would  not  sit  back 
and  feel  that  the  millennium  is  here. 

We  haven’t  accomplished  comparability.  I  think  it  is  something 
you  are  going  to  have  to  fight  for  if  you  are  going  to  get  it.  You  are 
only  going  to  get  it  by  fighting  for  it. 

I  appreciate  your  coming  here,  particularly  since  you  are  doing  this 
at  your  own  expense,  and  you  had  to  take  annual  leave  time  to 
make  this  trip.  I  think  this  bespeaks  a  real  dedication  to  the  pro¬ 
gram  of  your  organization  and  the  people  you  represent. 

But  let  me  say  to  you,  keep  working  at  it,  because  you  don’t  get 
anything  for  nothing  whether  you  are  a  country  boy  coming  to  Wash¬ 
ington,  or  another  big-city  boy  coming  to  Washington.  You  have  got 
to  work  for  it.  There  is  no  Santa  Claus. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Olsen.  Thank  you,  gentlemen,  very  kindly.  Thank  you  very 
much. 

Mr.  Payne.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Olsen.  The  committee  has  no  more  witnesses  today.  The 
committee  is  adjourned. 

(Whereupon  at  10:55  a.m.,  the  Subcommittee  on  Compensation 
was  adjourned  until  10  a.m.,  Wednesday,  March  16,  1966.) 
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WEDNESDAY,  MARCH  16,  1966 

House  of  Representatives, 

Subcommittee  on  Compensation  of  the 
Committee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service, 

Washington,  D.C. 

The  subcommittee  met  at  10:05  a.m.,  in  room  215,  Cannon  Building, 
Hon.  Morris  K.  Udall  (chairman  of  the  subcommittee)  presiding. 

Mr.  Udall.  The  subcommittee  will  come  to  order,  for  the  further 
consideration  of  various  bills  relating  to  Federal  salaries  and  fringe 
benefits. 

We  have  scheduled  this  morning  only  one  witness,  because  of  the 
importance  of  the  presentation  of  that  witness.  We  are  happy  to 
have  with  us  the  Honorable  Charles  L.  Schultze,  Director  of*  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget,  accompanied  by  our  old  friend,  Roger  Jones, 
and  Mr.  David  McAfee,  management  analyst,  Personnel  Management 
Branch. 

Welcome,  gentlemen.  Mr.  Schultze,  we  are  happy  to  have  you 
and  you  may  proceed. 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  CHARLES  I.  SCHULTZE,  DIRECTOR  OF  THE 

BUREAU  OF  THE  BUDGET,  ACCOMPANIED  BY  ROGER  W.  JONES, 

SPECIAL  ASSISTANT  TO  THE  DIRECTOR,  AND  DAVID  McAFEE, 

PERSONNEL  MANAGEMENT  BRANCH 

Mr.  Schultze.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I  do  appreciate  this  opportunity  to  present  a  summation  of  the 
administration’s  views  on  civilian  compensation  policy  and  the 
proposals  for  legislation  now  pending  before  the  subcommittee.  The 
purpose  of  all  of  the  proposals  is  to  improve  the  total  compensation 
of  Federal  civilian  employees,  not  just  their  pay. 

A  review,  of  course,  of  the  hearings  to  date  suggests  that  it  might 
be  helpful  if  I  placed  the  main  emphasis  of  my  testimony  on  four 
subjects:  One,  the  wage-price  guideposts;  two,  the  budgetary  situa¬ 
tion;  three,  the  case  for  varying  percentages  in  pay  adjustments;  and 
four,  the  relationship  of  the  first  three  subjects  to  the  comparability 
principle. 

Now  let  me  turn  to  the  wage-price  guideposts,  a  subject  of  no  small 
concern. 

Mr.  Udall.  It  has  been  mentioned  in  these  hearings. 

Mr.  Schultze.  Reasonable  price  stability  is  an  important  objective 
of  economic  policy.  Price  inflation  damages  a  free  society  in  a  number 
of  ways.  Three  of  these  are  particularly  harmful: 

First,  inflation  often  tends  to  induce  economic  behavior  which  ulti¬ 
mately  threatens  prosperity.  It  encourages  a  speculative  and  unsus- 
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tamable  level  of  investment  and  channels  investment  into  fields  which 
are  not  the  most  productive,  precisely  because  they  are  often  the 
most  speculative.  When,  as  it  must,  the  investment  which  results 
from  inflationary  speculations  falls  off,  economic  growth  is  interrupted 
and  recession  ensues. 

Second,  inflation  redistributes  income  in  a  capricious  manner — - 
heavily  rewarding  some  and  penalizing  others.  These  rewards  and 
penalties  have  nothing  to  do  with  either  need  or  economic  productiv¬ 
ity.  Indeed,  those  in  the  greatest  need,  living  on  small,  fixed  incomes, 
are  penalized  worst. 

Third,  inflation  by  raising  the  price  of  the  goods  we  sell  abroad  robs 
us  of  our  foreign  exchange  earning  power,  widens  the  balance  of 
payments  deficit,  and  reduces  our  ability  to  meet  our  commitments 
abroad. 

After  5  years  of  unprecedented  and  uninterrupted  growth,  the 
American  economy  has  moved  up  from  a  position  of  substantial  unem¬ 
ployment  and  excess  industrial  capacity  to  a  situation  of  high-level 
prosperity.  This  unparalleled  recession-free  growth  has  not  been 
importantly  marred  by  inflation.  There  is  no  reason  why  economic 
growth  without  inflation  cannot  continue.  But  it  is  obvious  that  the 
problems  of  restraining  inflation  in  a  period  of  high  employment  and 
relatively  full  utilization  of  plant  capacity  are  much  more  difficult 
than  in  a  period  of  substantial  unemployment  and  excess  _  capacity. 

In  this  context  the  wage-price  guideposts  take  on  particular  im¬ 
portance.  We  are  no  longer  a  nation  of  small  farmers  and  shop¬ 
keepers,  no  one  of  which  has  the  power  to  determine  prices  or  wage 
levels.  Individual  unions  and  business  managements,  particularly 
in  a  period  of  high  prosperity,  can  reach  wage  and  price  decisions 
which  appear  to  be  in  their  own  interest  but  which  add  up  to  infla¬ 
tionary  consequences.  Individual  decisions  which,  considered  in 
isolation,  might  have  seemed  to  benefit  the  parties  involved,  can  end 
up  leading  to  a  general  rise  in  prices  which  penalizes  even  those  who 
made  the  original  decisions.  This  is  the  problem  to  which  the  wage- 
price  guideposts  address  themselves.  They  are  designed: 

One,  to  provide  wage  and  price  decisionmakers  with  economically 
sound,  specific  standards  for  judging  whether  their  decisions  are 
responsible,  in  the  sense  of  being  noninflationary.  They  make  it 
possible  for  decisionmakers  to  weigh  their  own  actions  in  the  light  of 
the  national  welfare. 

Two,  to  provide  a  standard  by  which  the  public  at  large  can  reach 
its  own  conclusions  about  wage  and  price  decisions  with  respect  to 
whether  they  are  in  the  national  interest. 

The  general  guidepost  for  wages  is  that  the  annual  rate  of  increase 
of  total  compensation— pay  plus  fringe  benefits— should  equal  the 
national  trend  rate  of  increase  in  productivity.  Whether  compensa¬ 
tion  is  paid  in  the  form  of  basic  pay  or  in  fringes — it  enters  into  costs. 
If  compensation  increases  no  more  rapidly  than  the  long-term  increase 
in  national  productivity,  then  labor  costs  of  production  for  the  Nation 
as  a  whole  do  not  rise. 

After  reviewing  the  trends  in  long-term  productivity  gains  the 
Council  of  Economic  Advisers  has  recommended  that  the  wage  guide- 
posts  continue  to  be  set  at  an  annual  increase  of  3.2  percent.  The 
President  adopted  this  recommendation.  His  position  was  made 
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clear  in  his  economic  message  of  January  27,  1966.  Permit  me  to 
quote  a  short  passage: 

The  vigorous  economy  we  foresee  in  1966  will  tempt  labor  unions  to  demand 
wage  increases  that  would  raise  costs,  and  businesses  to  raise  prices  when  profit 
margins  are  already  fully  adequate.  Labor  must  remember  that  growing  em¬ 
ployment  and  productivity  are  the  foundation  of  higher  wages,  and  business  that 
an  expanding  economy  is  the  basic  source  of  profit  gains.  These  foundations 
must  not  be  jeopardized. 

The  Federal  Government  does  not  have  authority  to  impose  ceilings  on  wages 
and  prices. 

But  when  200,000  of  our  fellow  citizens  are  risking  their  lives  in  the  defense  of 
freedom  overseas,  the  Government’s  duty  is  to  ask  those  who  enjoy  a  comfortable 
prosperity  at  home  to  exercise  responsibly  their  freedom  to  set  prices  and  wages. 

Forgoing  the  freedom  to  act  irresponsibly  is  no  real  sacrifice.  For  irresponsible 
action  can  only  bring  on  an  inflation  that  would  damage  all — labor,  business,  and 
the  national  interest. 

The  pay,  retirement,  and  health  benefits  proposals  for  Federal 
employees  which  the  President  has  recommended  are  consistent  with 
the  guideposts.  I  applaud  the  action  of  many  Federal  employee 
organizations  in  accepting  this  basic  principle.  I  believe  it  is  directly 
in  the  best  interest  of  their  members.  Unless  the  Government,  as  an 
employer,  lives  up  to  its  own  guideposts,  it  can  scarcely  expect  private 
employers  and  unions  to  do  so.  It  is  precisely  for  this  reason  that 
observance  of  the  guideposts  is  in  the  best  interests  of  Federal  employ¬ 
ees  themselves.  History  shows  that  few  groups  are  hit  harder  by 
inflation  than  Government  employees  and  annuitants.  It  would 
indeed  be  an  illusory  gain  to  win  an  immediate  pay  increase  in  excess 
of  the  guideposts,  and  then  to  watch  the  consequences  of  that  action 
spread  to  other  sectors  of  the  economy,  thereby  wiping  out  the  gain 
through  inflation. 

Let  me  turn  now,  if  I  may,  to  the  budgetary  situation.  The  allega¬ 
tion  has  been  made  that  budget  policies,  together  with  the  wage-price 
guideposts,  have  been  used  to  negate  the  comparability  principle  of  the 
1962  Salary  Reform  Act.  This  is  false.  The  comparability  principle 
is  still  central  to  our  compensation  policy. 

The  economic  and  budgetary  situation  makes  it  impossible  to  attain 
full  comparability  immediately.  But  this  no  more  denies  the  Presi¬ 
dent’s  commitment  to  the  comparability  principle  than  the  fact  that 
we  cannot  in  1  year  attain  our  full  objectives  in  education,  health,  or 
pollution  control  denies  the  President’s  commitment  to  those  goals. 
The  1966  pay  proposals  were  explicitly  drawn  up,  in  terms  of  the 
comparability  principle,  to  the  full  extent  permitted  by  economic  and 
budgetary  considerations. 

The  President  has  consistently  supported  pay  increases  as  an  integral 
part  of  his  budgets.  The  facts  make  this  clear.  As  a  result  of 
legislative  and  administrative  action  taken  in  1964,  the  total  added 
cost  of  military,  civilian,  and  wage  board  pay  adjustments  were  $969.8 
million.  Similar  action  in  1965  proposals  now  before  this  committee, 
the  first  full-year  costs  will  be  another  $485  million.  In  total,  over  a 
3-year  period,  over  $2.9  billion  of  compensation  costs  will  have  been 
added  to  the  budget. 

Formulation  of  the  1967  budget  presented,  as  you  all  know,  a 
difficult  problem.  The  war  in  Vietnam  and  continued  economic 
growth  at  home  made  it  necessary  to  change  the  emphasis  in  fiscal 
policy  from  economic  stimulation  to  economic  restraint.  Excluding 
Vietnam,  budget  expenditures  in  1967,  including  a  contingency 
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allowance  for  civilian  pay  adjustment,  will  rise  by  only  $600  million — 
about  one-half  of  1  percent.  This  increase  reflects  not  an  arbitrary 
holding  of  the  line  on  every  program  but  a  selective  mix  of  expenditure 
increases  and  decreases  which  approximately  offset  each  other. 

In  the  light  both  of  the  guidepost  and  of  the  realities  of  fiscal  policy, 
it  was  clear  that  a  conservative  policy  had  to  be  adopted  with  respect 
to  further  pay  increases  in  the  next  fiscal  year.  Frankly,  some  con¬ 
sideration  was  given  to  postponement  of  any  pay  adjustments  until 
the  economic  and  budgetary  situation  was  more  favorable.  The 
President,  quite  correctly  I  believe,  rejected  this  alternative.  Attain¬ 
ment  of  full  comparability,  on  the  other  hand,  for  all  grades,  effective 
for  all  of  fiscal  1967  would  have  cost  over  $837  million.  It  would 
be  fiscally  irresponsible  to  incur  added  costs  of  this  magnitude — quite 
apart  from  the  effect  on  the  guideposts.  Consequently,  after  most 
careful  consideration  the  President  has  proposed  a  combination  of  pay, 
retirement,  and  health  benefits  which  meet  the  necessities  of  both 
fiscal  prudence  and  guidepost  principles.  This  involves  an  average 
3.2  percent  increase  in  gross  compensation  of  Federal  employees, 
effective  January  1,  1967.  In  my  judgment,  it  would  have  been  an 
indefensible  choice  among  priorities  for  the  President  to  have  pro¬ 
posed  either  a  higher  pay  increase  or  an  earlier  effective  date. 

In  short,  as  Budget  Director,  I  assure  the  committee  that  pay 
increases  for  military  and  civilian  personnel  have  had  fair  considera¬ 
tion  and  fair  treatment  in  the  range  of  fiscal  policy  decisions  and  in  the 
establishment  of  budgetary  priorities  ever  since  enactment  of  the  1962 
Salary  Reform  Act. 

Let  me  turn  to  the  third  point,  the  case  for  varying  percentages  in 
pay  adjustments.  The  President’s  commitment  to  the  comparability 
principle,  including  his  support  of  annual  adjustment  in  Federal  pay 
if  the  known  facts  call  for  such  adjustment,  clearly  required  him  to 
recommend  pay  adjustments  in  varying  percentages.  The  basis  for 
his  proposals  is  to  be  found  in  the  1965  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics 
survey  of  private  enterprise  salary  rates.  As  the  committee  knows, 
this  survey,  which  has  the  formal  title  "National  Survey  of  Profes¬ 
sional,  Administrative,  Technical,  and  Clerical  Pay,”  is  conducted  in 
accordance  with  the  directive  contained  in  section  503  of  the  Federal 
Salary  Reform  Act  of  1962. 

In  its  1965  report,  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  calls  attention  to 
the  fact  that  professional  and  administrative  salary  rates  in  private 
enterprise  have  been  rising  more  rapidly  than  clerical  rates.  It 
summarizes  the  trend  over  the  past  4  years  as  follows: 

In  the  case  of  clerical  work  levels,  the  private  enterprise  increases 
for  1961-65  were  10.6  percent;  for  lower  professional  and  administra¬ 
tive,  13.7  percent;  and  higher  professional  and  administrative,  15.2 
percent. 

It  is  also  pertinent  to  point  out  that  the  3.6-percent  adjustment  in 
civilian  pay  authorized  as  of  October  1,  1965,  produced  statutory 
salary  schedules  which  left  the  various  Federal  grades  in  uneven  rela¬ 
tion  to  private  enterpise  rates.  The  adjustment  pushed  clerical 
grades  above  comparability  with  the  1964  rates  reported  by  the  BLS 
by  amounts  which  varied  from  more  than  4  percent  at  GS-1  to  less 
than  1  percent  at  GS-5.  At  GS-6  and  higher  grades,  the  1965  adjust¬ 
ment  permitted  Federal  salary  rates  to  trail  the  1964  private  enterprise 
rates  by  increasing  percentages.  At  several  of  the  highest  grades,  the 
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Federal  rates  are  approximately  comparable  with  the  1962  private 
enterprise  rates. 

In  light  of  these  facts,  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  and  the  Civil 
Service  Commission  carefully  examined  a  number  of  alternatives  for 
moving  closer  to  the  comparability  standard  across  the  board.  As 
already  indicated,  our  analysis  was  made  within  the  confines  of  the 
wage-price  guideposts.  When  our  figures  were  presented  to  the  Presi¬ 
dent,  he  decided  that  his  proposals  would  provide  some  adjustment  in 
all  grades;  move  as  many  employees  as  possible  within  the  guidepost 
limitation,  to  1965  comparability;  and,  finally,  close  as  much  of  the 
gap  as  possible  for  the  remaining  employees. 

In  consequence  of  these  decisions,  the  President  recommended 
that  the  pay  adjustments  vary  in  range  from  1  percent  to  4.5  percent. 
The  distribution  is  set  forth  in  the  tables  which  follow  this  page  of  my 
statement. 

The  tables  show  for  the  Classification  Act  and  for  the  Postal  Field 
Service  the  current  fourth-step  pay  line;  the  1965  comparability  pay 
line;  the  percentage  increases  which  would  be  required  to  attain  full 
comparability;  the  percentage  increase  recommended  by  the  Presi¬ 
dent;  the  resulting  proposed  pay  line — which  is  reflected  in  the  salary 
schedules  now  before  the  committee — and  the  proposed  pay  line 
expressed  in  terms  of  a  percentage  of  1965  comparability. 

We  believe  that  the  varying  percentages  of  increase  are  equitable 
and  represent  the  maximum  movement  toward  the  comparability 
standard  which  can  be  accomplished  within  the  wage-price  guideposts. 
Enactment  of  the  President’s  recommendations  will  bring  57  percent 
of  Federal  employees,  including  87  percent  of  postal  employees  and 
more  than  470,000  classified  employees  in  the  lower  grades,  to  1965 
comparability. 

With  the  exception  of  the  so-called  supergrade  positions — GS-16, 
GS-17  and  GS-18,  of  the  Classification  Act,  and  their  counterparts 
under  the  other  statutory  salary  systems — the  maximum  increases  of 
4.5  percent  have  been  given  to  the  higher  grades.  Unfortunately,  we 
have  been  able  to  propose  only  a  2-percent  increase  in  the  supergrade 
range.  This  has  been  necessary  in  order  to  maintain  some  differential 
between  GS-18  and  the  executive  salary  schedule.  An  increase  of 
even  3  percent  at  GS-18  would  push  that  grade  above  the  current 
$26,000  rate  of  executive  level  V. 

Eventually,  the  executive  pay  schedule  will  again  have  to  be 
adjusted  upward  if  our  top  political  and  career  executives  are  to 
share  in  the  productive  gains  of  the  Nation,  and  if  we  are  not  to 
create  an  unwise  compression  between  top  career  salary  rates  and 
levels  IV  and  V  of  the  executive  salary  schedule.  The  administration 
does  not  recommend  that  such  action  be  taken  this  year. 

In  summary,  the  variable  percentage  adjustment  will  bring  more 
than  half  of  Federal  civilian  employees  to  1965  comparability — the 
most  recent  date  for  which  we  have  a  completed  BLS  survey.  The 
proposed  adjustment  for  the  remaining  employees  will  take  up  38 
percent  of  the  gap  between  their  salaries  and  1965  comparability. 

We  recommend  most  earnestly  that  the  Congress  not  grant  a 
uniform  percentage  increase  across  the  board  to  all  grades.  Such 
action  would  have  two  inequitable  results.  First,  it  would  require 
the  addition  of  $18  million  to  postal  adjustments  which  would  have 
to  be  particularly  offset  by  decreases  of  $10  million  in  the  Classifies- 
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tion  Act,  $1  million  in  the  Foreign  Service,  and  $1.4  million  in  the 
Bureau  of  Medicine  and  Surgery  of  the  Veterans’  Administration, 
where  the  lag  behind  the  comparability  standard  now  is  greatest. 
Second,  the  flat  increase  would  result  in  putting  employees  in  grades 
GS-5  and  below,  and  then-  equivalents  in  other  systems,  above  1965 
comparability  by  taking  away  funds  allocated  to  employees  in  the 
upper  grades,  who  already  lag  well  behind  1965  comparability. 

In  this  connection,  I  believe  that  a  flat  percentage  increase  for  all 
grades  would  abandon  the  BLS  survey  as  a  basis  for  measuring  com¬ 
parability.  I  cannot  stress  too  strongly  our  firm  belief  that  departure 
from  known  facts  about  private  enterprise  salaries  is  unjustifiable 
and  unwise. 

Let  me  turn  now,  if  I  may,  to  a  short  discussion  to  the  compara¬ 
bility  principle. 

In  the  preceding  sections  of  this  statement,  I  have  tried  to 
demonstrate  not  only  the  President’s  commitment  to  the  compara¬ 
bility  principle  but  also  to  explain  fully  how  we  have  proposed  to 
move  toward  attainment  of  comparability  this  year.  We  cannot 
support  more  liberal  action  at  the  present  time  without  breaking  the 
wage-price  guideposts  or  without  giving  pay  increases  an  overriding 
budget  priority  which  would  be  unjustified. 

The  Federal  Salary  Reform  Act  states  the  comparability  principle 
in  a  simple  declaration : 

Federal  salary  rates  shall  be  comparable  with  private  enterprise  salary  rates 
for  the  same  levels  of  work. 

The  confusion  and  misunderstandings  which  have  arisen  about 
the  comparability  principle  involve  the  words  “salary  rates,  private 
enterprise”  and  “levels  of  work”  in  that  order. 

The  principle  and  the  statute  say  nothing  about  Federal  increases 
being  comparable  with  increases  elsewhere.  It  establishes  that  the 
standard  is  measurement  of  “rates,”  not  change.  This  is  an  absolute 
standard.  Federal  rates  shall  be  brought  to  the  level  of  private 
enterprise  rates.  We  are  trying  to  do  this  as  rapidly  as  economic  and 
fiscal  conditions  permit.  The  principle  describes  “private  enter¬ 
prise”  without  qualification.  It  says  nothing  about  comparability 
with  the  better  employers,  or  the  bigger  employers,  or  employers  of 
organized  or  unorganized  workers.  The  principle  also  says  that 
Federal  salary  rates  shall  be  comparable  with  private  enterprise  salary 
rates  for  the  same  levels  of  work.  It  does  not  say  that  Federal 
workers  in  any  given  occupation  shall  get  the  same  salaries  as  their 
counterparts  in  private  enterprise.  It  prescribes  only  a  work  level 
relationship,  which  must  represent  a  number  of  occupations  at  the 
same  work  level. 

Obviously,  there  will  be  differences  in  pay  among  the  occupations. 
It  must  not  be  forgotten  that  the  Federal  Salary  Reform  Act  also 
retained  the  longstanding  principle  of  equal  pay  for  equal  work,  and 
established  a  requirement  for  interrelated  salary  levels  for  the  several 
Federal  statutory  salary  systems. 

In  the  executive  branch  we  have  attempted  to  develop  compara¬ 
bility  pay  lines  which  meet  the  principle  fully  and  to  construct  salary 
schedules  which  provide  pay  distinctions  in  keeping  with  work  dis¬ 
tinctions — all  in  an  interrelated  system. 
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In  consequence,  we  believe  that  the  President’s  proposals  are  con¬ 
sistent  with  the  comparability  principle  and  movement  toward  the 
comparability  standard.  Nevertheless,  it  is  clear  from  the  testimony 
presented  to  the  committee  that  dissatisfaction  and  doubt  about  the 
comparability  principle  and  the  comparability  process  still  exist. 
Representatives  of  a  number  of  the  employee  organizations  have 
suggested  that  the  committee  review  comparability  in  all  of  its  as¬ 
pects.  I  believe  that  there  would  be  value  in  such  an  undertaking, 
but  I  urge  that  this  review  be  a  joint  undertaking  and  that  it  be 
deferred  until  after  this  year’s  congressional  action  on  the  proposals 
before  the  committee. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  and  the  Civil  Service  Commission  are 
completing  a  fully  descriptive  statement  of  all  aspects  of  the  com¬ 
parability  principle,  and  the  processes  adopted  to  measure  and  report 
to  the  President  and  to  the  Congress  on  implementation  of  the  policies 
of  the  1962  Salary  Reform  Act.  Members  of  the  staff  of  the  Bureau 
of  the  Budget  and  the  Civil  Service  Commission  will  be  available  to 
suit  the  committee’s  convenience  in  a  thorough  discussion  of  every¬ 
thing  which  the  committee  may  wish  to  explore  about  comparability. 
I  believe  that  our  work  will  enable  us  to  identify  and  discuss  with 
the  committee  the  alternatives  which  might  be  considered  at  every 
point  where  choice  is  available.  If  such  a  cooperative  review  can  be 
undertaken  later  in  this  session  of  the  Congress,  the  results  could  be 
used  in  the  presentation  of  next  year’s  report  to  the  President  and  to 
the  Congress. 

At  this  point,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  point  out  that  the 
idea  of  reviewing  comparability  is  not  new.  In  his  pay  message  of 
May  12,  1965,  the  President  recommended  the  establishment  of  a 
permanent  body  to  make  a  thorough  and  impartial  review  of  Federal 
salary  systems  every  4  years.  The  sentences  of  the  report  of  the 
special  panel  on  Federal  salaries  which  underlay  that  recommendation 
read  as  follows: 

For  the  long  term,  however,  the  comparability  principle  and  continuing  sound 
interrelationship  of  all  Government  salary  systems  require  periodic  updating  of 
principles,  concepts,  and  structures  of  those  systems.  It  is  our  opinion  that 
updating  should  occur  at  regularly  established  intervals  and  after  comprehensive 
and  impartial  review  conducted  under  clear  statutory  standards. 

While  the  administration  is  not  pressing  for  enactment  of  legislation 
establishing  a  salary  review  commission  this  year,  we  still  believe  that 
such  a  body  is  needed  for  regular  recurring  studies  of  the  kind  re¬ 
quested  by  the  employee  organizations. 

We  do  not  believe  that  there  is  anything  mysterious  or  basically 
wrong  with  the  comparability  concepts,  and  we  are  quite  prepared  to 
work  with  the  Congress  and  employee  organizations  to  bring  about 
improvements,  including  a  thorough  examination  of  all  of  the  processes 
of  job  matching. 

There  is,  however,  one  aspect  of  our  attempts  to  move  toward 
comparability  on  which  I  should  like  to  comment.  Some  of  the 
stories  in  the  press  and  the  implications  of  some  of  the  testimony 
presented  to  the  committee  this  year  and  last  suggest  that  Federal 
comparability  pay  action  has  not  adequately  taken  into  account: 

Increases  in  the  cost  of  living,  generally,  as  measured  by  the  Con¬ 
sumer  Price  Index;  increases  in  the  economic  index  of  output  per 
man-hour  in  private  enterprise. 
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The  evidence  does  not  support  this  conclusion.  A  comparative 
illustration  related  to  PFS-4,  step  4,  may  be  helpful.  I  present  it  in 
the  tables  which  follow  this  page  in  my  testimony. 

Mr.  Udall.  Without  objection,  this  table  will  be  inserted  in  the 
record  as  will  the  table  that  followed  page  8  of  your  testimony. 

(The  tables  follow:) 


Comparison  trend  of  postal  salaries  and  major  economic  indicators,  selected  periods, 

1947-65 


Year 

Salary  rate, 
PFS-4, 
step  4 

Consumer’s 
Price  Index 
(1957-59  =  100) 

Index  of 
output  per 
man-hour 
total  private 
(1957-59=100) 

Average 
hourly 
earnings 
(excluding 
overtime), 
ail  manu¬ 
facturing 

1947 _ 

$2,  400 

77.8 

69.2 

$1.18 

1960 _ 

4,  825 

103. 1 

105.  1 

2. 20 

1965 _ _ _ 

5,694 

111.0 

125.3 

2. 54 

Percent  increase: 

Percent 

Percent 

Percent 

Percent 

1947-60 _ 

101.  0 

32.5 

51.9 

86.4 

1960-65. _ _ 

18.0 

7.7 

19.2 

15.5 

1947-65 _ _ 

137.3 

42.7 

81.1 

115.3 

Source:  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics. 


Trend  in  postal  salary  rates,  1945-65 


Year 

PFS-4  salary  range 

Number  of  within- 
grade  increases 

Minimum 

Maximum 

1945 _ _ 

$1, 700 
5, 181 

Percent 

204.8 

$2, 100 
7,  026 

Percent 

234.6 

4  at  $100. 

11  at  $171. 

1965 _ 

Increase _ _ 

Proposed  salary  adjustments,  Classification  Act 


Grade 

Current  pay 
line 

Comparabil¬ 
ity  pay 
line — 1965 

Percent  in¬ 
crease  needed 
to  reach 
comparability 

Percent  in¬ 
crease  recom¬ 
mended  by 
President 

Proposed 
pay  line 

Proposed  pay 
line  as  per¬ 
cent  of  com¬ 
parability 

GS-1 _ _ 

$3, 864 

$3, 595 

1  0 

$3  905 

108  8 

GS-2 _ 

4, 201 

4,  085 

1.  0 

4,  245 

103  Q 

GS-3 . . . 

4;  569 

4,  615 

1.0 

1.0 

4,615 

100.0 

GS-4 _ _ 

5, 109 

5, 195 

1.7 

1.7 

5, 195 

100.0 

GS-5 _ 

5,  694 

5,  830 

2.4 

2.4 

5, 830 

100.0 

GS-6 . . . 

6,278 

6,510 

3.7 

2.4 

6, 430 

98.8 

GS-7 _ 

6, 890 

7,  255 

5.3 

2.4 

7,055 

97.2 

GS-8 _ 

7,  553 

8,045 

6.5 

2.4 

7,  735 

96.1 

GS-9 _ 

8,241 

8,  900 

7.5 

2.8 

8, 470 

95.2 

GS-10 _ 

9, 024 

9, 800 

8.6 

3.2 

9,315 

95.1 

GS-11 . . 

9, 879 

10,  785 

9.2 

3.5 

10, 225 

94.8 

GS-12 _ 

11,  723 

12,  935 

10.3 

3.9 

12, 180 

94.2 

GS-13 _ 

13,815 

15, 365 

11.2 

4.2 

14, 395 

93.7 

GS-14 _ 

16, 204 

18,115 

11.8 

4.4 

16, 915 

93.4 

GS-15 . . . 

18, 825 

21,  230 

12.8 

4.5 

19, 670 

92.7 

GS-1 6 _ 

21, 653 

24,  775 

14.4 

2.0 

22,  085 

89. 1 

GS-17-. . . 

24,  548 

28, 835 

17.5 

2.0 

25,  040 

86.8 

GS-18 _ 

25, 382 

30, 490 

20. 1 

2.0 

25, 890 

84.9 
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Proposed  salary  adjustments,  Postal  Field  Service 


Level 

Current  pay 
line 

Comparabil¬ 
ity  pay 
line — 1965 

Percent  in¬ 
crease  needed 
to  reach 
comparability 

Percent  in¬ 
crease  recom¬ 
mended  by 
President 

Proposed 
pay  line 

Proposed  pay 
line  as  per¬ 
cent  of  com¬ 
parability 

PFS-l _ 

$4,  491 

$4, 590 

2.2 

2.2 

$4, 590 

100.0 

PFS-2 _ 

4,  859 

4,970 

2.3 

2.3 

4,  970 

100.0 

PFS-3 _ 

5,  263 

5,  385 

2.3 

2.3 

5, 385 

100.0 

PFS-4 _ 

5,694 

5, 830 

2.4 

2.4 

5, 830 

100.0 

PFS-S.. . . 

6.  094 

6,315 

3.6 

2.4 

6,  240 

98.8 

PFS-6 _ 

6,532 

0. 840 

4.7 

2.4 

6,690 

97.8 

PFS-7 _ 

6,  997 

7.  405 

5.8 

2.4 

7,  165 

96.8 

PFS-8 _ 

7,  572 

8,020 

5.9 

2.4 

7,  755 

96.7 

PFS-9 _ _ 

8, 193 

8,685 

6.0 

2.4 

8.  390 

96. 6 

PFS-10 _ 

8,  935 

9,  685 

8.4 

3.2 

9. 220 

95.2 

PFS-11 _ 

9, 879 

10,  785 

9.2 

3.5 

10, 225 

94.8 

PFS-12 _ 

10, 925 

12,  040 

10.2 

3.8 

11,340 

94.2 

PFS-13 . . . 

12,090 

13.  425 

11.0 

4.1 

12,  585 

93.7 

PFS-14 _ 

13,  337 

14,  970 

12.2 

4.5 

13, 935 

93.1 

PFS-15 _ 

14,  732 

16,  695 

13.3 

4.5 

15,  395 

92.2 

PFS-16 _ 

16, 290 

18,  615 

14.3 

4.5 

17,  025 

91.5 

PFS-17 _ _ 

18,  030 

20,  755 

15. 1 

4.5 

18.  840 

90.8 

PFS-18 _ 

19,  974 

23,  140 

15.9 

2.0 

20,  375 

88.1 

PFS-19 _ 

22, 139 

25,  800 

16.5 

2.0 

22,  580 

87.5 

PFS-20 _ 

24,  548 

28, 835 

17.5 

2.0 

25,  040 

86.8 

Mr.  Schultze.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

If  you  glance  at  that  table,  I  think  there  are  a  few  things  that  are 
worth  noting.  You  will  note  that  in  period  1947-60,  the  salary  rate 
for  PFS-4  advanced  101  percent;  the  Consumer  Price  Index  advanced 
only  32.5  percent,  and  the  index  of  output  per  man-hour  in  private 
enterprise  increased  51.9  percent.  It  is  interesting  to  note  that  during 
this  same  period,  the  average  hourly  earnings  in  manufacturing, 
excluding  overtime,  advanced  86.4  percent.  The  tables  make  similar 
comparisons  for  the  period  1960-65,  and  for  the  entire  period  1947-65. 

It  is  also  interesting  to  note  that  if  we  take  into  account  the  pay 
raises  granted  immediately  after  World  War  II,  the  pay  of  a  PFS-4 
employee  has  increased  by  well  over  200  percent  in  the  period  since 
1945.  These  comparisons  are  not  meant  to  indicate  that  the  salary 
increases  were  in  some  sense  unwarranted.  They  were  warranted. 
But  they  do,  I  believe,  destroy  the  contention  that  somehow  Federal 
pay  action  has  not  taken  into  account  increases  in  the  cost  of  living  or 
in  national  productivity. 

In  summary,  Mr.  Chairman,  the  administration  supports  the 
comparability  principle.  We  have  attempted,  to  the  best  of  our 
ability,  to  propose  actions  on  pay  adjustments  which  are  consistent 
with  that  principle.  We  want  to  attain  full  salary  comparability  on 
a  basis  which  is  accurately  measured  in  accordance  with  known 
facts  and  which  is  acceptable  to  the  Congress  and  to  Federal  employees. 
Finally,  as  is  the  case  with  all  Federal  actions,  our  speed  of  progress 
toward  desirable  goals  must  be  evaluated  in  the  context  of  prevailing 
economic  conditions  and  the  context  of  the  fiscal  policy  appropriate 
to  those  conditions. 

Finally,  let  me  turn  to  the  retirement  and  health  benefit  improve¬ 
ments,  just  briefly.  I  shall  not  make  any  extensive  comment  about 
the  President’s  recommendations  for  improvement  in  retirement  and 
health  benefits.  I  believe  that  his  message,  the  report  of  the  Cabinet 
Committee  on  Federal  Staff  Retirement  Systems,  which  I  had  the 
honor  to  chair,  and  the  testimony  of  the  Chairman  of  the  Civil 
Service  Commission,  explain  what  we  recommend,  why  we  make  our 
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recommendations,  and  how  those  recommendations  will  benefit 
Federal  employees  and  their  dependents. 

There  have  been  made  available  to  the  committee  legislative  drafts 
which,  together  with  the  proposed  pay  schedules  also  supplied  to  you, 
we  believe  can  be  accommodated  in  an  omnibus  bill.  We  are  pre¬ 
pared  to  present  testimony  upon  any  one  of  the  recommendations 
about  which  the  committee  desires  more  information,  and  to  work 
closely  with  you  in  the  preparation  of  a  final  bill.  I  am  confident 
that  the  results  will  mark  another  important  milestone  in  establishing 
a  Federal  compensation  system  which  is  fair  to  employees,  fair  to  the 
taxpayers,  and  useful  to  the  departments  and  agencies  in  the  adminis¬ 
tration  of  their  personnel  systems. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  am  available  to  answer  any  questions 
which  you  and  any  of  the  committee  members  may  wish  to  ask. 

Mr.  Udall.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Schultze. 

I  think  the  President  is  fortunate  to  have  a  man  of  your  insight  and 
ability  in  the  position  you  hold.  I  think  the  country  is  fortunate 
that  you  are  there.  I  certainly  congratulate  you  on  a  very  forceful 
and  excellent  statement. 

I  suspect  that  you  will  be  faced  with  some  penetrating  questions 
from  some  of  my  colleagues  before  you  leave  the  table,  but  I  wanted 
to  start  off  on  that  note  at  least. 

One  of  the  arguments  which  has  been  made  before  our  subcom¬ 
mittee,  in  connection  with  the  guidelines  you  discussed  in  your  state¬ 
ment,  is  based  on  lists  of  profits  in  major  industrial  organizations. 
We  were  told  the  other  day  that  Ford  Motor  Co.  and  General  Motors 
have  increased  their  profits  by  60,  70  percent. 

Could  you  explain  the  guidelines  as  you  understand  them  and  the 
relationship  to  profits?  Generally,  as  I  see  it,  the  guidelines  deal 
with  wage  increases  and  price  increases.  Now,  what  is  the  relation¬ 
ship  of  profits  to  these  guidelines? 

Mr.  Schultze.  Well,  Mr.  Chairman,  essentially  the  guidelines  or 
the  guideposts,  as  we  prefer  to  call  them,  are  not  in  and  of  themselves 
directed  toward  profits.  They  are  directed,  however,  through  what 
they  have  to  say  about  prices,  toward  increases  in  profits,  which 
come  not  from  increased  efficiency  or  from  increased  volume,  but 
from  unwarranted  increases  in  prices.  Just  as  the  guideposts  are 
not  designed  to  limit  profits  per  se,  we  are  not  attempting  to  control 
the  total  wage  bill  in  the  economy;  that  is,  we  are  not  attempting  to 
say  that  you  can’t  pay  in  the  aggregate  more  wages. 

It  is  quite  true,  that  if  you  look  at  the  data  on  profits  on  most  major 
industries  in  the  last  few  years,  you  will  see  that  they  have  increased 
substantially.  This  is  characteristic  of  the  big  increase  in  volume 
which  we  have  had  over  the  last  5  years. 

The  Council  of  Economic  Advisers  points  out  in  its  report  that  if 
you  take  the  total  income  of  corporations  before  it  is  split  up  into  the 
various  components  of  wages,  profits,  and  the  like,  you  will  find  that 
the  proportion  of  the  gross  income  going  to  corporate  employees  is 
about  the  same  in  1965  as  in  1955,  and  even  in  1948 — other  years  of 
high-level  prosperity.  So  that  on  the  one  hand  it  is  true  that 
profits  have  increased  very  substantially. 

It  is  also  true  that  because  of  economic  policies — because  of  re¬ 
straints  shown,  that  prices  tended — particularly  industrial  prices — to 
move  up  relatively  modestly  over  the  past  year,  particularly  for  a 
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situation  of  very  high  prosperity.  And  the  largest  bulk,  although 
I  must  admit  not  all,  but  the  largest  bulk  of  the  increase  in  profits  is 
due  to  the  increase  in  volume  and  to  some  increases  in  efficiency. 

Mr.  Udall.  Profit,  while  it  is  related  to  price  increases,  is  one  step 
removed  from  price  increases  and  price  increases  are  simply  a  factor 
which  helps  to  determine  the  level  of  profits? 

Mr.  Schultze.  Correct,  sir. 

Mr.  Udall.  Conversely,  one  may  say  on  the  employee  side  that 
wage  increases  may  enable  a  person  to  save  more  and  thus  personal 
savings  would  go  up  as  wages  went  up,  but  you  don’t  attempt  to  deter¬ 
mine  how  much  people  have  been  able  to  save  in  ascertaining  wage 
increase  guidelines? 

Mr.  Schultze.  Correct. 

Another  closer  analogy  may  be  that  even  the  guideposts,  with 
respect  to  wages,  are  not  based  on  weekly  earnings.  Weekly  earnings 
can  rise  because  hours  of  work  rise.  In  other  words,  volume  rises. 
Just  in  the  case  of  corporations  and  industrial  activities,  it  is  the  price 
part  of  it  and  not  the  profit  part  of  it  that  the  guideposts  seek  to 
control. 

Mr.  Udall.  I  think  you  have  presented  a  very  interesting  balance 
to  some  of  the  testimony  we  have  had  here,  that  has  been  highly 
critical  of  the  President  and  of  the  administration  with  regard  to  their 
attitude  in  the  proposals  about  pay. 

I  was  particularly  struck  with  the  statement  that  the  Federal  wage 
bill  has  increased  by  nearly  $3  billion  in  the  past  5  years,  which  cer¬ 
tainly  would  indicate  some  commitment  to  increasing  the  adequacy 
of  Federal  pay. 

Mr.  Schultze.  In  a  Budget  Director’s  mind  that  is  quite  a  com¬ 
mitment. 

Mr.  Udall.  Well,  the  gentleman  from  Louisiana  yesterday  made 
a  rather  forceful  statement  in  support  of  his  belief  that  President 
Johnson  has  a  real  commitment  to  adequate  pay  for  Federal  em¬ 
ployees,  and  discussed  in  some  detail  the  steps  he  had  taken  during 
his  administration  and  steps  that  President  Kennedy  had  taken, 
remarks  that  I  associated  myself  with  yesterday.  I  think  you  have 
certainly  given  us  some  additional  information  to  back  up  this  sug¬ 
gestion.  ...  .  . 

We  have  a  real  dilemma,  and  I  think  it  is  a  difficult  thing  for  the 
employee  organizations  and  for  many  of  the  members  of  this  com¬ 
mittee  to  accept,  the  dilemma  between  guidelines  and  comparability. 

On  one  hand,  we  say  we  are  dedicated  to  providing  full  compara¬ 
bility  for  all  levels  of  Federal  employees.  At  the  same  time,  the 
administration  says  that  it  is  controlled  by  guidelines.  The  guidelines 
take  priority  over  comparability,  I  guess,  is  another  way  of  putting  it. 

One  of  the  things  that  troubled  me  and  I  think  some  of  the  employee 
organizations  is  the  old  question,  “When  is  the  year,  when  is  the  right 
time  to  get  full  comparability?”  There  never  seems  to  be  a  right  year. 
Last  year  and  the  year  before  there  were  budgetary  problems  that 
prevented  us  from  getting  full  comparability.  I  offered  a  bill  last 
year  that  was  finally  adopted  by  the  House,  which  provided  for  an 
automatic  catchup  of  50  percent  toward  comparability,  effective  last 
October.  At  least  this  would  have  met  the  commitment  of  the  ad¬ 
ministration  to  full  comparability.  Yet  this  was  rather  strongly  and 
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forcefully  and  successfully,  I  might  add,  opposed  by  the  administra¬ 
tion  in  the  closing  days  of  the  last  Congress. 

Could  you  comment  on  this  dilemma? 

Mr.  Schultze.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Udall.  How  can  you  have  both  guidelines  and  comparability? 

Mr.  Schultze.  I  will  quite  agree  with  you  that  it  is  a  dilemma. 
There  is  no  question  of  that. 

Let  me  make  a  number  of  points.  First,  the  action  taken  in  the 
1962  Salary  Reform  Act  and  the  pay  increases  granted  in  1964  and 
1965  clearly  moved  Federal  employees  up  relative  to  where  they  had 
been  with  respect  to  private  employees.  To  take  a  specific  example: 
Between  1961  and  1965  the  average  salary  rate  in  private  enterprise 
for  a  work  level  comparable  to  postal  level  PFS-4  increased  by  13  per¬ 
cent.  If  this  administration  proposal  is  adopted,  the  schedule  rate  for 
PFS-4  (step  4)  will  have  gone  up  by  21  percent.  So  that  in  periods 
in  which  the  problems  of  inflation  are  not  so  prevalent,  not  only  in  a 
theoretical  way  is  it  true  to  say  that  the  administration  would  be  will¬ 
ing  to  move  up  faster  toward  comparability,  but  the  record  shows  that 
Federal  salary  rates  actually  did  move  up  rapidly  toward  compara¬ 
bility.  If  you  look  at  the  relationship  between  Federal  salary  rates 
and  private  salary  rates  in  1961,  and  look  at  them  as  they  would  be  if 
this  bill  were  enacted,  it  is  clear  that  major  progress  has  been  made. 

However,  as  I  indicated  earlier,  just  as  has  been  the  case  in  a  number 
of  firmly  committed  goals  of  the  administration,  that  economic  con¬ 
ditions  do  have  to  influence  the  rate  at  which  you  can  move  to  those 
goals.  Even  with  the  guidepost  limitations,  if  you  want  to  call  them 
that,  this  set  of  pay  proposals  would  move  toward  comparability, 
although  admittedly  at  a  slower  rate  than  would  be  warranted  if  con¬ 
ditions  were  different. 

So  I  can  say  first  that  we  are  committed  to  comparability.  We 
believe  Federal  employees  should  move  up  closer  to  and  attain  com¬ 
parability.  We  believe  that  this  has  to  be  done  at  a  speed  which 
depends  on  economic  conditions.  Not  only  is  this  a  commitment  to 
the  future,  but  also  a  commitment  has  been  demonstrated  in  the  past 
when  economic  conditions  were  such  that  we  could  move  more 
rapidly. 

Mr.  Udall.  Let  me  put  the  administration  on  notice  as  one  who  is 
committed  to  the  standard  of  full  comparability  and  as  one  who  is 
dedicated  to  fight  against  inflation. 

I  recognize  there  is  nothing  more  important  than  heading  off  a 
disastrous  inflation.  In  fact,  I  have  a  newsletter  for  my  constituents 
that  came  off  the  press  this  morning  in  which  I  state  I  am  ready  to 
support  a  tax  increase  to  head  off  inflation  this  year. 

If  we  could  find  a  time — and  give  me  a  million  dollars — and  spread 
it  out  over  this  fidl  pay  schedule,  we  could  get  full  comparability  in 
all  grades.  Under  the  economic  principles  that  seem  to  have  been 
adopted  in  this  country,  there  are  times  when  you  restrain  the  economy, 
and  there  are  times  when  you  want  to  stimulate  it.  If  we  get  in  one 
of  these  stimulation  times,  I  am  going  to  be  fully  prepared  to  get  full 
comparability  arguments.  I  won’t  be  available  in  a  situation  like 
that  and  maybe  next  year  will  be  one  of  these  times. 

We  keep  telling  the  organizations  to  wait  until  next  year,  that  this 
is  next  year  and  that  we  are  ready  to  go.  So  I  wanted  to  make  that 
point. 
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Before  my  time  runs  out,  let  me  ask  you  one  thing  more.  There 
have  been  a  number  of  complaints  that  the  President  and  his  advisers 
this  year  recommended  a  civil  pay  increase  but  not  a  military.  Why 
not? 

Mr.  Schultze.  In  part  this  was  because  of  the  fact  that  last  year 
there  was  a  10.8  percent  military  increase,  compared  to  a  3.6  percent 
civilian  pay  increase. 

Now,  my  understanding  is  that  Mr.  McNamara  has  reviewed  this 
and  has  indicated — -I  believe  I  am  correct  on  this — that  he  would  not 
look  with  disfavor  perhaps  if  Mr.  Rivers  went  ahead  with  his  an¬ 
nounced  intentions. 

Mr.  Udall.  Mr.  Rivers  has  indicated  to  me  and  others  that  he 
intends  to  proceed  and  this  might  knock  your  careful  budgetary  cal¬ 
culations  into  a  cocked  hat  if  we  add  another  half  million  into  the 
things  this  year. 

Mr.  Schultze.  There  have  been  a  number  of  things  indicated. 

Mr.  Udall.  The  gentleman  from  Montana. 

Mr.  Olsen.  Thanks  to  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  Director,  Mr. 
Schultze,  for  an  excellent  statement.  Your  department  has  always 
come  up  here  with  a  well-documented  position. 

Tell  me,  what  is  the  month  of  determination  of  1965  comparability. 

Mr.  Schultze.  March. 

Mr.  Olsen.  And  for  what  period  are  figures  gathered  for  that  March 
1965  report? 

Mr.  Schultze.  Just  the  month;  no,  it  is  spread  over  the  whole  year. 

Mr.  Olsen.  It  is  spread  over  the  year? 

Mr.  Schultze.  July  to  June.  It  is  centered  on  March.  July  to 
June  but  centered  on  March,  just  as  you  have  to  average  across 
grades  you  average  across  times.  July  to  June  and  centered  on  March. 

Mr.  Olsen.  So  it  is  July  1964  to  June  of  1965? 

Mr.  Schultze.  Correct. 

Mr.  Olsen.  And  when  do  you  get  that  report,  that  March  1965 
report? 

Mr.  Schultze.  It  actually  varies.  I  don’t  think  there  is  a  specific 
date  but  it  is  late  in  the  fall. 

Mr.  Jones.  Yes;  November. 

Mr.  Schultze.  Yes;  late  in  the  fall  or  early  winter.  I  might 
point  out,  Mr.  Olsen,  that  the  business  of  just  the  mechanical  and 
statistical  problems;  making  sure  the  information  is  accurate;  relating 
it  to  Federal  salary  grades,  in  a  meaningful  way;  and  getting  a  pay 
line  which  is  meaningful  in  the  concepts  of  the  Federal  salary  reform 
act  is  no  easy  job.  Of  course,  as  you  are  aware,  when  you  are  col¬ 
lecting  information  on  private  salary  rates,  throughout  the  economy, 
they  are  first  scattered  all  over  the  place.  They  don’t  cluster  around 
a  nice  little  point.  Even  when  you  average  them  for  each  grade 
you  don’t  get  a  nice  smooth  line;  they  are  scattered  all  over. 

Hence,  making  determinations  of  how  this  survey  information 
fits  into  the  comparability  principle  is  both  difficult  and  time  con¬ 
suming. 

Mr.  Olsen.  I  can  understand  that.  I  just  "wanted  to  learn  how 
old  your  figures  are,  and  whether,  for  instance,  1964  and  the  pay  in 
private  enterprise  in  1964  influences  this  March  1965  report. 

Mr.  Schultze.  To  some  extent  it  does,  sir. 
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Air.  Olsen.  The  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics,  of  course,  gives  you 
statistics  on  that  whole  area? 

Mr.  Schultze.  Correct. 

Mr.  Olsen.  So  it  is  quite  correct  to  say  that  we  are  talking  about 
comparability  with  March  1965.  There  is  some  influence  from  1964 
there? 

Mr.  Schultze.  There  is,  sir.  But  most  of  the  data  relate  to  1965. 
Even  when  rates  have  been  collected  in  the  latter  part  of  1964  it  does 
not  necessarily  follow  that  they  would  have  to  be  higher  in  the  first 
half  of  1965.  Rates  usually  stay  in  effect  at  least  12  months.  So 
that  rates  set  in,  say,  September  1964  would  still  be  in  effect  in  August 
1965. 

Mr.  Olsen.  But  now  we  are  in  March  of  1966,  so  that  we  are  lagging 
way  far  behind  when  we  say  comparability? 

Mr.  Schultze.  In  that  sense  you  are  correct,  sir. 

Air.  Olsen.  Now,  then,  could  you  tell  me  with  whom  do  you 
compare  letter  carriers  in  the  private  sector? 

Mr.  Schultze.  We  do  not,  sir.  Letter  carriers  in  PFS-4,  you  will 
recall,  were  made  comparable  with  the  GS-5  when  the  1962  Salary 
Reform  Act  was  passed.  At  the  end  of  World  War  II  the  salary 
range  of  PFS-4  was  comparable,  as  I  understand  it,  with  the  GS-4. 
But  it  is  more  comparable  with  GS-5,  and  in  turn  this  regulates  what 
the  letter  carrier  linkage  is. 

Air.  Olsen.  So  the  letter  carrier  people  are  arbitrarily  linked  to 
clerical  people  rather  than  to  anything  in  private  enterprise? 

Air.  Schultze.  Partly  clerical;  but  very  high  level  clerical.  I 
might  also  point  out  that  GS-5  is  the  grade  at  which  we  hire  college 
graduates. 

Mr.  Olsen.  What  I  am  getting  at  is  that  we  don’t  consider  letter 
carriers’  work  equal  to  that  of  skilled  labor? 

Mr.  Schultze.  Well,  rather  to  consider  it  equal  to  the  occupations 
which  go  into  GS-5,  which  are  both  clerical  and  lower  level  adminis¬ 
trative  and  professional. 

Air.  Olsen.  This  is  why  I  don’t  like  this  comparability,  because  we 
don’t  just  limit  to  letter  carriers,  but  letter  carriers  in  post  offices,  and 
in  Government  who  found  themselves  ahead  of  private  enterprise  back 
in  1940  and  then  came  out  of  the  war  very  much  behind  and  have  not 
caught  up  to  the  standard  that  they  had  in  1940. 

Air.  Schultze.  Let  me  point  out,  if  you  will,  some  other  aspects 
of  this.  This  is  not  said  at  all  critically  or  in  an  attempt  to  say  that 
letter  carriers  are  getting  too  much  in  any  sense,  but  simply  to  give 
the  other  side  of  this. 

In  the  first  place,  in  1962  the  linkage  between  the  PFS-4,  the  key 
grade  here,  was  made  to  GS-5  rather  than  the  previous  GS-4  which 
was  the  case  in  1945.  The  salaries  of  GSM  and  letter  carriers  were 
about  the  same  then. 

Secondly,  the  BLS  survey,  produces  the  average  salary  of  people  in 
the  occupations  surveyed,  however  long  they  have  been  there.  We 
then  link  the  private  enterprise  rate  with  step  4  in  the  Classification 
Act  schedule,  because  step  4  is  actually  the  average  step  in  that 
schedule.  On  the  other  hand,  the  average  letter  carrier  is  in  step  7 
or  8.  I  believe  it  is  8.  If  you  then  make  a  comparison - 

Mr.  Olsen.  I  think  it  is  7. 
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Mr.  Schultze.  Well,  I  have  it  here,  7  or  8. 

Mr.  Olsen.  We  will  go  ahead. 

Mr.  Schultze.  Step  8  is  a  12  percent  difference  over  step  4;  that  is 
what  I  am  getting  at.  So  that,  for  example,  the  current  pay  proposal 
would  bring  a  step  4  letter  carrier  to  100  percent  of  the  BLS  survey 
linked  in  with  the  GS-5. 

But  the  average  letter  carrier  in  step  7  or  8,  whichever  it  is,  will  be 
112  percent  of  that — I  am  sorry,  12  percent  above  it,  or  an  index 
of  112.  This  is  a  partial  offset. 

The  second  offset  was,  again,  you  will  recall,  for  those  who  were  on 
the  roles  who  were  there  in  1962,  and  an  additional  step  was  granted 
then  which  added  another  3  percent  or  so  for  those  who  were  in  service 
then.  In  other  words,  everybody  was  moved  up  a  step. 

So  that  while  some  of  the  points  you  make  are  quite  correct,  it  is 
offset  by  other  factors  which  don’t  come  into  comparability  as  we  see 
it  on  the  other  side.  This  is  not  said  to  indicate  that  the  letter  carriers 
are  out  of  line  on  the  other  side,  but  there  are  some  up  factors  which 
offset  the  down  factors,  if  you  will,  as  you  have  indicated. 

Mr.  Olsen.  Well,  now,  I  just  want  to  emphasize  again, _  in  your 
statement  and  your  graphs,  and  everything,  you  are  talking  with 
respect  to  March  of  1965? 

Mr.  Schultze.  That  is  correct,  sir. 

Mr.  Olsen.  Now,  do  you  have  some  idea,  some  professional 
opinion  about  how  much  of  an  increase  has  occurred  in  the  private 
sector  since  that  time? 

Mr.  Schultze.  Well,  we  have  no  knowledge  of  the  specific  move¬ 
ment  in  wages  and  salaries  for  the  comparable  occupations  which 
go  into  the  comparability  survey.  We  just  don’t  know.  Obviously, 
we  do  have  statistics  on  what  happens  to  average  wages  for  example. 
I  don’t  have  it  for  March,  but  for  January  1965-January  1966, 
production  workers  in  manufacturing,  straight  time  wages  went  up 
2.7  percent.  The  prior  year  they  went  up  about  2.2  percent,  com¬ 
pared  with  the  3.6  on  the  Federal  level.  The  same  has  been  true  for 
the  last  5  years,  the  rates  have  been  somewhat  less  than  3  percent  in 
straight  time  earnings  in  manufacturing. 

Mr.  Olsen.  I  think  he  said  that  it  had  been  about  3  percent 

every  year?  .  . 

Mr.  Schultze.  I  have  the  January— January  m  straight  time 
manufacturing  wages  for  the  last  5  years.  Let  me  submit  this  for  the 
record. 

From  1960  to  1961,  3  percent;  1961  to  1962,  2.9  percent;  1963  to 
1964,  2.9  percent;  1964  to  1965,  2.2  percent;  1965  to  1966,  2.7  percent. 
So  it  has  been  running  less  than  3  percent  on  straight  time  basis. 

Now,  if  you  look  at  take-home  pay,  because  overtime  has  been 
going  up,  it  is  more.  But  if  you  look  at  the  straight  time,  they  have 
essentially  all  risen  something  less  than  3  percent;  this  relates  to 
production  workers  in  manufacturing  who  are  not  included  in  the 
comparability  survey.  Nevertheless,  it  is  significantly  less  than  the 
increases  in  the  Federal  salaries.  . 

Mr.  Udall.  Without  objection  the  tabulation  will  be  included  in 
the  record  at  this  point. 

(The  table  follows:) 


60-359 — 66 — ■ — 18 
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Average  hourly  earnings  ( excluding  overtime  and  interindustry  shift),  all 

manufacturing 


Date 

Index  (1957- 
59  =  100) 

Percent 
increase 
over  year 

January  1966  _ _ _ ___  _ 

123  2 

2  7 

January  1965..  .  _  _  _  .  _ _ 

120  0 

?  9 

January  1964  __  __  __  _  _ _ 

117  4 

9  Q 

January  1963.  .  _  _  . .  . . 

114  1 

9  1 

January  1962  _ _ _ 

111  7 

9  q 

January  196L-  _  _  _  „  _ 

108  6 

3.0 

January  1960  . 

105.  4 

1960-66 _ _ 

16.9 

Source:  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics. 


Mr.  Udall.  The  gentleman’s  time  has  expired. 

Mr.  Olsen.  I  would  ask  unanimous  consent  for  1  more  minute. 

Mr.  Udall.  Without  objection  the  gentleman  is  given  1  more 
minute. 

Mr.  Olsen.  In  the  private  sector  they  don’t  include  management, 
do  they? 

Mr.  Schultze.  Basically,  yes.  It  has  never  been  spelled  out  with 
that  degree  of  precision,  but  those  do - 

Mr.  Olsen.  That  is  why  I  am  wondering  about  whether  you  are 
including  the  management  sector  in  the  guideline  sector  here.  You 
are  holding  them  down  to  the  average  of  3.2;  is  that  right? 

Mr.  Schultze.  Yes. 

Mr.  Olsen.  In  that,  you  are  affecting  the  lower  paid  people  by  the 
fact  of  giving  management  as  much  as  4}£  percent? 

Mr.  Schultze.  The  reason  for  this  is  essentially  what  goes  into  the 
guideline  is  the  basic  settlement.  Now,  in  some  industries  and 
sit  uations  this  will  include  a  very  large  number  of  personnel  up  through 
very  high  grades.  In  other  cases  it  will  not.  That  is  No.  1,  so  this  is 
a  kind  of  settlement. 

Mr.  Olsen.  You  went  all  the  way? 

Mr.  Schultze.  That  is  right.  The  16,  17,  and  18  level;  the 
amounts  we  put  in  by  the  way  for  16,  17,  and  18  are  so  small  that 
they  don’t,  in  terms  of  averaging  out,  have  anything  to  do  practically 
with  the  others.  The  second  point  in  a  lot  of  cases,  the  management 
salaries,  again,  up  to  maybe  the  top  20  people  or  30  people  in  the 
company,  are  tied  by  company  policy  to  the  increases  in  the  union 
contract.  This  has  been  prevelant  in  a  number  of  cases. 

Again,  I  can’t  tell  you  what  percent,  but  it  is  prevalent  in  a  number 
of  cases,  but,  hence,  the  guideposts  do  affect  the  salaries  of  a  number 
of  managers. 

Mr.  Udall.  The  gentleman’s  time  has  expired.  We  will  get  back. 

Mr.  Olsen.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Udall.  The  gentleman  from  Alabama? 

Mr.  Buchanan.  I  would  be  glad  to  yield  some  of  my  time  to  the 
gentleman,  if  you  would  like. 

Mr.  Olsen.  No,  I  can  wait  for  the  next  go-around.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Buchanan.  I  would  like  to  commend  you,  sir,  for  the  work  of 
the  Bureau  of  the  Budget,  in  general,  in  combating  waste  and  in¬ 
efficiency  and  other  such  evil  things  in  this  Government. 
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Also  on  your  commitment  you  expressed  the  date  of  the  principle 
of  comparability,  and  your  indication  of  willingness  to  cooperate  with 
this  committee  in  a  review  of  the  comparability  principle  and  process. 

I  think  it  would  be  very  much  in  order. 

One  thing  that  troubles  me,  Mr.  Schultze,  is  that  while  I  certainly 
would  concur  in  the  necessity  of  holding  down  inflation  in  every 
reasonable  way,  and  would  not  object  generally  to  the  3.2-percent 
guideline,  you  have  perfect  control  over  Federal  employees.  You 
have  very  imperfect  control  over  the  rest  of  the  economy.  Conse¬ 
quently,  it  does  trouble  me  somewhat  that  while  it  is  possible  to  hold 
these  Federal  employees  down — indeed,  we  doubtless  will  do  so — it 
could  result  in  a  worsening  of  their  relative  position  if  other  forces 
in  the  economy  do  nothing.  It  is  my  profound  hope  they  will  do  so. 

Another  thing  is  this  problem  that  everyone  has,  I  think,  mentioned 
already,  the  difficulty  of  reconciling  guideposts  or  guidelines  with 
establishing  comparability  and  the  need  for  proceeding  with  all  delib¬ 
erate  speed  toward  achieving  full  comparability.  I  certainly  hope 
that  can  come  soon. 

I  would  say,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  may  I  ask  you,  Mr.  Schultze, 
while  I  commend  the  chairman’s  courage  in  this  tax  increase  matter, 
and  I  say  it  sincerely,  because  it  will  require  some,  there  is  something 
that  concerns  me  about  this,  too. 

Mr.  Schultze,  I  heard  a  man  on  television  say— an  economist — say 
t  his  morning  that  the  Government  spending  had  no  significant  effect 
on  the  inflationary  trend  in  this  country.  Would  you  say  that  was 
an  accurate  statement? 

Mr.  Schultze.  No,  sir;  that  is  No.  1.  I  would  be  interested  to 
know  who  that  “economist”  was.  I  am  sure  they  still  exist  like  that, 
but  I  haven’t  met  any  for  a  while. 

Mr.  Buchanan.  Well,  he  was  a  proponent  of  the  Great  Society - 

Mr.  Schultze.  Touche. 

Mr.  Buchanan.  May  I  say  that  I  am  rather  concerned.  It  seems 
to  me,  surely  in  your  realm,  you  have  seen  that  the  Government  can 
act  like  a  tiger  devouring  everything  in  sight.  It  is  entirely  possible 
for  our  Congress,  and  all  our  agencies  to  spend  everything  we  can 
raise  and  then  considerably  more. 

What  I  am  afraid  of,  that,  with  a  tax  increase,  Mr.  Chairman,  we 
would  simply  have  more  money  for  this  Government  to  spend  in 
every  direction,  whereas  if  we  leave  the  money  in  the  hands  of  the 
people,  they  at  least  are  saving  and  investing,  unless  I  am  mistaken, 
at  a  record  rate  right  now.  I  am  afraid  that  if  we  do  achieve  this 
tax  increase  that  what  we  are  going  to  find  is  we  are  going  to  spend 
even  greater  sums  at  home  and  abroad,  and  end  up  contributing  more 
to  inflation  than  we  have  taken  from  it.  At  least  this  is  a  conceivable 
result. 

Mr.  Udall.  Will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  Buchanan.  Yes. 

Mr.  Udall.  My  suggestion  in  this  connection:  I  supported  deficit 
spending  for  the  purposes  of  continuing  this  magnificnt,  unparalleled 
5-year  growth  and  prosperity  without  inflation.  The  other  side  of 
the  coin  is  that  when  you  have  inflationary  pressures,  the  Government 
takes  more  out  of  the  economy  than  it  puts  in.  Thus,  the  situation, 
in  my  judgment,  clearly  calls  not  only  for  a  balanced  budget,  but 
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for  a  surplus  in  the  budget  which  is  not  plowed  back  into  additional 
expenditures. 

Mr.  Buchanan.  Music  to  my  ears.  May  I  say,  Mr.  Schultze, 
again,  thank  you,  sir,  and  note  just  one  thing,  that  while  on  page  15, 
the  chart  there,  does  indicate  substantial  progress,  not  only  in  dollar 
terms  for  Federal  employees — this  PFS-4,  is  I  assume  a  good  example — 
it,  not  only  in  dollar  terms,  but  in  terms  of  personal  power,  goods 
and  services,  so  far  outstrips  the  index  to  Consumer  Price  Index. 
This  is  really  substantial  progress.  There  is  no  denying  that. 
And  I  am  glad  the  commitment  is  there  to  continue  such  progress. 

However,  in  light  of  the  fact  that  the  manufacturing  average  hourly 
earnings  did  at  the  same  time  increase  by  115.3  percent,  the  difference 
between  the  two  in  terms  of  rate  of  increase  does  not  indicate  neces¬ 
sarily  that  in  1947  the  PFS-4  was  substantially  behind  his  counterpart 
in  manufacturing.  Is  that  not  true? 

Mr.  Schultze.  I  think  that  is  true.  How  substantially  I  couldn’t 
give  you  offhand.  I  think  he  was  behind.  This  does  show  that  there 
was  a  catch-up.  Now  the  catch-up  on  our  figures  as  of  1965  would  just 
about  have  been  made,  but  again  it  would  be  a  legal  point  Mr.  Olsen 
made.  We  are  not  in  1965,  so  the  full  catch-up  to  the  current  mo¬ 
ment  hasn’t  been  made. 

Mr.  Buchanan.  The  thing  I  was  talking  about  originally,  if  other 
forces  in  the  economy  are  moving  up  even  beyond  the  guidelines, 
it  is  going  to  be  awfully  hard  to  catch  up. 

Mr.  Schultze.  May  I  make  one  comment  if  you  don’t  mind  my 
digressing  for  a  moment  on  the  guideposts? 

You  raised  a  very  penetrating  and  important  point  that  has  been 
made  a  number  of  times.  It  turns  out  the  Federal  Government  does 
have  “control”  over  Federal  wages  and  salaries.  It  doesn’t  over 
private.  The  implication  is,  isn’t  this  unfair  to  us,  this  one  area,  to 
accomplish  your  anti-inflation  goal?  That  is  a  legitimate  concern. 

Before  I  came  on  to  this  job  I  had  sometimes  a  lot  more  fun  pur¬ 
suing  some  economic  studies,  one  of  which  was  an  attempt  to  forecast 
what  would  happen  to  prices  and  wages  under  various  economic 
conditions.  This  was  based  on  studies  of  the  economy  between  1947 
and  1961. 

After  massive  manipulations  of  data  on  a  computer  I  came  up  with 
a  number  of  formulas,  which  would  indicate  that  if  the  profits  are 
such,  unemployment  is  such  and  spending  is  such,  such  and  such 
would  happen  to  wages.  Well  it  turns  out  that  between  1962  and 
1965,  some  of  my  colleagues,  after  I  left,  ran  this  formula  and  they 
found  out  it  substantially  overpredicted  what  would  happen  to  wages 
and  prices.  In  other  words,  that  something  had  happened  to  make 
prices  behave  more  responsively,  if  I  can  use  a  term  relative  to  the 
economic  conditions. 

Now  I  can’t  sit  here  with  a  bald  face  and  say  this  “something”  is 
the  guidepost.  But  at  the  same  time  it  seems  to  me  clear  that  the 
guideposts  have  had  an  impact  in  changing  the  relationship  between 
price  behavior  and  economic  conditions  so  that  we  can  get  to  a  higher 
level  of  prosperity  without  as  much  price  inflation  as  we  had  in  the 
past.  It  doesn’t  mean  you  wouldn’t  get  any  at  all,  but  substantially 
less.  I  think  the  guideposts  were  one  among  maybe  others.  Even 
though  the  guideposts  don’t  impinge  in  any  direct  sense  on  the  control 
they  have  been  operative. 
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I  would  also  point  out  if  you  would  look  at  what  has  happened 
even  in  the  last  year,  prices  have  not  exceeded  the  guideposts. 

Now  this  is  not  to  say  that  they  won’t.  But  they  have  not.  I 
think  this  is  encouraging. 

Mr.  Buchanan.  I  certainly  hope  it  will  be — certainly  in  light  of 
the  military  and  private  circumstances.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Udall.  The  gentleman  from  Hawaii. 

Mr.  Matsunaga.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Schultze,  I  realize  that  as  you  have  stated  the  administration 
has  given  every  due  consideration  for  fair  treatment  of  Federal 
employees.  But  then  if,  as  you  say,  the  central  guiding  principle  is 
comparability,  we  find  that  labor  in  Hawaii  as  well  as  in  the  rest  of 
the  Nation  has  not  been  keeping  within  the  guidepost  of  3.2  percent, 
but  averaging  in  excess  of  4  percent,  about  4.7  percent  from  the 
information  we  have  been  getting. 

I  might  point  out  in  this  connection  that  the  sugar  unions  in  Hawaii 
just  obtained  a  46  cents  per  hour  increase  in  pay.  If  our  guideposts 
had  been  applied  they  would  have  gotten  only  26  or  27  cents,  which 
means  that  there  are  in  excess  of  the  guideposts.  This,  in  spite  of  the 
fact  that  Hawaii  today  has  the  highest  paid  agricultural  workers 
in  the  world. 

Now,  this  situation,  as  I  see  it,  calls  for  greater  gap  in  comparability 
between  private  employees  and  Federal  employees.  A  proposition 
was  made  at  an  earlier  hearing  that  we  do  not  include  the  gap  catch-up 
within  consideration  of  the  guidepost  and  if  as  you  say  comparability 
is  a  central  determining  factor  don’t  you  feel  that  this  has  some  merit, 
that  we  ought  to  apply  the  guidepost  only  after  comparability  has  been 
attained,  and  publicly  the  President  can  say  that  this  is  not  in  viola¬ 
tion  of  the  guidepost  really  because  the  Federal  employees  have  not 
caught  up  to  full  comparability  and  the  guidepost  applies  only  after 
they  have  attained  comparability? 

Mr.  Schultze.  Could  I  make  several  comments  on  that? 

In  the  first  place,  once  you  bring  into  the  guidepost  a — formal  was 
the  word  I  want — a  formal  set  of  criteria  which  would  say  that  com¬ 
parability  with  some  other  group,  any  movement  which  gets  you 
comparability  with  another  relevant  group  is  outside  the  guidepost. 
As  sure  as  I  am  sitting  here  there  isn’t  a  union  leader  in  the  country 
worth  his  salt  who  couldn’t  find  for  his  union  some  other  relevant 
group  of  employees  whom  he  didn’t  have  to  catch  up  with. 

My  own  view  is  that  the  quickest  way  to  destroy  comparability 
would  be  to  get  into  this  wretched  business  of  saying,  well,  compa¬ 
rability  applies  only— I  am  sorry,  guideposts  apply  only  after  you  have 
comparability.  Once  you  do  that  it  is  impossible. 

Mr.  Matsunaga.  But  our  principle  of  comparability  that  we  are 
speaking  of  here  is  comparability  between  private  industry  and 
Federal  employees,  not  within  private  industry. 

Mr.  Udall.  Will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  Matsunaga.  Yes. 

Mr.  Udall.  I  made  a  point  in  the  debate  last  year,  I  don’t  have  the 
language  in  front  of  me,  but  in  the  formal  proclamation  of  the  original 
guidepost  there  was  some  language  permitting  catch-up. 

Mr.  Schultze.  It  isn’t  really  catch-up,  it  has  to  do  with  employees 
who  are  grossly  underpaid.  It  is  a  need  basis,  not  a  comparability 
exception,  but  it  is  in  the  cases  of  employees  who  are  really  very  low 
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paid,  where  for  straight  equity  and  needs  reasons  there  would  be  some 
argument  for  moving  faster.  This  is  an  exception  in  the  guidepost 
which  yon  will  find  in  the  council’s  report  but  it  is  not  in  terms  of 
comparability  in  this  sense. 

Let  me  make  one  other  point,  if  I  might,  and  it  goes  to  an  earlier 
part  of  your  comment,  Mr.  Matsunaga.  As  to  the  fact  of  private 
employees  outstripping  the  guideposts,  now  clearly  there  have  been 
cases  where  this  has  happened.  We  just  cited  one. 

But  again  I  turn  to  the  statistics  on  one  major  area  of  the  economy 
at  least,  manufacturing,  from  January  to  January  the  straight  increase 
in  wages  was  about  2.7  percent,  not  4-something.  If  you  go  to  con¬ 
struction  wages,  they  go  on  up  more  than  that.  If  you  go  to  retail 
wages,  slightly  more  than  the  guidepost. 

I  didn’t  figure  manufacturing  as  going  beyond  that.  It  is  not  for 
me  to  predict  they  won’t,  but  it  is  not  as  a  general  rule,  even  though 
admittedly  there  have  been  a  number  of  exceptions. 

Mr.  Matsunaga.  These  exceptions  will  continue  so  long  as  profits 
of  corporations  show  as  it  has  shown  in  the  past  years,  to  increase  by 
as  much  as  60,  70  percent.  So  long  as  these  profits  are  allowed  to 
continue,  labor  is  not  going  to  sit  still.  It  is  going  to  demand  a  fair 
share  of  the  profits. 

So  that  the  guideposts,  as  we  have  established,  for  Federal  employees 
■will  mean  nothing  to  them.  They  will  continue  to  demand,  unless 
we  do  something  about  having  the  corporations  throw  back  into  the 
Federal  Treasury  some  of  that  enormous  profit  which  they  are  making. 

Would  you  care  to  comment  on  that? 

Mr.  Schultze.  First,  48  percent  comes  back  now.  Secondly,  with 
the  acceleration  in  the  payment  of  corporate  taxes  just  gotten  through 
the  Congress,  an  additional  chunk  will  come  back  over  the  next  2 
years  as  we  speed  up  the  collection. 

Thirdly,  as  I  indicated  earlier,  the  major  point  to  which  the  guide- 
post  is  addressed  is  not  profits  but  prices.  The  other  side  is  wages. 
If  you  look  at  industrial  prices  you  will  notice  that  while  they  have 
risen,  they  have  risen  very  slightly  compared  to  any  prior  experience 
of  such  prosperity. 

So  it  is  true  that  profits  have  risen,  but  by  far  the  largest  increase  in 
profits  has  been  due  to  an  increase  in  volume,  not  to  an  increase  in 
prices  relative  to  wages. 

Mr.  Olsen.  Will  the  gentleman  yield  at  that  point? 

Mr.  Matsunaga.  I  yield. 

Mr.  Olsen.  You  say  an  increase  in  volume.  Are  you  talking  about 
productivity? 

Mr.  Schultze.  No;  just  a  straight  increase  in  volume.  In  other 
words,  with  the  same  profit  margin  if  you  produce  more  you  get  a 
higher  profit.  The  economy  as  a  whole  has  been  rising  at  about  5 Yl 
percent  a  year.  In  the  industrial  sector  it  has  been  rising  at  a  some¬ 
what  faster  rate  over  the  past  3  or  4  years.  If  you  put  these  3  or  4 
years  together  you  have  got  something  in  the  neighborhood  of  15  or 
20  percent  margin.  With  higher  volume  you  do,  of  course,  get  more 
absolute  profit. 

Now  profit  margins  have  also  risen  slightly,  because  higher  volume 
tends  not  only  to  give  greater  output  but  more  efficiencjq  you  spread 
your  overhead.  You  bring  up  an  important  point. 
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Mr.  Matsunaga.  As  an  economist,  what  would  your  opinion  be 
relative  to  the  effect  on  the  economy  if  we  should  impose  greater  taxes, 
higher  taxes  on  corporate  profits  at  this  point? 

Mr.  Schultze.  At  this  point,  barring  the  question  of  whether  we 
should  or  not,  just  what  would  be  the  effect?  I  think  the  effect  would 
be  presumably  by  some  unknown  amount  to  probably  reduce  corporate 
purchases  of  plant  and  equipment,  probably  reduce  dividends.  Those 
woidd  be  the  two  major  factors  involved.  Both  of  these  would  operate 
with  a  lag.  You  won’t  see  the  effect  for  some  period  of  time.  How 
long  a  period  of  time  I  don’t  know,  but  it  might  be  6  months  to  a  year. 

Mr.  Matsunaga.  If  you  were  to  make  a  choice  of  letting  profits  go 
as  they  are,  keep  on  rising,  and  more  or  less  assume  that  corporate 
business  will  continue  its  investments  for  expansion  of  business,  greater 
volume,  and  imposing  heavier  corporate  taxes,  with  the  assumption 
that  a  little  more  taxes  won’t  hurt  the  corporations  that  they  will 
continue  to  expand  maybe.  Which  would  be  the  wiser  choice  to 
make. 

Mr.  Schultze.  Well,  I  would  say  at  the  present  time — well,  let  me 
back  up  a  little  bit,  if  I  might.  The- - - 

Mr.  Udall.  Before  you  do,  the  gentleman’s  time  has  expired.  I 
am  next  but  I  yield  the  gentleman  from  Hawaii  2  minutes  of  my  time. 
You  may  proceed. 

Mr.  Schultze.  I’ll  try  to  do  this  within  2  minutes.  The  1967 
budget,  taking  both  the  expenditures  and  the  tax  proposals,  which  has 
just  come  through  the  Congress,  shifts.  In  other  words,  the  taxes 
and  restraints  of  expenditures  is  such  as  to  shift  in  one  period  from 
a  6.9  billion  cash  deficit,  to  a  small  surplus — a  $7  billion  fiscal  swing. 

We  will  just  be  beginning  to  feel  this,  because  we  are  getting  a 
$6.9  billion  deficit  with  Vietnam  now,  and  the  impact  of  taxes  outside 
of  Vietnam  won’t  be  seen  for  awhile.  We  are,  therefore,  already 
getting  a  fiscal  movement,  substantially  a  $7  billion  restraint,  if  you 
will,  on  the  economy  from  fiscal  policy. 

At  the  moment  under  conditions  we  know  of  right  now — conditions 
may  change,  but  at  the  moment  I  would  not  recommend  further  tax 
increase,  either  personal  or  corporate. 

Now,  as  the  President  has  indicated  innumerable  times,  he  is  pre¬ 
pared  to  act  almost  immediately,  if  conditions  in  Vietnam  or  the 
inflationary  situation  should  change.  The  Congress,  at  least,  if  the 
recent  taxation  is  any  evidence,  is  prepared  to  act  very  quickly,  but 
I  think  we  have  to  be  careful  not  to  jump  into  this  too  fast,  because 
you  have  to  take  into  account  the  fact  that,  in  a  sense,  a  large  part  of 
the  worst  impact  of  Vietnam  expenditure  and  the  order  of  increase  you 
are  feeling  now,  whereas  the  budget  is  going  to  be  biting  more  heavily — 
exercising  more  restraint  on  the  economy — as  you  go  through  time. 

Mr.  Matsunaga.  Of  course,  in  putting  this  question  to  you,  I  did 
not  mean  to  infer  that  we  have  an  immediate  need  for  more  money 
to  bring  Federal  employees  to  comparability.  This  is  a  matter  of 
future  concern  to  us. 

Mr.  Schultze.  The  response  to  that  is  I  don’t  think  we  need  to 
change  our  tax  structures  for  that. 

No.  2,  apart  from  the  fiscal  impact  of  putting  more  money  into  the 
pay  package,  there  is,  of  course,  a  guidepost  problem  of  doing  so.  So 
I  would  not  say  that  that  would  be  an  appropriate  way  to  do  this. 
You  still  have  the  guidepost  impact. 
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Mr.  Matsunaga.  Taxes  can  always  be  repealed,  too,  as  has  been 
experienced  this  year.  Even  before  the  tax  cut  went  into  effect. 

Mr.  Udall.  The  gentleman’s  time  has  expired.  Mr.  Schultze, 
I  want  to  compliment  you  as  one  of  the  new  breed  of  the  profession. 
Your  profession  has  been  known  at  times  as  the  dismal  science,  but 
people  like  you  and  Kermit  Gordon  have  come  before  the  people  and 
explained  some  of  these  tools  we  have  been  trying  to  work,  in  the 
recent  years. 

I  want  to  compliment  you  on  your  very  lucid  presentation.  It  was 
most  interesting. 

Mr.  Schultze.  I  might  say,  in  response,  I  found  one  of  the  best 
explanations  of  what  economics  is  about  from  one  of  your  newsletters. 

Mr.  Udall.  Thank  you,  sir.  One  of  the  great  problems  raised  here 
is  this  whole  business  of  linkage. 

Congressman  Olsen  brought  out  the  fact  that  the  postal  clerk  and 
the  letter  carrier  are,  in  a  sense,  unique.  Certainly  they  walk  up  and 
down  the  street  and  deliver  things,  which  is  a  manual  chore.  But 
these  people  have  to  know  900  pages  of  regulations.  They  are  public 
relations  representatives  of  the  Government.  They,  touch  every 
home  in  the  country.  In  a  sense,  they  are  quite  a  specialized  clerical 
and  professional  or  subprofessional- type  person.  They  have  been 
related  to  the  people  in  GS-5,  somewhat  arbitrarily. 

There  were  some  reasons  for  doing  it  this  way,  but  one  of  the 
strongest  points  in  Mr.  Keating’s  testimony  the  other  day  was  a 
table  of  national  comparison  of  step  7  letter  carriers,  who  16  years 
ago,  were  slightly  ahead  of  petroleum  workers,  glass  furnace  workers, 
and  motor  vehicle  workers. 

Sixteen  years  later  we  find  that  the  step  7  letter  carrier  is  about 
13  to  15  percent  behind  these  people,  which  calls  into  question  the 
whole  concept  of  linking  them  arbitrarily  to  GS-5.  Mr.  Keating 
brought  an  ad  with  him  from  Oakland,  Calif.,  which  showed  that  a 
streetsweeper  can  start  at  $490  a  month.  At  the  same  time,  the  post 
office  there  is  very  desperately  trying  to  get  letter  carriers  for  $431  a 


month.  _  .  . 

Would  you  have  any  objections  to  this  whole  concept  of  linking  the 
clerks  and  the  carriers  to  GS-5  to  see  whether  the  passage  of  time  has 
rendered  this  obsolete,  and  whether  we  ought  to  link  them  to  some¬ 
thing  else?  . 

Mr.  Schultze.  Two  points  on  that,  Mr.  Udall.  As  I  have  indi¬ 
cated,  we  are  prepared  to  join  with  the  committee  in  examination  of 
the  whole  comparability  problem.  This  obviously  would  be  one  of 
the  things  you  would  take  a  look  at,  one  of  many.  But  it  would  be 
one  of  the  things  you  would  take  a  look  at. 

I  would  also  like  to  point  out  that  that  is  one  of  the  problems  with 
comparability.  You  have  to  be  fairly  comprehensive  in  your  exami¬ 
nation  of  what  rates  you  link  to  and  what  comparisons  you  make, 
because,  of  course,  it  is  always  possible  to  look  at  certain  groups  that 
will  always  be  above  Federal  employees  and  other  groups  who  will 
always  be  below.  And  reasonable  men  can  argue  about  whether  the 
higher  or  the  lower  group  should  be  the  one  to  make  the  link  to,  but 
you  have  to  go  across  the  board,  and  examine  it  very  carefully. 

Let  me  again  point  out  that,  in  the  case  of  the  carriers,  there  hav e 
been  in  the  last  3  years  substantial  improvements  in  their  salaries  and 
salary  schedules.  You  will  recall,  of  course,  that  some  time  ago  the 
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going  to  12  steps  made  a  major  difference.  The  time  between  step 
increases  was  changed  to  give  an  advantage  here.  Again  I  am  not 
arguing  against  that.  I  am  saying  that  there  are  a  number  of  things 
that  have  been  done  to  take  account  of  the  things  you  have  mentioned. 

But,  in  the  comparability  review,  you  would  want  to  review  the 
whole  thing. 

Mr.  Udall.  Precisely.  You  certainly  won’t  object  to  reviewing, 
as  part  of  the  whole  review,  this  concept  of  linkage  and  to  whether  we 
have  acted  properly  in  linking  the  PFS-4  people  to  the  GS-5  people? 

Mr.  Schultze.  No,  I  would  agree.  That  is  one  of  the  things  you 
would  want  to  look  at. 

Mr.  Udall.  You  won’t  prejudge? 

Mr.  Morrison.  Would  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  Udall.  I  am  going  to  yield  the  gentleman  10  minutes.  I  had 
one  final  comment.  If  you  have  something  on  this,  go  ahead. 

Mr.  Morrison.  While  we  are  on  comparability,  I  think  we  can 
unduly  whip  this  horse  named  “comparability”  all  over  the  lot.  It 
just  depends  on  who  has  got  the  switch  and  who  is  chasing  the  horse 
at  that  particular  time.  I  think  that  the  matter  of  comparability 
depends  upon  where  you  are,  and  where  you  are  looking  to.  One 
person’s  viewpoint  of  comparability  can  be  different  from  a  person’s 
in  another  position. 

The  world  situation  that  confronts  us  today,  domestically  and 
otherwise,  both  from  the  Government  standpoint  and  from  a  business 
standpoint,  makes  a  situation  that  is  very  difficult.  Some  would  say 
it  is  almost  impossible  to  deal  with. 

I  think  that  these  gentlemen  have  put  forth  a  fine  and  sincere  effort, 
as  is  humanly  possible  for  any  group  of  men  to  put  forth  with  all  the 
sincerity  and  dedication  that  they  possess.  Viewing  the  overall  situ¬ 
ation,  what  they  had  to  work  with,  the  circumstances  under  which 
they  had  to  work,  the  recommendation  that  they  have  made  and  what 
they  have  put  in  the  budget  seems  reasonable.  Many  other  people 
maybe  could  arrive  at  a  different  conclusion  and  may  have  been  on  a 
solid  foundation. 

That  is  certainly  a  realistic  and  a  sincere  approach.  Frankly,  I 
think  you  have  done  a  magnificent  job. 

Mr.  Schultze.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Morrison.  May  I  make  one 
comment? 

Mr.  Udall.  Yes. 

Mr.  Schultze.  I  think  this  would  be  an  appropriate  time  to  point 
out  that,  as  the  gentlemen  know,  one  of  the  requirements  of  the  1962 
act  is  that  we  consult  with  employee  organizations  in  making  up  our 
comparability  report,  and  so  on,  and  we  did  so  this  year. 

I  just  wanted  to  point  out  that  these  gentlemen  with  whom  we 
consulted  did  a  magnificent  job.  They  presented  the  views  of  their 
members  extremely  forcefully,  extremely  well.  They  didn’t  agree 
with  us,  but  they  couldn’t  have  been  more  gentlemanly,  and  at  the 
same  time  they  couldn’t  have  been  more  responsive  in  recognizing  the 
problems  that  the  President  was  faced  with. 

Now,  obviously,  this  is  a  situation  in  which  different  points  of  view 
have  to  be  brought  out,  but  I  think  this  is  an  appropriate  time  to  say 
that  all  of  these  gentlemen  have  done  a  very  good  job  in  presenting 
very  forcefully  the  views  that  their  members  had,  and,  at  the  same 
time,  were  appreciative  of  the  problems  that  the  President  had. 
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Mr.  Morrison.  You  gave  them  that  opportunity  to  state  their  full 
case? 

Mr.  Schultze.  That  is  correct,  sir. 

Mr.  Morrison.  And  to  state  what  the  responsible  leaders  of  their 
organization  felt  was  their  position. 

Now,  they  all  had  that  opportunity,  didn’t  they? 

Mr.  Schultze.  Right. 

Mr.  Morrison.  Was  there  any  organization  or  any  member  repre¬ 
senting  an  organization  that  asked  counsel  with  you,  that  was 
refused? 

Mr.  Schultze.  Not  that  I  know  of.  This  was  informally. 

Mr.  Morrison.  They  had  their  “day  in  court”  and  had  an  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  express  their  problems,  as  well  as  their  views,  and  also  their 
recommendations? 

Mr.  Schultze.  That  is  correct,  sir. 

Mr.  Morrison.  You  got  a  complete  understanding  of  the  situation 
that  they  faced  and  were  aware  of  their  side  of  the  coin,  by  meeting 
with  them  and  letting  them  have  an  opportunity  to  give  their  com¬ 
plete  side  of  their  picture  as  they  saw  it? 

Mr.  Schultze.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  Morrison.  And  no  organization  was  refused  an  audience  with 
you? 

Mr.  Schultze.  To  my  knowledge,  none.  I  think  we  sent  out  40 
copies  of  the  report,  wasn’t  it? 

Mr.  Jones.  Yes. 

Mr.  Schultze.  To  various  employees’  groups  asking  for  comments. 
Now,  we  obviously  didn’t  see  all  40,  but  we  talked  with  a  large  number 
and  didn’t  refuse  anyone  who  asked.  They  were  very  fruitful.  As 
I  say,  they  earned  their  money.  They  did  a  good  job. 

Mr.  Udall.  Will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  Morrison.  I  yield. 

Mr.  Udall.  I  want  to  comment  in  conclusion  that  I  think  one  of 
the  most  valuable  aspects  of  your  presentation  here  today  is  the 
defense  of  the  comparability  principle  and  your  restatement  of  the 
administration’s  commitment  to  it,  because  it  has  been  very  disquiet¬ 
ing  for  me  to  sit  here  and  listen  to  testimony  of  the  employee  organiza¬ 
tions  for  the  past  few  weeks  on  this  comparability  principle. 

We  have  something  that  I  think  is  quite  precious  and  a  great  step 
forward.  When  I  first  came  to  this  committee,  we  argued  each  year 
about  the  cost  of  living  and  what  other  people  were  getting  elsewhere 
and  how  much  it  took  for  workers  to  live,  and  so  forth.  There  was 
really  no  standard.  The  standard  might  be  need;  it  might  be  what 
someone  else  has ;  it  might  be  political  pressure,  whether  in  an  election 
year  or  not.  But  finally  we  got  a  standard  that  at  least  people  could 
agree  on  and  support,  and  it  raised  the  level  of  these  annual  discussions 
several  notches. 

It  was  disquieting  to  me  to  have  major  organizations  come  in  here 
and  say  that  comparability  is  dead,  and  that  we  are  going  back  into  the 
swamp  where  we  had  been  previously.  I  hope  that  we  can,  as  I  said 
earlier,  save  comparability.  The  best  way  to  save  it  is  to  find  the  time 
as  soon  as  possible  when  we  get  full  comparability  in  every  grade,  then 
set  up  some  machinery  to  keep  it  that  way. 

I  wanted  you  to  know  of  my  concern.  You  have  done  a  real  service 
here  today  in  a  very  forceful  statement  in  perhaps  saving  this  principle 
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and  not  leading  workers  to  believe  that  it  is  dead,  it  is  a  phony,  and  it 
won’t  work. 

Mr.  Morrison.  Will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  Udali..  The  gentleman  still  has  the  time. 

Mr.  Morrison.  The  extremely  complicated  nature  of  comparability 
is  kind  of  like  all  the  churches  that  we  have.  They  all  try  to  lead  up 
to  heaven,  but  some  want  you  to  take  different  roads. 

All  of  us  that  have  responsibility  where  matters  of  comparability 
are  involved,  all  believe  in  the  principle.  It  is  just  a  question  of  what 
road  you  take. 

I  certainly  want  to  commend  the  chairman  for  making  the  point 
here  that  comparability  is  very  much  alive.  1  hope  to  have  a  con¬ 
certed  effort  to  try  to  achieve  the  best  degree  of  comparability  that 
is  humanly  possible  to  achieve. 

Like  I  say,  I  was  in  Congress  a  little  over  23  years  before  this 
committee  even  was  originated.  I  was  on  the  Civil  Service  Com¬ 
mittee,  and  we  were  wrestling  with  comparability  then,  trying  to  do 
so  many  things  that  comparability  directly  or  indirectly  a  f  fee  ted. 
When  the  committee  emerged,  we  kept  on  with  comparability.  I 
think  it  behooves  all  of  us  to  continue.  I  certainly  will  argue  with 
anyone  from  my  standpoint.  I  think  we  have  made  progress.  I  don’t 
think  we  have  got  the  result  we  hope  to  obtain,  but  we  have  certainly 
made  progress. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank  you  for  saying  that  it  is  not  dead.  The 
comparability  horse  is  not  dead. 

Mr.  Udall.  The  chairman  believes  that  the  gentleman  from 
Louisiana  is  probably  more  on  the  road  to  salvation  than  any  member 
of  this  committee,  but  his  time  is  expired  and  the  Chair  recognizes 
the  gentleman  from  Montana. 

Mr.  Olsen.  I  didn’t  bring  the  horse  into  this. 

Mr.  Morrison.  You  know  you  have  got  a  lot  of  them  in  Montana. 

Mr.  Olsen.  Yes,  but  I  can’t  help  but  bring  to  mind  this  business 
of  saying  to  the  Federal  employees,  ‘'Next  time  we  will  get  compara¬ 
bility.”  But  it  is  much  like  saying,  “Live  old  horse,  and  you  will  eat 
corn.”  Keep  that  promise. 

Mr.  Schultze.  We  do  have  the  history  of  the  horse  having  eaten 
corn.  Maybe  this  year  the  corn  isn’t  quite  as  much,  but  there  has  been 
a  good  bit  of  corn — $3  billion  worth. 

Mr.  Udall.  In  Brooklyn  they  used  to  have  a  slogan  when  the 
Dodgers  would  blow  it  in  the  last  week,  “Wait  until  next  year,”  and 
the  storekeeper  had  a  big  sign,  “This  is  next  year.” 

Mr.  Olsen.  I  wonder  if  you  would  address  your  remarks  to  the 
observation  that  at  least  one  newsman  has  made,  that  heretofore  the 
issues  of  pay  and  health  and  retirement  have  been  separated.  The 
employee  groups  had  an  opportunity  to  come  in  and  get  perhaps  nore 
than  one  chance  at  achieving  better  working  conditions,  better  pay. 
Why  do  you  put  it  all  in  one  package  this  year? 

Air.  Schultze.  Partly  a  confession  that  emphasizes  this  year  maybe 
we  should  have  done  it  in  prior  years. 

Mr.  Olsen.  Is  it  an  effort  to  hold  them  back?  Is  it  an  effort  to 
have  a  more  firm  control  over  the  Federal  employees? 

Mr.  Schultze.  No,  sir.  The  main  point  is  that  we  think  the 
relevant  thing  to  look  at  is  the  total  compensation  of  the  Federal 
employee. 
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Mr.  Olsen.  These  retirement  benefits  aren’t  going  to  contribute  to 
inflation? 

Mr.  Schultze.  No,  but  it  depends  when  they  are  paid,  obviously, 
when  they  are  paid  in  the  direct  sense.  Even  there  they  need  not 
contribute  to  inflation,  if  they  are  within  appropriate  bounds.  But 
I  think  the  major  point  here  in  the  private  sector  of  the  economy,  I 
think  quite  appropriately  what  we  look  at,  and  what  more  and  more 
corporations  are  looking  at,  is  the  total  compensation  package. 

Obviously,  you  have  all  kinds  of  operations  involved  as  to  how  much 
total  compensation  should  go  into  pay  and  how  much  in  fringes. 
It  is  all  pay. 

Mr.  Olsen.  I  had  the  thought  that,  because  retirement  and  health 
benefits  are  certainly  deferred  compensation,  that  they  don’t  con¬ 
tribute  to  inflation,  that  we  could  at  least  make  a  genuine  attempt  to 
get  comparability  for  Federal  workers. 

Mr.  Schultze.  Well,  the  latest,  admittedly  out  of  date — but  the 
latest  complete  survey  we  have  on  this — shows  that  fringe  benefits  as 
the  percentage  of  pay,  is  almost  precisely  the  same  in  the  case  of  the 
Federal  Government  as  with  private  employers.  Now  we  are  moving 
up. 

Mr.  Olsen.  I  think  one  newsman  said  that,  at  times,  public  em¬ 
ployees  had  had  an  opportunity  to  maybe  get  a  little  bit  ahead  of  the 
private  sector  in  the  field  of  health  and  retirement. 

Mr.  Schultze.  In  some  aspects,  they  are  ahead,  and  in  some  they 
are  behind.  On  balance,  it  appears  that  they  are  about  even.  But 
all  compensation  enters  into  both  the  private  sector  and  the  public 
sector. 

In  terms  of  looking  at  an  employee’s  benefits,  both  his  paycheck 
and  his  fringe  benefits,  we  think  it  only  fair,  both  to  us  and  to  him,  if 
they  all  be  looked  at  together,  because  they  are  both  costs  to  the 
Federal  Government,  just  as  they  are  both  costs  to  the  private  em¬ 
ployer,  particularly  in  the  case  of  the  guidepost,  for  example — all 
costs  go  into  that  3.2  percent. 

Mr.  Olsen.  But  not  management  costs.  You  see,  you  have  made 
two  distinctions  for  your  men;  you  have  put  management  into  the 
guidelines. 

Mr.  Schultze.  Well,  as  I  say,  the  difference  isn’t  anywhere  near 
as  great  as  might  be  indicated  from  the  comment,  I  think.  I  indi¬ 
cated  earlier,  this  runs  way  up  the  line  into  management.  I  admit 
it  doesn’t  cover  the  top  of  the  cream. 

Mr.  Olsen.  Now,  is  there  any  significance  to  the  fact  that  the 
President’s  message  doesn’t  mention  insurance? 

Mr.  Schultze.  No  special  significance;  no,  sir.  By  that  I  mean 
that  essentially  what  the  President’s  message  does  mention  are  those 
aspects  of  retirement  and  other  benefits  which  we  are  recommending. 

Mr.  Olsen.  He  mentions  health  and  retirement,  but  he  didn’t 
mention  insurance,  and  I  wondered  if  that  was  a  nod  to  the  Senate  to 
go  ahead  and  pass  their  insurance  bill? 

Mr.  Schultze.  No,  sir. 

Mr.  Olsen.  Is  there  any  objection  to  the  Senate  insurance  bill? 

Mr.  Schultze.  I  would  say  at  this  time  it  would  add  on  to  the 
total  package  and  we  don’t  believe  the  total  package  should  be 
increased. 

Mr.  Olsen.  Then  do  I  take  it  that  you  do  object? 
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Mr.  Schultze.  Well,  I  said  it  backwards;  but,  yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Olsen.  I  have  no  more  questions. 

Mr.  Udall.  The  gentleman  from  Alabama  is  recognized. 

Mr.  Buchanan.  Yes,  sir;  thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  am 
intrigued  with  all  of  this  talk  of  horses  and  heaven. 

Mr.  Udall.  The  gentleman  is  an  authority  on  both  subjects,  I 
understand. 

Mr.  Buchanan.  I  am  reminded,  Mr.  Chairman,  of  the  time  when 
I  was  the  principal  speaker  at  the  vacation  Bible  school  commence¬ 
ment  program  of  a  certain  rural  Negro  church  in  the  South.  The 
minister,  a  man  rich  in  years,  with  gray  hair,  was  a  man  filled  with 
Wisdom.  I  was  riding  on  to  the  church  and  we  passed  all  kinds  of 
people  getting  out  then-  fishing  poles  on  that  Sabbath  afternoon, 
working  in  their  yards,  and  doing  all  other  things  in  violation  to  the 
Sabbath,  according  to  the  minister’s  outlook,  and  mine,  for  that 
matter.  He  looked  at  them  and  shook  his  head  and  said,  “These 
people  remind  me  of  an  old  mule  who  is  hitched  to  a  grinding  mule. 
That  old  mule  thinks  probably  he  is  going  to  town,  but  he  is  not  ever 
going  to  get  there,  because  what  he  is  hitched  to  isn’t  going  to  town. 
These  people  may  think  they  are  going  to  heaven,  but  they  are 
not,  because  what  they  are  hitched  to  isn’t  going  to  heaven. 

I  mention  that  because  I  think  some  of  the  employees’  organizations 
feel  the  same  way  about  the  comparability  principle  at  this  point. 

They  feel  they  have  been  going  around  in  circles  with  a  donkey. 
But  I  would  mention,  seriously,  that,  although  we  may  be  taking  as 
circular  a  route  as  some  people  are  apparently  taking  to  heaven, 
there  seems  to  be  in  this  testimony  a  continuing  commitment  to  the 
principle. 

I  would  join  myself  seriously  to  the  remarks  made  by  the  chairman 
earlier  as  to  the  value  of  retaining  the  principle,  and  thanking  you 
for  your  indication  not  only  of  commitment  and  of  willingness  to 
review,  and  I  would  like  to  add  a  word  of  appreciation  to  those 
employee  organizations  who  have,  as  you  indicated,  recognized  the 
problems  involved  here  and  been  willing  to  go  along  with  what  is  a 
disappointment  to  them  and  what  they  would  like  to  see  more  generous 
in  its  provisions  of  pay  legislation  this  year. 

Finally,  I  would  like  to  thank  you,  sir,  for  your  very  effective 
presentation  this  morning  and,  to  those  of  us  who  have  some  concern 
about  the  continuing  expansion  of  the  Federal  establishment  and  some 
of  the  directions  it  has  been  taking,  it  is  reassuring  to  know  that 
there  is  a  highly  able  and  effective  man  in  the  field. 

Mr.  Olsen.  Would  the  gentleman  yield  to  me  before  he  relinquishes 
his  time? 

Mr.  Buchanan.  Yes,  sir;  certainly. 

Mr.  Olsen.  I  have  just  one  question  regarding  this  proposed  joint 
undertaking. 

Mr.  Schultze.  Yes,  sir? 

Mr.  Olsen.  I  agree  that  it  shouldn’t  occur  until  after  we  have 
disposed  of  this  legislation  that  is  before  us,  but  I  wonder  if  it  would 
be  possible  and  within  your  contemplation  that  we  plan  to  have  this 
joint  undertaking  immediately  after  this  legislation  is  passed? 

Mr.  Schultze.  I  see  no  reason  why  that  won’t  be  possible.  That 
obviously  depends  on  the  committee’s  convenience. 
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Air.  Olsen.  Is  it  possible  from  the  point  of  view  of  the  Bureau  of 
the  Budget? 

Air.  Schultze.  I  see  no  reason  why — I  will  answer  it  yes. 

Air.  Olsen.  Thank  yon. 

Air.  Buchanan.  I  think  it  would  be  appropriate  that  my  time 
should  close  with  us  becoming  joint  undertakers. 

Air.  Schultze.  I  might  suggest,  Air.  Chairman,  that,  after  this 
talk  about  religion,  instead  of  having  a  conference  on  comparability 
that  we  might  have  an  ecumenical  council. 

Air.  Udall.  The  gentleman  from  Hawaii  is  recognized  for  his 
contribution  to  this  discussion  of  theology  and  livestock. 

Air.  AIatsunaga.  Upon  the  suggestion  of  the  chairman,  I  am 
reminded  of  the  story  told  by  Bob  Sykes  the  other  night  about  a 
member  of  the  Ku  Klux  Klan  having  gone  into  the  next  world  and 
gone  up  to  the  pearly  gates,  and  knocking  at  the  gate,  kept  on  knock¬ 
ing,  no  answer.  Finally  the  answer  came  and  a  voice  said,  “Who 
dat?”  And  the  Klansman  said,  “Oh,  never  mind.” 

Air.  Schultze,  you  make  a  very  good  argument  for  a  case  of  applying 
varying  percentages  to  the  increase  in  salaries.  But  then  you  point 
out  that,  even  if  an  increase  of  3  percent  at  GS-18  were  made,  this 
would  push  their  grade  above  the  current  $26,000  rate  for  executive 
level  5. 

It  has  been  proposed  by  representatives,  at  least  one  representative 
of  the  employee  organizations  that  a  3.2  or  2.9  percent  be  applied 
across  the  board  for  an  increase.  What  is  your  reaction  to  this? 

Air.  Schultze.  Aly  reaction  would  be  essentially  that,  again, 
given  the  restraint  of  the  total  package,  this  would  bring  us  further 
away  rather  than  nearer  to  comparability,  because  it  would  skew  the 
distribution  further  away  from  the  comparability  line  than  would 
be  the  case  with  the  proposals  the  President  is  recommending.  In 
other  words,  it  would  tend  to  give  less  pay  increases  in  the  areas  we 
have  recommended,  where  the  gap  is  largest,  and  more  in  the  area 
where  the  gap  is  small,  less,  or  nonexistent. 

Air.  AIatsunaga.  Isn’t  it  true  that,  with  the  same  percentage, 
the  dollar  increase  at  the  higher  levels  would  be  much,  much  greater 
than  at  the  lower  levels? 

Air.  Schultze.  This,  of  course,  is  true,  but,  if  that  is  applied  to  its 
logical  conclusion,  then  the  basic  salary  structure  would  over  the 
years  just  compress  in  terms  of  differential,  necessarily. 

Air.  AIatsunaga.  I  am  not  such  a  strong  believer  in  comparability 
as  probably  the  chairman  of  the  subcommittee  is,  because  I  feel  that 
in  private  industry  the  lower  levels  are  sorely  underpaid,  and  if  we  try 
to  gage  our  policies  in  accordance  with  private  industry  at  the  lower 
levels,  I  think  we  are  making  a  mistake. 

At  the  lower  levels,  I  think  the  Federal  Government  ought  to  set  the 
standard  of  comparability  and  let  private  industry  come  up  to  com¬ 
parability  with  the  Federal  Government. 

Air.  Schultzje.  There  is  a  large  question  of  whether  they  would,  and, 
secondly,  of  course,  in  terms  of  recruiting  problems  at  the  middle  and 
upper  grades,  this  gain  applied  over  the  years  would  place  all  sorts — - — - 

Air.  AIatsunaga.  Of  course,  we  are  having  great  problems,  as  I 
understand  it,  recruiting  letter  carriers  and  postal  clerks  at  the  lower 
levels. 
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Mr.  Schultze.  I  have  no  evidence  of  it.  I  have  heard  that  it  is 
the  case  in  some  places,  but  I  have  no  specific  evidence  of  it.  I  have 
heard  that  it  is.  I  can’t  comment  too  knowledgeably  on  that.  I 
think  Mr.  Murphy  would  be  better  to  comment. 

Mr.  Matsunaga.  But  you  would  strongly  object  to  the  2.9  percent 
increase  across  the  board,  or  would  you  just  mildly  object? 

Mr.  Schultze.  I  would  strongly  object.  Let’s  put  it  this  way: 
This  is  a  matter  of  weighting  objection.  How  do  I  weight  this? 
Clearly,  the  most  important  central  point  from  the  President’s 
standpoint  with  respect  to  his  whole  economic  problem  is  keeping 
the  package  within  the  guidepost.  It  is  clear  that  the  package  can 
be  kept  within  the  guidepost,  if  you  have  a  straight  flat  wage  increase. 

In  all  honesty,  that  is  the  case,  so  that  the  principle,  the  strongest 
objection,  would  clearly  be  to  breaking  the  guidepost. 

I  think,  however,  as  far  as  the  administration  is  concerned,  we  would 
also  object  to  a  flat  increase  in  the  sense  that  it  does  skew  us  away 
from  comparability  and  establishes  a  principle  which  will  make 
comparability  even  more  difficult  in  the  years  ahead,  if  that  principle 
is  established. 

Mr.  Matsunaga.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Udall.  We  thank  you,  Mr.  Schultze  and  Mr.  Jones,  for  a  very 
helpful  morning  here.  I  think  you  have  enlightened  the  committee. 

The  subcommittee  will  meet  again  next  Friday  morning  in  room 
215  and  we  stand  adjourned  until  10  o’clock  on  that  day. 

(Whereupon,  the  hearing  was  adjourned  until  10  a.m.,  Friday, 
March  18,  1966.) 
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FRIDAY,  MARCH  18,  1966 

House  of  Representatives, 
Subcommittee  on  Compensation  of  the 
Committee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service, 

Washington,  D.C. 

The  subcommittee  met  at  10  a.m.,  in  room  215,  Cannon  Building, 
Hon.  Morris  K.  Udall  (chairman  of  the  subcommittee)  presiding. 

Mr.  Udall.  The  subcommittee  will  come  to  order  for  further 
consideration  of  legislation  relating  to  Federal  salaries  and  fringe 
benefits. 

This  morning  we  have  scheduled  seven  additional  employee  organi¬ 
zation  witnesses  to  present  testimony.  If  necessary,  the  subcom¬ 
mittee  will  have  an  afternoon  session  to  complete  the  testimony. 

The  Chair  recognizes  that  each  one  of  the  witnesses  represents  a 
large  and  important  organization  and  we  will  take  whatever  time  is 
necessary  for  the  witnesses  to  fully  present  their  statements  and 
for  members  of  the  subcommittee  to  ask  questions  and  clarify  matters 
raised  in  the  testimony. 

The  first  witness  today  is  Mr.  Vincent  E.  Jay,  executive  vice  presi¬ 
dent  of  the  Federal  Professional  Association,  who  is  accompanied  by 
Dr.  W.  Brooke  Graves,  president  of  that  organization. 

Dr.  Graves  is  here  at  the  special  request  of  the  chairman  to  accom¬ 
pany  Mr.  Jay  and  to  give  us  the  benefit  of  his  wisdom  and  advice. 

Mr.  Jay,  we  are  happy  to  have  you.  You  may  proceed. 

STATEMENT  OF  VINCENT  E.  JAY,  EXECUTIVE  VICE  PRESIDENT, 

FEDERAL  PROFESSIONAL  ASSOCIATION,  ACCOMPANIED  BY 

W.  BROOKE  GRAVES,  PRESIDENT 

Mr.  Graves.  Thank  you,  sir. 

Mr.  Jay.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Chairman,  since  we  have  a  brief  statement,  I  would  like  to 
read  it  into  the  record  and  then  give  an  opportunity  to  Dr.  Graves 
and  perhaps  myself  to  comment  on  various  aspects  of  it. 

Mr.  Udall.  This  will  be  entirely  satisfactory. 

Mr.  Jay.  Chairman  Udall  and  members  of  the  committee,  my  name 
is  Vincent  E.  Jay. 

I  am  executive  vice  president  and  legislative  director,  a  volunteer 
officer,  of  the  Federal  Professional  Association.  I  am  employed  by 
the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Administration,  currently  a 
constituent  agency  of  the  Department  of  Health,  Education,  and 

Welfare.  . 

I  am  honored  and  pleased  to  have  with  me  our  distinguished  presi¬ 
dent,  Dr.  W.  Brooke  Graves. 
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Dr.  Graves  is  an  internationally  recognized  authority  on  U.S.  Gov¬ 
ernment.  He  teaches  as  an  adjunct  professor  at  American  University 
and  is  a  career  professional  in  the  Legislative  Reference  Service  of 
the  Library  of  Congress.  He  has  written  extensively  on  State  and 
local  government  and  intergovernmental  relationships.  Dr.  Graves 
and  I  are  on  annual  leave. 

Our  consultant,  the  Honorable  Robert  Ramspeck,  is  in  the  South 
visiting  relatives,  so  could  not  be  with  us  today.  As  you  know,  Mr. 
Ramspeck  served  with  distinction  as  chairman  of  the  House  Civil 
Service  Committee  and  the  U.S.  Civil  Service  Commission.  He  con¬ 
tinues  to  serve  his  country  in  many  ways.  I  am  happy  to  extend 
Bob’s  best  wishes  to  all  of  you. 

We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  testify  before  you  on  behalf  of 
our  members,  who  are  managerial  and  professional  employees  in  the 
Federal  service,  on  the  subject  of  compensation.  We  are  particularly 
grateful  to  you  for  your  wise  and  valiant  efforts  on  behalf  of  compre¬ 
hensive  and  just  pay  legislation  in  the  first  session  of  this  Congress. 

Each  of  you  made  significant  contributions  to  the  overall  effort. 
Your  constitutents  back  home,  and  the  public  in  general,  should  ap¬ 
plaud  your  conscientious  and  determined  effort  to  design  pay  legisla¬ 
tion  that  will  promote  efficiency,  effectiveness,  and"  excellence  in 
Government. 

Your  work  on  compensation  problems  will  literally  determine  the 
caliber  of  professional  employees  that  the  Federal  service  will  be  able 
to  attract  and  retain. 

Today,  when  the  very  future  of  our  great  Nation  and  the  world 
rests  upon  the  knowledge,  ability,  and  morale  of  the  professional 
staff  of  the  Government,  no  duty  requires  more  conscientious  atten¬ 
tion  nor  carries  greater  responsibility  than  yours. 

It  is  in  this  context  that  we  urge  you  to  stand  by  the  President  and 
approve  his  request  for  a  graduated  percentage  pay  increase,  as  pre¬ 
sented  to  you  by  the  Honorable  John  W.  Macy,  Jr.,  Chairman  of  the 
U.S.  Civil  Service  Commission,  and  others  representing  the  admin¬ 
istration. 

That  this  proposal  is  only  a  modest  step  in  the  direction  of  reducing 
the  comparability  gap  for  the  middle  and  upper  grades  is  clear  from 
the  comparison  table  made  available  by  Mr.  Macy,  which  shows  the 
ever-widening  gaps,  beginning  at  8  percent  for  GS-9  and  extending 
to  20.1  percent  for  GS-18. 

Obviously,  additional  and  substantial  graduated  increases  will  be 
needed  in  the  upper  grades  to  close  the  gaps.  And  it  is  important 
that  we  remember  that  it  is  in  the  middle  and  upper  grades  that  the 
real  problem  of  retention  of  quality  manpower  exists. 

We  trust  that  there  will  be  a  series  of  graduated  percentage  in¬ 
creases  forthcoming  from  the  White  House"and  the  Congress  in  the 
immediate  years  ahead  in  order  to  achieve  full  comparability  for  all 
Federal  employees. 

Because  of  the  critical  nature  of  the  present  gaps,  we  urge  that  the 
effective  date  of  pay  legislation  now  being  considered  be  no  later  than 
the  first  pay  period  following  enactment. 

We  desire,  again,  to  urge  adoption  of  the  so-called  Udall  amend¬ 
ment.  “The  Joint  Annual  Report  on  Federal  Statutory  Salary 
Systems,”  submitted  to  the  President  by  the  Director  of  the  Bureau 
of  the  Budget  and  Chairman  Macy,  states  that — 
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Although  GS-16,  GS-17,  and  GS-18  rates  trail  further  behind  the  comparability 
pay  line  rates  than  do  rates  at  any  other  grades,  they  cannot  now  be  appropriately 
adjusted  without  exceeding  the  current  rates  of  higher  executive  levels. 

The  report  goes  on  to  say: 

The  problem  can  best  be  met  by  statutory  creation  of  a  new  machinery  for 
rationalized  movement  of  executive,  congressional,  and  judicial  salaries  in  relation 
to  the  needed  movement  in  the  highest  career  salaries. 

You  favorably  reported  and  the  House  passed  the  “Udall  amend¬ 
ment”  in  the  last  Congress.  If  my  memory  serves  me  correctly,  none 
of  the  Members  of  the  Congress  who  supported  this  amendment  and 
the  pay  increase  for  the  Congress  was  defeated  in  the  election  that 
followed  that  enactment.  In  fact,  one  of  the  severest  critics  of  the 
amendment  and  the  pay  increase  was  nearly  defeated,  and  won  by  a 
very  narrow  margin  after  a  recount. 

We  continue  to  support  this  principle,  and  postulate  that  it  is  now 
more  vital  to  equitable  pay  adjustments  than  ever  before.  We  urge 
you  to  increase  the  percentages  allotted  to  GS-16  and  above,  adjust 
executive,  congressional,  and  judicial  salaries  according  to  the  Presi¬ 
dent’s  graduated  percentage  formula,  and  implement  the  “Udall 
principle”  machinery  now. 

Another  recommendation  we  strongly  endorse  is  the  granting  of 
authority  to  the  President  to  review  and  adjust  civil  service  pay 
annually,  subject  only  to  congressional  disapproval. 

This  provision  is  important  to  upgrade  congressional  actions  and 
status.  Every  chief  executive  in  private  enterprise  has  this  au¬ 
thority,  and  most  of  them  do  not  even  require  the  approval  of  their 
directors. 

We  have  heard  the  Congress  referred  to  often  as  the  “Board  of 
Directors  of  the  U.S.  Government.”  We  agree  with  this  concept 
and  urge  the  Members  to  take  this  opportunity  to  free  themselves  of 
minutiae.  We  strongly  recommend  that  you  divest  yourselves  of 
the  mechanics  of  routine  annual  review  and  adjustment  of  civil 
service  pay,  while  still  retaining  effective  control  over  it,  as  an  essen¬ 
tial  step  in  the  direction  of  improving  the  efficiency  and  prestige  of 
the  Congress. 

In  summary,  we  highly  commend  you  for  your  work  on  the  difficult 
problem  of  proper  pay  in  the  Federal  service,  and  we  urge  you  to  pass 
pay  legislation  which  will  provide — 

1.  A  graduated  percentage  pay  increase  designed  to  reduce 
the  comparability  pay  gap  for  all  grades. 

2.  Presidential  authority  to  review  and  adjust  civil  service  pay 
annually,  subject  only  to  congressional  disapproval. 

3.  Adoption  of  the  Udall  amendment  principle  establishing  an 
automatic  increase  in  executive,  congressional,  and  judicial 
salaries  at  the  time  of,  and  in  proportion  to,  increases  approved 
in  the  highest  civil  service  grades. 

We  wish  you  early  success  in  the  passage  of  equitable  and  just  pay 
legislation  for  all  Federal  employees,  for  the  welfare  of  the  Nation. 

Mr.  Udall.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Jay. 

We  will  be  happy  to  hear  from  you,  Dr.  Graves. 

Mr.  Graves.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  will  make  just  a  very  brief  statement. 

Of  course  I  endorse  the  proposals  and  the  views  expressed  in  the 
statement  just  presented  by  Mr.  Jay,  but  I  might  add  that  my  own 
association  with  the  Federal  service  goes  back  something  like  25  years. 
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I  first  came  into  the  service  at  the  beginning  of  World  War  II. 
There  had  not  been  at  that  time,  for  a  number  of  years,  any  increase 
in  the  pay  rates  of  Federal  employees.  Such  an  increase  was  long 
overdue. 

The  Congress  responded  during  that  war  period  to  this  need  in  a 
very  satisfactory  manner,  as  it  has  done  in  the  last  2  years,  and  were 
aware  of  the  problem  and  tried  to  do  something  about  it,  but  the 
procedure  then  was  the  across-the-board  increase  for  all  grades, 
perfectly  level  arrangement. 

Congress  knew  and  we  realized  that  this  wasn’t  the  way  to  do  it, 
but  we  didn’t  know  how  to  do  it. 

Now,  in  these  past  25  years  we  have  equipped  ourselves  with  new 
tools  and  this  comparability  plan  which  has  been  enacted  by  the 
Congress  and  which  has  the  full  and  complete  backing  of  the  adminis¬ 
tration,  as  well  as  of  the  great  majority  of  Federal  employees. 

The  point  that  I  would  make  is  simply  this:  That,  at  this  stage  of 
our  development,  it  would  be  a  tragic  mistake  to  go  back  to  the  old, 
flat-rate,  across-the-board  increases  in  Federal  salaries. 

Mr.  Udall.  I  thank  you  for  that  comment. 

Mr.  Jay.  Mr.  Chairman,  at  the  very  beginning  of  the  hearing  this 
morning  I  was  given  some  additional  information  that  I  think  might 
be  of  significance. 

Many  of  the  members  of  your  committee  have  asked  in  the  past  for 
specific  examples.  If  I  might  read  this  into  the  minutes,  sir - 

Mr.  Udall.  Proceed. 

Mr.  Jay.  There  are  two  parts  to  this. 

One  is  taken  from  the  College  Placement  Council,  which  includes 
the  placement  officers  of  110  colleges  and  universities  from  coast  to 
coast.  They  have  compiled  statistics  for  their  survey  of  beginning 
salary  offers.  The  following  figures  are  taken  from  this  report  No.  2, 
dated  March  1966. 

The  degrees  are  shown  and  I  will  just  read  the  heading  so  that  we 
can  follow  this  proposal. 

Mr.  Udall.  The  Chair  would  direct  that  the  entire  tabulation 
appear  in  the  record  of  these  hearings  following  your  testimony  and 
you  can  summarize  it  if  you  wish. 

Mr.  Jay.  Fine.  Thank  you. 

The  summary  shows  that  for  a  B.S.  electrical  engineer,  the  average 
industry  offer  is  $668  a  month.  The  Government  top-of-the-class 
offer  is  $608  per  month. 

For  the  M.S.  electrical  engineer,  it  shows  $804  as  the  industry  aver¬ 
age  offer,  $665  for  the  top-of-the-class  Government  offer. 

For  a  Ph.  D.  electrical  engineer,  the  average  industry  offer  is 
$1,182.  The  Government  offer  for  the  top  of  the  class  is  $885. 

The  second  piece  of  information  has  to  do  with  the  recruitment 
experience  at  the  Naval  Ordnance  Laboratory  at  White  Oak,  Md. 

To  fill  approximately  50  billets  from  January  1  to  March  11,  the 
Laboratory  made  140  offers.  Twenty-three  offers  were  declined  almost 
immediately.  There  were  total  acceptances  of  20,  total  unanswered 
97,  and  their  experience  is  that  very  few  of  the  latter  ever  come 
through. 

As  of  the  same  date  of  last  year,  114  offers  were  made.  In  other 
words,  it  was  not  necessary  to  make  as  many  offers.  The  declinations 
were  13,  acceptances  17,  and  total  unanswered  84. 
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The  above  shows  that  of  all  responses  received,  acceptances  are 
presently  running  at  46  percent,  as  compared  to  57  percent  last  year. 

The  cancellation  of  recruiting  visits  is  also  significant.  Last  year 
if  four  or  more  students  signed  up  for  an  interview,  a  visit  was  made. 
Otherwise  it  was  canceled.  This  year  if  as  many  as  three  students 
wished  to  be  interviewed,  the  visit  was  made.  Only  if  fewer  than 
three  students  show  interest  is  the  visit  canceled. 

It  is  interesting  to  note  that  last  year,  eight  recruiting  visits  were 
canceled.  This  year  that  number  of  calcellations  was  doubled  because 
of  student  lack  of  interest  in  Federal  employment. 

(The  information  referred  to  follows:) 

The  Problem  of  Recruitment 

The  College  Placement  Council,  which  includes  the  placement  officers  of  110 
colleges  and  universities  from  coast  to  coast,  has  compiled  statistics  for  its  Sur¬ 
vey  of  Beginning  Salary  Offers.  The  following  figures  are  taken  from  the  College 
Placement  Council  Report  No.  2,  March  1966: 


Degree  and  course 

Industry 
average 
offer  (per 
month) 

Government 
top  J4  class 
offer  (per 
month) 

$668 

$608 

661 

608 

804 

665 

784 

665 

1, 182 

885 

1,116 

885 

U.S.  Naval  Ordnance  Laboratory  (White  Oak)  recruitment  data  as  of  March 
11,  1966: 


Jan.  1,  to 
Mar.  11,  1965 

Jan.  1,  to 
Mar.  11,  1966 

114 

140 

13 

23 

17 

20 

84 

97 

8 

16 

The  above  shows  that  of  all  responses  received,  acceptances  are  presently  46 
percent,  as  compared  to  57  percent  last  year.  Cancellation  of  recruiting  visits 
is  significant.  Last  year,  if  four  or  more  students  signed  up  for  an  interview  a 
visit  was  made,  otherwise  it  was  canceled.  This  year,  if  as  many  as  three  students 
wish  to  interview,  the  visit  is  made;  only  if  two  or  less  students  show  interest  is 
the  visit  canceled. 

Mr.  Udall.  Thank  you,  gentlemen.  I  would  certainly  like  to 
commend  you,  Dr.  Graves,  and  particularly  you,  Mr.  Jay,  for  your 
efforts  in  trying  to  build  a  professional  association  of  the  kind  you 
have. 

I  know  there  is  a  reluctance  among  the  people  of  the  kind  you  have 
in  your  organization  to  join  what  might  appear  to  be  a  labor  union, 
but  your  organization  certainly  has  high  professional  standards. 

It  is  in  the  best  tradition  of  the  doctors,  the  lawyers,  the  engineers, 
who  have  outside  National,  State,  and  local  organizations,  and  if 
anything  is  ever  to  be  done  toward  the  goals  that  you  seek,  and  these 
are  goals  that  I  support,  it  is  only  going  to  be  through  Federal  em¬ 
ployees  in  the  managerial,  professional  ranks  who  are  willing  to 
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support  organizations  of  your  kind  with  their  money,  and  their  time, 
and  their  efforts.  You  have  done  a  great  service  for  the  country  and 
for  the  fine  people  in  the  middle  and  upper  grades  whom  you  represent, 
not  only  in  your  presence  here  today,  but  in  many  other  effective 
efforts  you  have  made  that  I  am  aware  of. 

Mr.  Jay.  Thank  you,  sir. 

Mr.  Graves.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Udall.  With  regard  to  your  continuing  support  for  the  kind 
of  automatic  adjustments  of  congressional,  legislative,  executive,  and, 
judicial  top  salaries,  I  hope  that  we  will  eventually  acliieve  something 
of  the  kind  that  you  advocate. 

My  own  realistic  judgment  is  that,  until  we  have  a  little  more 
bipartisan  support  for  this  appropriation,  we  are  not  going  to  achieve 
it. 

Last  year  and  the  year  before  the  ranking  minority  member  of  our 
committee,  the  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania,  Mr.  Corbett,  the 
gentleman  from  Illinois,  Mr.  Derwinski,  and  others  courageously  and 
ably  supported  this  principle.  I  have  visited  with  the  minority 
leaders  of  the  House  of  Representatives  and  at  the  present  time  they 
are  unwilling  to  make  this  a  bipartisan  effort.  Nevertheless  I  still 
have  hope  that  sometime  in  the  near  future  we  can  have  one  last 
battle  on  this  subject  and  permanently  fix  machinery  which  will 
adjust  these  upper  grades  and  the  top  positions  in  the  three  branches 
of  the  Government,  so  let  us  not  give  up  on  this.  There  is  hope. 

Mr.  Jay.  Thank  you,  sir. 

Mr.  Udall.  It  is  apparent  this  year,  with  the  budgetary  situation 
and  it  being  an  election  year,  that  there  is  very  little  hope  for  action 
of  this  kind,  but  I  am  not  pessimistic  about  next  year  and  the  future. 

I  have  one  question  on  your  statement.  We  have  had  considerable 
complaints  here  and  I  have  received  letters  from  middle  and  upper 
grade  Federal  employees  protesting  rather  bitterly  the  proposal  in 
this  year’s  package  to  provide  for  involuntary  retirement  at  age  55 
with  30  years’  service. 

Has  your  organization  taken  a  position  on  this  proposal? 

Mr.  Jay.  Sir,  we  testified  with  former  Congressman  Ramspeck 
representing  us  before  the  Cabinet  Committee  when  it  held  its  hearings 
on  this  subject  and  we  opposed  the  30-year  retirement  on  principle 
both  ways,  whether  the  Government  should  have  the  option  or 
whether  the  employee  should  have  the  option. 

The  Chairman  of  that  committee,  I  think  is  Mr.  Macy,  asked  Mr. 
Ramspeck  what  in  his  opinion  was  the  purpose  of  a  retirement  system 
and  Mr.  Ramspeck  replied  that  he  felt  that  the  primary  purpose,  of  a 
retirement  s3^stem  was  to  make  it  possible  for  someone  who  could  no 
longer  produce  at  the  acceptable  level  of  performance  to  retire;  that 
this  was  the  only  purpose,  as  he  saw  it;  that  many  people  go  on  to  the 
age  of  70  or  more  and  still  are  not  anywhere  near  the  retirement 
situation. 

We  subscribe  to  that  theory,  that  concept,  of  retirement  system 
and  we  see  no  reason  why  the  Government  should  lose  some  of  its 
very  best  people  who  will  then  leave  Government  after  30  years  of 
service,  maybe  at  age  55  or  at  age  60,  and  then  go  out  to  private 
industry  and  deny  Government  their  services. 

We  think  there  is  a  great  danger  here  of  losing  some  of  our  most 
capable  people. 


FEDERAL  SALARIES  AND  FRINGE  BENEFITS  289 

Mr.  Udall.  I  appreciate  your  statement  on  this  subject,  although 
I  am  not  entirely  in  agreement  with  it. 

Mr.  Jay.  We  recognize  that  it  has  to  be  a  two-way  street.  Once 
the  concept  is  accepted  of  30-year  retirement,  age  55,  it  has  to  work 
both  ways,  I  believe.  I  don’t  think  it  could  be  one  way. 

Mr.  Udall.  Thank  you. 

The  gentleman  from  Hawaii. 

Mr.  Matsunaga.  No  questions. 

Mr.  Udall.  Thank  you,  gentlemen. 

We  appreciate  your  appearance  here  this  morning. 

Mr.  Jay.  Thank  you,  sir. 

Mr.  Udall.  The  next  witness  is  Mr.  Floyd  Huffman,  president  of 
the  National  Rural  Letter  Carriers’  Association,  accompanied  by  Mr. 
John  Emeigh,  secretary. 

Gentlemen,  we  are  happy  to  have  you. 

STATEMENT  OF  FLOYD  E.  HUFFMAN,  PRESIDENT,  NATIONAL 

RURAL  LETTER  CARRIERS’  ASSOCIATION,  ACCOMPANIED  BY 

CAREY  W.  HILLIARD,  VICE  PRESIDENT,  AND  JOHN  W.  EMEIGH, 

SECRETARY 

Mr.  Huffman.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  also  accompanied  this  morning 
by  our  national  vice  president,  Carey  W.  Hilliard. 

Mr.  Udall.  We  are  pleased  to  have  him  also. 

Mr.  Huffman.  We  are  pleased  to  have  this  opportunity  to  appear 
before  this  committee  and  discuss  legislation  under  consideration. 
We  appreciate  the  prompt  scheduling  of  hearings  by  the  chairman, 
Morris  K.  Udall  and  we  are  gratified  that  Chairman  Dominick  V. 
Daniels  of  the  Subcommittee  on  Retirement,  Insurance,  and  Health 
Benefits,  and  the  members  of  that  subcommittee  are  active  partici¬ 
pants  in  these  hearings  along  with  the  members  of  the  Subcommittee 
on  Compensation. 

We  know  the  many  days  and  hours  of  hearings  that  you  have 
presided  over. 

The  Salary  Reform  Act  of  1962,  Public  Law  87-793,  established  for 
the  first  time  a  procedure  which  was  intended  to  facilitate  considera¬ 
tion  and  enactment  of  Federal  salary  legislation. 

The  comparability  principle  of  that  act  mandated  a  responsibility 
to  the  administration  to  conduct  the  surveys,  prepare  the  statistical 
data,  and  transmit  recommendations  to  the  Congress. 

Hopefully,  these  recommendations  were  to  propose  changes  in  the 
•salaries  paid  to  Federal  workers  which  would  assure  that  those  who 
labor  for  the  U.S.  Government  would  receive  wages  comparable  to 
those  employed  in  private  industry. 

The  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  has  conducted  the  annual  surveys 
and  the  statistical  data  has  been  considered  by  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  and  the  Civil  Service  Commission.  There  is  no  need  to 
burden  this  testimony  with  any  of  the  BLS  statistical  data.  These 
data  are  a  matter  of  public  record  and  have  already  been  presented  and 
discussed  before  this  committee. 

The  procedures  set  forth  in  the  1962  act  have  c  early  brought  to 
the  attention  of  all  concerned  the  fact  that  Federal  salaries  do  lag 
behind  those  in  the  private  sector  of  our  economy. 
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Under  the  comparability  principle,  Federal  employees  logically 
assumed  that  the  procedures  set  forth,  and  the  BLS  data  which  has 
been  provided,  would  result  in  legislative  action  to  grant  increases  to 
both  keep  them  abreast  of  the  continuing  rise  and  to  close  the  gap  of 
approximately  2  years  which  now  exists. 

Many  in  the  Congress  and  in  the  administration  have  proclaimed 
the  value  of  comparability  and  pledged  to  uphold  it  in  principle  and 
in  fact.  For  one  reason  or  another,  however,  Federal  employees 
each  year  have  been  advised  that  “this  is  not  the  year.” 

When  salary  legislation  was  under  consideration  last  year,  John 
W.  Macy,  Jr.,  Chairman  of  the  Civil  Service  Commission,  in  discussing 
the  President’s  proposal  before  this  committee,  stated : 

The  proposal  is  not  a  catchup  proposal  in  order  to  bring  all  of  these  schedules 
into  line  with  comparability  objectives.  It  is  an  interim  adjustment.  It  is 
designed  to  offset  the  increases  in  the  marketplace  for  private  salaries  between 
1963  and  1964,  as  shown  by  the  latest  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics. 

Now,  1  year  later,  Federal  employees  are  again  facing  an  “interim” 
adjustment.  Once  again  “this  is  not  the  year.”  BLS  data  clearly 
disclose  that  Federal  pay  is  lagging  2}i  to  3  percent  behind  private 
industry  rates  as  of  March  1965. 

This  lag  plus  the  estimated  increase  of  at  least  3  percent  in  private 
rates  this  year,  would  indicate  that  at  least  a  7-percent  increase  is 
necessary  if  pay  comparability  is  to  be  achieved. 

Members  of  this  committee  have  recognized  the  justification  for 
salary  increases  in  line  with  the  principle  of  comparability  as  obligated 
in  the  1962  act.  We  very  much  appreciate  the  introduction  of  pay 
bills  by  Representatives  Arnold  Olsen,  Dominick  V.  Daniels,  Paul 
Krebs,  James  Hanley,  and  Glenn  Cunningham,  members  of  this 
committee,  and  others  in  the  Congress  who  have  introduced  pay  bills. 

On  behalf  of  our  membership  we  thank  these  members  for  their 
interest  and  for  sponsoring  bills  aimed  at  truly  achieving  comparability 
in  pay  for  Federal  workers.  It  is  unfortunate  that  budgetary  con¬ 
siderations,  particularly  in  the  light  of  the  Nation’s  responsibilities  in 
Vietnam,  coupled  with  some  very  real  inflationary  trends,  seem  certain 
to  prevent  action  this  year  to  close  the  gap  between  Federal  and  private 
salaries. 

We  came  here  today  to  discuss  pay  in  the  hope  that  corrective 
action  would  be  promptly  taken  to  eliminate  the  present  disparity. 
We  recognize,  however,  that  great  strides  have  been  made  during 
recent  years  in  the  field  of  salary.  We  owe  a  tremendous  vote  of 
thanks  to  President  Lyndon  B.  Johnson  for  both  the  personal  interest 
he  has  taken  and  the  constructive  actions  he  has  initiated  in  this  field. 

We  are  also  grateful  to  this  committee  for  the  part  they  have  played 
in  previously  approving  and  reporting  legislation  to  accelerate  the 
move  toward  comparability. 

Addressing  ourselves  to  the  current  salary  proposals  of  the  adminis¬ 
tration,  we  believe  several  factors  should  be  given  careful  consideration. 

Supplanting  the  comparability  principle  with  the  wage-price  guide¬ 
lines  set  by  the  Council  of  Economic  Advisors,  establishes  a  completely 
new  set  of  rules  and  procedures. 

The  two  basic  methods  appear  to  be  mutually  exclusive  to  each 
other  and  the  effort  to  intermix  the  two  gives  rise  to  a  bit  of  misunder¬ 
standing,  if  not  outright  confusion. 
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Comparability  is  based  on  the  BLS  statistical  data  relating  private 
industry  wage  rates  to  those  paid  positions  of  similar  rank  within  the 
Federal  service.  It  has  frequently  been  stated  that  no  exact  compari¬ 
son  is  possible,  but  the  formula  followed  since  the  enactment  of  the 
1962  Salary  Act  has  established  a  precedent  for  comparison  which 
appeared  to  be  working  satisfactorily.  . 

As  we  understand  guidelines,  it  is  a  formula  which  ties  wage  in¬ 
creases  to  productivity.  If  comparability  were  achieved  then  the 
switch  to  the  wage-price  guidelines  would  be  a  far  more  convincing 

and  valid  move.  .  ..... 

It  is  recognized  that  there  is  an  approximate  ^-year  lag  in  bringing 
Federal  pay  rates  up  to  those  of  private  industry.  The  comparability 
data  available  at  these  hearings  is  that  gathered  for  the  calendar 
year  1964  and  released  by  BLS  in  March  1965. 

It  is  estimated  that  additional  increases  in  private  industry  will 
approximate  3  percent  per  year.  Information  on  recently  negotiated 
wage  contracts  makes  that  estimate  suspect.  . 

Daniel  L.  Harbour,  chief  of  the  economic  unit  of  the  Bureau  ot 
National  Affairs,  speaking  recently  at  an  industrial  relations  con¬ 
ference  sponsored  by  Chicago’s  Loyola  University,  predicted  that  the 
wage  increases  will  average  9.5  cents  per  hour  in  all  industries  this 
year,  1  cent  higher  than  the  average  in  1965. 

We  would  point  out  that  this  prediction  deals  with  wages  only  and 
does  not  include  fringe  benefits.  And  it  might  be  worthy  of  note 
Mr.  Chairman,  that  in  level  4,  step  4,  which  seems  to  be  the  line  of 
comparison  for  the  large  mass  of  employees  in  the  Post  Office  Depart¬ 
ment,  the  2.4  percent  proposed  increase  for  level  4  employees  is  6.576 
cents  per  hour,  not  the  9.5  cents. 

The  2.85  average  salary  increase  applied  to  step  4,  level  4,  is 

cents  per  hour.  .  , 

Despite  these  facts,  the  administration  compensation  proposal 
would  grant  a  salary  increase  averaging  2.85  percent.  This  average 
increase  is  applied  throughout  the  salary  schedules  in  amounts  ranging 

from  1  to  4.5  percent.  ,  , 

We  can  well  appreciate  the  intent  of  this  percentage  spread,  under¬ 
standing  that  it  is  designed  to  grant  higher  increases  to  the  upper 
grades  where  the  comparability  lag  is  alleged  to  be  the  greatest. 

It  is  difficult,  however,  to  rationalize  that  approach  geared  to  com¬ 
parability  when,  for  all  practical  purposes,  the  pay  recommendations 
are  tied  to  the  wage-price  guidelines.  If  the  purpose  is  not  to  disturb 
these  guidelines,  then  it  is  difficult  to  rationalize  that  4.5  percent  m 

upper  grades  will  not  do  so.  .......  .  ,  ,  xf 

No  one  can  question  but  that  comparability  is  being  shelved  it 
this  is  the  case  then  it  would  seem  far  more  realistic  to  at  least  effect 
the  maximum  increase  within  the  range  of  the  wage-price  guidelines 

for  the  rank  and  file  employees.  , 

If  the  comparability  distortions  presently  with  us  are  not  to  be 
corrected,  then  surely  consideration  should  be  given  to  the  dollar 
amounts  involved.  The  wage  earner  in  greatest  need  is  the  one  m  the 

lower  levels  of  the  salary  scales.  .  .  ,  .  ,,,  . 

The  rising  cost  of  living  clearly  indicates  that  it  is  the  oasic  bread 
and  butter”  items  that  are  causing  the  wage  earner’s  dollars  to  shrink. 

Certainly  if  a  sacrifice  in  salary  dollars  is  to  be  made,  it  would  be 
easier  for  the  family  where  the  breadwinner  is  currently  enjoying  an 
above  average  salary. 
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Additional  dollars  in  paychecks  for  employees  up  to  the  middle 
grades  would  go  for  basic  items  of  food,  shelter,  clothing,  and  the  rising 
costs  of  other  items  of  necessity.  We  believe  this  point  should  be 
carefully  considered  by  this  committee  in  approving  and  reporting  the 
pay  provisions  of  any  bill. 

Rural  carriers,  just  as  other  Federal  workers,  take  pride  in  playing 
the  role  of  good  citizens  and  dedicated,  loyal  employees.  When 
sacrifices  are  necessary  for  the  good  of  our  Nation,  for  the  protection 
of  the  American  way  of  life,  then  we  join  with  the  public  spirited 
throughout  the  Nation  to  make  whatever  contribution  and/or  sacrifice 
necessary. 

If  that  contribution  means  restraint  in  an  effort  to  stem  the  evil 
force  of  inflation,,  which  in  the  long  run  is  disastrous  for  all,  then  we 
endorse  all  restraints  that  are  necessary. 

We  trust,  however,  that  in  the  good  judgment  of  this  committee, 
and  of  the  Congress  as  a  whole,  that  fairness  and  equity  in  the  matter 
of  pay  will  be  equated  with  the  needs  of  restraint.  We  believe  this 
could  best  lie  accomplished  by  effecting  an  across-the-board  increase. 

Mr.  Chairman,  although  the  7  percent  salary  bills  pending  before 
this  committee  are  unquestionably  justified,  it  has  been  rather 
clearly  indicated  that  this  goal  is  unattainable  in  this  session  of 
Congress. 


We  urge  the  committee  to  carefully  and  seriously  weigh  all  factors 
m  making  a  determination  of  both  the  amount  to  be  provided  and  the 
percentage  applied  throughout  the  salary  schedules.  We  would 
hope  that,  in  the  good  judgment  of  this  committee,  an  amount  higher 
than  the  2.4  percent  proposed  by  the  administration  for  PFS  level  4, 
the  level  to  which  rural  carrier  increases  are  equated,  would  be 
approved. 

The  members  of  the  House  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Committee 
have  demonstrated  time  and  again  that  they  have  a  serious,  devoted 
interest  in  the  welfare  of  rural  carriers  as  well  as  all  Federal  employees. 

We  know  the  members  of  this  committee  fully  appreciate  the  value 
and  worth  of  the  services  rendered  by  Federal  workers.  We  are  also 
certain  that  the  members  of  our  association  have  an  understanding  of 
the  problems  which  beset  us  as  a  nation,  and  we  have  a  deep  appre¬ 
ciation  of  the  difficult  and  serious  decisions  which  must  be  made  by 
ah  Members  of  Congress  as  they  exercise  the  awesome  responsibility 
of  serving  the  interests  of  all  our  citizens. 

Immediate  past  history  will  show  that  the  Congress  has  demon¬ 
strated  concern  for  the  pay,  fringe  benefits,  and  working  conditions 
of  Federal  employees.  We  have  no  reason  to  believe  that  "this  interest 
is  any  less  sincere  today  as  the  question  of  Federal  pay  is  given 
consideration. 

Whatever  action  is  taken  by  this  committee,  and  whatever  salary 
increase  may  finally  be  approved  by  the  Congress,  will  of  course  be 
accepted  as  a  progressive  move  forward  even  though  we  may  be 
traveling  along  the  road  toward  comparability  at  something  less  than 
full  speed. 


If  circumstances  make  it  impractical  to  legislate  the  salary  increases 
which  we  all  know  are  fully  justified  to  achieve  comparability  this 
year,  then  we  do  trust  that  pronouncements  will  be  forthcoming  to 
reaffirm  the  good  faith  and  intent  of  the  Congress  to  work  toward  that 
goal  and  achieve  it  as  early  as  possible. 
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In  closing  these  comments  on  pay,  Mr.  Chairman,  we  would  like  to 
comment  on  the  administration’s  proposed  effective  date  of  January  1, 
1967.  There  certainly  would  be  no  violation  of  the  guidelines  by  an 
immediate  effective  date  and,  in  our  opinion,  any  increases  approved 
should  be  effected  promptly. 

We  recommend  and  urge  the  committee  to  provide  an  effective  date 
no  later  than  March  1,  1966,  and,  if  I  may  now,  I  would  like  to  ask  our 
national  secretary  to  comment  briefly  on  fringe  benefits. 

Mr.  Udall.  He  may  proceed. 

Mr.  Emeigh.  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee,  first  I 
want  to  state  that  we  are  very  pleased  that  the  President,  in  his 
message  to  the  Congress,  did  make  recommendations  for  improvements 
in  the  retirement  and  fringe  benefit  field.  This  is  a  part  of  the  employ¬ 
ment-benefit  package  which  we  believe  should  be  improved  as  early  as 
possible. 

We  submitted  recommendations  to  the  Cabinet  Committee  setting 
forth  quite  a  number  of  liberalizations  which  we  believe  to  be  desirable 
and  merited.  The  first  recommendation,  relative  to  civil  service 
retirement,  was  that  employees  be  granted  the  privilege  of  30-year 
optional  retirement  on  full  annuity. 

We  are  grateful  that  this  long-expressed  desire  of  Federal  employees 
has  finally  won  approval  within  the  administration  and  that  the 
President  included  this  as  one  of  his  recommendations  to  the  Congress. 

We  wholeheartedly  endorse  the  recommendation  for  optional  retire¬ 
ment  at  age  55  and  urge  this  committee  to  provide  this  in  any  omnibus 
bill  drafted  and  reported. 

We  also  endorse  and  support  the  recommendation  for  a  transfer- 
of-credits  arrangement  between  social  security  and  civil  service  retire¬ 
ment  which  would  guarantee  that  retirement,  disability,  and  survivor 
benefits  would  not  be  denied  to  those  who  die,  become  disabled,  or 
leave  Federal  service  before  completing  the  5  years  of  civilian  service 
required  to  gain  eligibility  for  benefits  under  civil  service. 

We  also  support  the  recommendation  which  would  guarantee 
benefits  at  least  equal  to  the  benefits  payable  under  the  old-age  and 
survivor  disability  insurance  program  to  the  social  security  system. 

We  made  other  recommendations  to  the  Cabinet  Committee  which 
have  not  been  proposed  by  the  administration.  Among  them  was 
the  recommendation  to  grant  a  type  of  pay  or  retirement  credit  for 
unused  sick  leave  at  the  time  of  retirement;  another  was  to  protect 
survivorship  annuities  in  those  cases  where  they  are  presently  lost 
due  to  remarriage,  and  others. 

As  a  part  of  this  recommendation  to  the  Cabinet  Committee  we  also 
urged  that  the  financial  condition  of  the  retirement  fund  be  strength¬ 
ened  by  a  formula  for  increased  contributions  by  the  Government, 
designed  first  to  recoup  past  losses  due  to  the  failure  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  to  make  deposits;  and,  second,  to  provide  a  sound  actuarial 
condition  for  the  future  by  an  improved  method  of  financing,  including 
an  increase  in  contributions  of  employees,  as  necessary,  to  halt  the 
increasing  actuarial  deficiency  and  to  permit  the  liberalizations  we 
recommend. 

We  still  subscribe  to  the  need  for  an  improved  financing.  Whether 
or  not  the  0.5  percent  being  recommended  by  the  administration  is 
the  proper  amount  rests  with  the  good  judgment  of  this  committee. 
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Our  membership,  however,  desires  liberalizations  in  our  retirement 
system  and  we  are  fully  cognizant  of  the  fact  that  the  fund  must  be 
shored  up  by  a  more  realistic  funding  procedure  of  its  financial  stabil¬ 
ity,  even  with  present  benefits,  is  to  be  maintained. 

Under  the  administration  proposal,  the  agencies  of  Government 
woidd  also  increase  their  contributions  on  an  equal-share  basis.  We 
also  endorse  the  proposal  to  vote  appropriations  for  the  retirement 
fund  each  time  there  are  actions  which  would  increase  the  liability 
of  the  retirement  fund. 

We  were  also  grateful  to  note  that  the  administration  proposal  gives 
recognition  to  the  inadequacy  of  the  present  Government  contribu¬ 
tion  to  the  cost  of  the  Federal  health  insurance  plans.  This  associa¬ 
tion  has  long  urged  that  the  Government’s  contribution  be  at  least 
50  percent  of  the  premium  costs. 

Mr.  Ewan  Clague,  then  Commissioner,  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics, 
presented  data  in  hearings  before  this  committee  last  year  noting  that 
one-fourth  of  the  companies  in  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  survey 
paid  all  the  costs  of  health,  accident,  and  life  insurance  plans,  and  that 
three-fourths  of  those  with  contributory  plans  paid  more  than  half  the 
costs. 

The  amount  of  the  Government’s  contribution  in  the  Federal  health 
plans  is  currently  tied  to  an  amount  not  to  exceed  50  percent  of  the 
lowest  premium  in  the  low  option  of  one  of  the  two  Government  wide 
plans. 

Due  to  the  fact  that  these  low  options  are  limited  in  many  ways  as  to 
the  dollar  amount  of  benefits  provided,  they  do  not  truly  reflect  the 
rising  costs  of  health  care.  They  cannot  be  compared  to  the  high 
options  which  grant  a  type  of  open-end  coverage — meaning  the  benefit 
structure  is  geared  to  assume  both  greater  utilization  by  the  insureds 
and  the  rising  costs  of  health  care  incurred. 

The  low  options,  although  they  provide  limited  benefits,  still  appeal 
to  approximately  15  percent  of  the  enrolled  insureds.  Eighty-five 
percent  of  Federal  employees  have  recognized  the  need  for  greater 
protection  and  have  enrolled  in  the  high  options.  The  Government’s 
contribution,  however,  remains  tied  to  the  low  option  formula  and  it 
completely  fails  to  provide  what  we  sincerely  believe  to  be  a  fair  sharing 
of  costs  in  this  important  area  of  fringe  benefits. 

When  the  rural  carrier  benefit  plan  was  established  in  July  1960, 
under  the  Federal  Employees  Health  Benefits  Act  of  1959,  the  low 
option,  self  and  family  enrollment,  reflected  a  50  percent  sharing  of 
costs  or  $6.76  per  month  for  both  the  employee  and  the  Government. 
Today  those  enrolled  in  this  option  pay  54  percent  of  the  premium 
cost  with  the  Government’s  share  shrinking  to  46  percent. 

The  high  option  of  the  rural  carrier  benefit  plan  received  a  35- 
percent  contribution  by  the  Government  when  it  was  established  in 
July  1960.  Today,  after  the  necessary  rate  increases,  this  contribu¬ 
tion  has  shrunk  to  28  percent.  The  proposed  increases,  as  sub¬ 
mitted  by  the  administration,  will  help  restore  the  balance. 

It  will  fall  short,  however,  of  restoring  the  initial  ratio  of  cost 
sharing,  since  rising  health  costs,  plus  constantly  increasing  utiliza¬ 
tion,  will  almost  certainly  result  in  further  rate  increases. 

The  net  result,  even  after  the  second  year  increase  proposed  by  the 
administration,  will  leave  the  Government’s  contribution  to  the  high 
options  at  a  percentage  less  than  set  in  1960,  when  the  program  began. 
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A  desirable,  immediate  change,  leading  to  an  equitable  solution 
would  be  to  prescribe  a  percentage  contribution  for  the  Government 
in  lieu  of  any  stat  ed  dollar  amount,  tied  to  nothing  less  than  50  percent 
of  the  cost  of  the  lowest  premium  in  one  of  the  two  high  options  in 
the  Government-wide  plans. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  recommend  that  the  committee  draft  legislation 
to  provide  a  Government  contribution  to  the  cost  of  the  Federal 
health  plans  based  on  a  percentage  figure.  This  would  be  in  keeping 
with  the  pattern  which  is  followed  in  private  industry. 

It  is  vital  that  some  action  be  taken  and  the  course  we  have  recom¬ 
mended  would  provide  a  more  permanent  type  of  cost-sharing  arrange¬ 
ment  which  would  restore  the  ground  lost  since  1960  and  which  would 
establish  a  more  equitable  funding  arrangement. 

One  major  item  was  conspicuous  by  its  absence  in  the  adminis¬ 
tration’s  proposals  on  fringe  benefits.  Employees  have  repeatedly 
urged  that  the  Federal  Group  Life  Insurance  Act  be  liberalized  to 
improve  the  important  coverage  made  available  in  this  valuable 
area  of  protection. 

This  association  has  testified  before  the  Subcommittee  on  Retire¬ 
ment,  Insurance,  and  Health  Benefits,  and  urged  the  committee  to 
approve  H.R.  11879,  the  bill  introduced  by  the  chairman  of  the 
subcommittee,  Dominick  V.  Daniels  of  New  Jersey. 

It  would  increase  the  amount  of  life  insurance  by  50  percent,  set 
the  reduction  at  age  65  or  retirement  at  1  percent  per  month,  instead 
of  2  percent  per  month  as  at  present,  set  the  maximum  reduction 
to  a  floor  of  50  percent  of  the  value  of  the  insurance  at  the  time  of 
retirement,  and  would  increase  the  Government’s  contribution  to 
50  percent  of  the  cost. 

The  provisions  of  the  Daniel’s  bill  would,  unquestionably,  upgrade 
the  status  of  the  Federal  group  life  insurance  program  in  a  manner 
that  would  make  it  one  of  the  most  important  fringe  benefits  made 
available  to  Federal  workers. 

This  association  in  endorsing  and  urging  approval  of  this  legislation, 
advised  the  committee  that  rural  carriers  were  quite  willing  to 
pay  their  fair  share  of  the  costs  to  provide  the  important  liberaliza¬ 
tions  which  we  believe  should  be  provided  to  perfect  this  program. 

We  are  urging  improvements  on  an  equitable  sharing  of  the  costs. 

It  is  inconceivable  that  improvements  in  the  field  of  life  insurance 
could  be  inflationary.  It  is  hoped  that  the  committee  will  incorporate 
provisions  of  the  Daniel’s  bill,  H.R.  11879,  in  any  bill  to  be  approved 
and  reported. 

Mr.  Chairman,  members  of  the  committee,  we  again  want  to  express 
our  appreciation  for  this  opportunity  to  appear  before  you  and  to 
place  the  views  and  recommendations  of  the  National  Rural  Letter 
Carriers’  Association  in  the  record  for  consideration. 

Mr.  Udall.  Thank  you,  gentlemen,  for  this  helpful  and  effective 
presentation  here  this  morning. 

The  gentleman  from  North  Carolina. 

Mr.  Broyhill.  I  would  just  like  to  join  the  chairman  hi  welcoming 
Mr.  Huffman  and  his  fine  organization  to  the  committee.  He  has 
always  hi  the  past  been  very  helpful  and  his  advice  is  always  listened 
to  with  care  hi  this  committee. 

Thank  you  for  coming. 

Mr.  Huffman.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Broyhill. 
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Mr.  Udall.  The  gentleman  from  Hawaii. 

Mr.  M a tsui? ag a.  Mr.  Huffman,  do  you  have  any  members  in 
Hawaii? 

Mr.  Huffman.  We  do  have,  Mr.  Matsunaga. 

Mr.  Matsunaga.  About  how  many? 

Mr.  Huffman.  Eleven  members. 

Our  concern  is  that  there  are  not  more  rural  routes  in  Hawaii.  We 
wish  that  you  would  take  an  active  interest  in  that,  and  we  have  a 
corollary  interest  in  organizing  the  State.  There  has  been  some 
debate  over  who  would  go  to  Hawaii  to  do  that  task. 

Mr.  Matsunaga.  You  mean  you  are  all  afraid  to  go? 

Mr.  Huffman.  We  connot  reach  agreement  on  who  will  have  that 
honor. 

Mr.  Matsunaga.  You  have  11  members,  and  your  testimony  will 
be  forwarded  to  the  11  members,  I  take  it. 

Mr.  Huffman.  They  will  receive  it  in  our  weekly  magazine. 

Mr.  Matsunaga.  Then  I  would  appreciate  your  including  my  name 
after  Mr.  Daniels  of  New  Jersey  as  having  introduced  the  insurance 
bill. 

Mr.  Emeigh.  Mr.  Matsunaga,  we  will  be  very  pleased  to  do  that. 

Mr.  Matsunaga.  Mr.  Huffman,  I  am  thoroughly  in  agreement  with 
you  that  we  seem  to  be  working  with  two  inconsistent  principles  here, 
one  the  comparability  principle,  and  the  other  the  guideline  called 
guideposts  by  the  agency  representative  who  appeared  before  us  the 
day  before  yesterday. 

I  feel  strongly,  as  you  do,  that  the  dollar  amount  is  what  is  going  to 
really  mean  something  to  those  in  the  lower  levels.  If  we  have  only 
a  limited  sum  to  distribute,  at  least  an  equal  dollar  amount  should 
go  to  the  ones  who  are  really  in  need  of  that  increased  dollar  income. 

Mr.  Huffman.  We  appreciate  your  position. 

Mr.  Matsunaga.  I  would  be  happy  to  support  your  position. 

No  further  questions. 

Mr.  Udall.  Thank  you,  gentlemen. 

The  next  witness  is  Mr.  Michael  Cullen,  president  of  the  National 
Association  of  Special  Delivery  Messengers. 

STATEMENT  OF  MICHAEL  CULLEN,  PRESIDENT,  NATIONAL 
ASSOCIATION  OF  SPECIAL  DELIVERY  MESSENGERS 

Mr.  Cullen.  Good  morning,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee,  by  way  of  identifica¬ 
tion,  my  name  is  Michael  J.  Cullen.  I  am  president  of  the  National 
Association  of  Special  Delivery  Messengers.  We  are  affiliated  with 
the  American  Federation  of  Labor-Congress  of  Industrial  Organiza¬ 
tions  and  have  been  accorded  national  exclusive  recognition  for  our 
craft  by  the  Post  Office  Department  under  Executive  Order  10988. 

We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  appear  before  this  committee 
to  present  the  views  of  our  members  on  the  proposed  legislation 
on  compensation  and  fringe  benefits  as  presented  by  the  representatives 
of  the  administration. 

We  are  not  going  to  take  the  time  of  this  committee  to  beat  the 
apparently  dead  horse  of  comparability.  Testimony  of  repre¬ 
sentatives  of  other  employee  unions  have  substantiated  a  good 
case  for  a  far  greater  increase  than  the  3.2  provided  in  the  administra¬ 
tion’s  package. 
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The  evidence  submitted  by  these  witnesses  demonstrated  the 
fact  that  the  concept  of  comparability  is  a  will-of-the-wisp  which 
the  Federal  and  postal  employees  will  never  capture  as  long  as  pro¬ 
posals  to  eliminate  the  lag  have  a  built-in  sag  of  20  to  24  months. 

This  committee  has  been  told  by  administration  witnesses  that  the 
Vietnam  situation  dictates  guideposts  of  3.2  for  Federal  and  postal 
pay  if  the  Nation  is  going  to  avoid  inflation.  This  is  somewhat  better 
than  the  treatment  received  by  our  people  during  the  Korean  war 
when  proposed  salary  legislation  was  vetoed  because  it  would  start 
another  round  of  inflationary  spirals. 

However,  we  find  the  administration’s  testimony  hard  to  reconcile 
with  statements  recently  made  by  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  Henry  H. 
Fowler  in  Detroit.  He  noted  that  during  the  Korean  war  the  overall 
Federal  budget  rose  from  15  to  20.7  of  the  gross  national  product. 

In  the  3  fiscal  years  1965-67,  he  said,  the  proportion  of  expenditures 
to  gross  national  product  will  rise  negligibly  from  14.9  to  15  percent. 

Be  that  as  it  may,  we  recognize,  as  did  several  of  the  other  employee 
unions,  the  limitations  and  pressures  that  are  being  exerted  on  all 
concerned  to  hold  the  line  on  the  guidlines  of  3.2  percent. 

It  is  not  our  intention  to  unnecessarily  embarrass  the  members  of 
this  committee  or  the  other  friends  of  Federal  and  postal  employees 
in  Congress  by  asking  them  to  vigorously  oppose  what  we  honestly 
believe  is  an  unfair  restriction. 

On  the  proposed  “package”  we  feel  that  the  2.85-percent  increase 
should  apply  across  the  board  and  should  be  effective  on  enactment 
rather  than  on  Junuary  1,  1967,  as  recommended. 

We  endorse  the  principle  of  extending  the  minimum  of  social  se¬ 
curity  benefits  to  Federal  or  postal  employees  with  limited  service 
and  to  their  survivors.  This  should  also  apply  to  employees  who 
leave  the  Federal  service  by  a  transfer  of  credit  to  the  social  security 
system  on  an  equitable  basis  to  the  employee  involved. 

Our  members  have  long  supported  the  idea  of  optional  retirement 
at  age  55  with  30  years  of  service.  We  are  happy  to  see  this  as  part 
of  the  “package.” 

However,  we  do  not  agree  with  the  recommendation  for  the  agency 
to  have  the  right  to  exercise  the  option  for  employees  in  GS-13  and 
above. 

The  proposal  to  increase  the  Government’s  contribution  to  the 
cost  of  enrollment  under  the  Federal  Employees’  Health  Act  is  a  step 
in  the  right  direction.  However,  it  doesn’t  go  far  enough.  The 
Government  should  undertake  to  pay  at  least  half  the  cost  of  this 
program. 

Although  the  administration’s  proposal  did  not  include  a  statement 
on  improvements  in  the  life  insurance  program,  we  believe  that  this 
subject  has  a  place  in  any  “package”  that  this  subcommittee  considers. 
We  fully  endorse  the  provisions  of  the  Daniels  and  Matsunaga  bills 
to  increase  the  amount  of  insurance  to  150  percent  of  salary  leveled 
off  to  the  next  thousand  dollars;  to  reduce  the  diminishing  factor 
from  2  to  1  percent  a  month  and  to  set  the  floor  on  diminution  at  50 
percent  of  the  original  value  of  the  policy.  We  also  agree  that  the 
Government  should  pay  its  fair  share  of  this  program. 

There  is  a  further  item  that  we  solicit  your  favorable  consideration 
of.  That  is  an  adjustment  in  the  automotive  maintenance  equip- 
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ment  allowance  for  special  delivery  messengers  or  other  postal  em¬ 
ployees  who  furnish  their  privately  owned  vehicles,  on  an  as-needed 
basis,  in  the  special  delivery  service. 

This  allowance,  first  provided  for  in  1945  in  Public  Law  134,  called 
for  payment  of  0.06-cent  per  mile,  or  75  cents  an  hour.  In  1948, 
Public  Law  900  increased  this  allowance  to  7  cents  a  mile  or  90  cents 
an  hour.  There  has  been  no  subsequent  change  in  this  allowance 
despite  the  increases  in  all  costs  related  to  ownership,  maintenance, 
and  operation  of  a  motor  vehicle.  We  feel  that  an  increase  to  10  cents 
a  mile  or  $1.25  an  hour  is  warranted  as  a  matter  of  simple  corrective 
justice. 

Since  privately  owned  vehicles  are  only  used  in  the  special  delivery 
service  to  augment  the  Post  Office  fleet  of  vehicles  and  in  emergencies 
when  Post  Office  vehicles  are  not  available,  the  cost  of  this  increase 
would  be  minimal. 

Last  year  the  Post  Office  Department  expended  $800,000  for  vehicle 
hire  under  the  maintenance  equipment  allowance  of  $0.90  an  hour. 
The  requested  adjustment  would  increase  this  expenditure  by, 
$311,000.  We  trust  that  you  will  see  fit  to  include  this  item  in  your 
draft  of  the  pay  bill. 

Although  my  prepared  statement  doesn’t  include  it,  we  would  like 
to  go  on  record  as  endorsing  the  principle  of  time  and  a  half  for  sub¬ 
stitutes  over  8  hours  a  day  and  we  would  like  to  oppose  the  proposal 
that  was  made  to  extend  the  workday  over  a  15-hour  span. 

The  Public  Law  89-301  limited  the  workspan  to  12  hours  and  we 
feel  that  changing  this  to  a  15-hour  period  would  be  a  step  going  back¬ 
ward. 

In  closing,  we  wish  to  thank  this  committee  for  its  past  interest  and 
concern  for  the  welfare  of  the  Federal  and  postal  employees,  and  we 
are  confident  that  this  same  interest  will  be  demonstrated  in  its  final 
determination  on  this  matter. 

Mr.  Udall.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Cullen,  for  your  useful  statement  and 
for  your  help  to  the  subcommittee. 

The  Chair  admired  your  fast  footwork  of  changing  the  Daniels  bill 
on  page  2  to  the  Daniels-Matsunaga  bill. 

Mr.  Matsunaga.  That  is  what  you  call  reading  between  the  lines. 

Mr.  Udall.  I  thought  it  showed  commendable  flexibility  under 
stress. 

How  many  members  in  your  organization? 

Mr.  Cullen.  We  have  2,000  members,  sir. 

Mr.  Udall.  The  gentleman  from  North  Carolina. 

Mr.  Broyhill.  No  questions,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Udall.  The  gentleman  from  Hawaii. 

Mr.  Matsunaga.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I,  too,  wish  to  commend  you,  Mr.  Cullen,  for  your  flexibility  in 
reading  your  testimony. 

How  many  members  do  you  have  in  Hawaii? 

Mr.  Cullen.  We  don’t  have  any  members  in  Hawaii. 

Mr.  Matsunaga.  No  members?  That  is  your  reason  for  the 
willing  change  in  your  prepared  statement. 

Mr.  Cullen.  Anything  you  can  do  to  help  down  there  we  would 
appreciate. 

Mr.  Matsunaga.  We  do  have  special  delivery  messengers. 

Mr.  Cullen.  They  do  have  a  few,  sir. 

Mr.  Matsunaga.  What  organization  do  they  belong  to? 
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Mr.  Cullen.  I  believe  if  they  belong  to  any  organization  they 
would  belong  to  the  National  Association  of  Letter  Carriers,  although 
we  have  jurisdiction  over  them  under  the  charter  of  the  AFL-CIO. 

Mr.  Matsunaga.  On  the  average  you  speak  of  the  messenger  using 
his  own  vehicle  for  delivery  purposes.  What  compensation  does  the 
average  messenger  receive  for  this  service? 

Mr.  Cullen.  It  depends  on  the  hours  of  use.  In  many  post  offices 
they  use  it  on  a  standby  basis.  If  there  isn’t  a  Government  vehicle 
available  they  will  use  the  messenger’s  vehicle  at  $0.90  an  hour.  If  he 
uses  it  for  a  whole  day  he  may  use  it  for  6  hours  of  the  day  which  would 
give  him  approximately  $5.40.  If  he  uses  it  for  2  hours  it  would  be 
only  $1.80. 

In  most  instances  it  is  on  an  as-needed  basis.  If  a  truck  breaks 
down  or  they  need  the  truck  for  other  purposes  the  messenger  uses  his 
own  vehicle. 

Mr.  Matsunaga.  It  is  purely  on  a  standby  basis,  not  on  a  regular 
basis? 

Mr.  Cullen.  In  most  instances  it  is  on  a  standby  basis. 

Mr.  Matsunaga.  No  further  questions. 

Mr.  Udall.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Our  next  witness  is  Mr.  Ashbv  G.  Smith,  president  of  the  National 
Alliance  of  Postal  and  Federal  Employees. 

Mr.  Smith,  would  you  identify  for  the  record  the  gentlemen  accom¬ 
panying  you  and  proceed. 

STATEMENT  OF  ASHBY  G.  SMITH,  PRESIDENT,  NATIONAL  ALLI¬ 
ANCE  OF  POSTAL  AND  FEDERAL  EMPLOYEES,  ACCOMPANIED 

BY  WYATT  WILLIAMS,  NATIONAL  VICE  PRESIDENT,  AND  J. 

LEON  HENDERSON,  ADMINISTRATIVE  ASSISTANT 

Mr.  Smith.  Chairman  Udall,  members  of  the  subcommittee,  my 
name  is  Ashby  G.  Smith.  I  am  president  of  the  National  Alliance  of 
Postal  and  Federal  Employees,  an  industrially  organized  union  of 
Federal  employees  with  110  branches  in  the  Nation.  On  my  left  is 
my  vice  president,  Mr.  Wyatt  Williams;  administrative  assistant, 
Mr.  J.  Leon  Henderson  is  on  my  right. 

We  maintain  offices  hi  our  own  building  at  1644  11th  Street  NW., 
Washington,  D.C.  . 

Mr.  Chairman,  on  behalf  of  our  more  than  32,000  members,  I  wish 
to  thank  this  committee  for  the  opportunity  you  have  given  us  to 
appear  before  you  to  give  our  views  on  Federal  pay  and  benefit 
proposals  now  before  you. 

I  would  also  like  to  express  the  appreciation  of  our  members  to 
this  subcommittee,  the  full  committee  and  the  members  of  the  House 
for  the  valiant  effort  expended  in  trying  to  get  meaningful  Federal 
employee  salary  legislation  through  the  first  session  of  this  Congress. 
We  are  aware  of  the  conditions  under  which  you  labored,  conditions 
which  led  to  the  emasculation  of  a  significant  pay  bill. 

In  1965  we  received  pay  provisions  that  were  so  patently  inade¬ 
quate  that  even  their  proponents  apologized  for  supporting  them. 
These  provisions  were  admitted  to  be  woefully  inadequate,  not  only 
in  terms  of  what  the  employees  need  and  deserve,  but  also  in  terms 
of  Congress  and  the  administration’s  1962  commitments  to  the 
principle  of  comparability. 
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Along  with  this  1965  salary  bill  we  received  promises  that  adequate 
adjustments  would  be  made  “next  year.” 

Gentlemen  of  the  committee,  as  we  come  before  you  today,  this 
is  “next  year”  and  we  are  here  asking  for  a  redemption  of  last  year’s 
promissory  note. 

In  the  1960  pay  raise  effort  this  union  introduced,  at  a  hearing 
of  this  committee,  the  concept  that  the  pay  received  by  Federal 
employees  must  bear  some  significant  relationship  to  the  growth  of 
the  Nation’s  economy  and  to  the  employees’  contribution  to  that 
growth.  We  have  not  retreated  from  that  position. 

In  our  1962  appearance  before  this  committee  we  documented  the 
manner  in  which  the  salary  of  the  postal  worker  had  deteriorated, 
vis-a-vis  the  salary  and  wages  of  other  workers  in  our  economy,  be¬ 
tween  the  years  1935-59. 

We  demonstrated  the  1950-60  lag  in  postal  salaries  as  against  the 
increase  in  every  significant  economic  indicator.  During  this  period 
the  gross  national  income  increased  72.6  percent;  gross  national 
product,  76  percent;  Nation’s  disposable  income,  70.5  percent;  and 
per  capita  consumption  expenditure,  41.6  percent.  At  the  same  time 
the  salary  of  postal  employees  advanced  only  28  percent. 

This  means  that  during  that  decade  the  share  of  the  Nation’s  goods 
which  were  within  the  reach  of  the  postal  employee  was  actually 
diminishing,  his  economic  status  in  our  society  was  being  eroded. 

This,  as  we  pointed  out,  was  occurring  at  a  time  when  the  value  of 
the  mail  service  to  our  national  economy  was  increasing,  when  the 
mail  volume  was,  to  use  a  post-1960  term,  escalating,  when  business 
mailing  was  becoming  a  vastly  predominant  part  of  total  mailing, 
when  population  growth  and  the  emergence  of  sprawling  suburban 
areas  created  new  complexities  in  the  distribution  and  delivery  of 
mail. 

If  this,  in  1962,  was  the  position  of  the  postal  employee,  the  classi¬ 
fied  employees  of  the  Federal  Government,  enjoying  only  the  after- 
benefits  of  the  hard-won  gains  achieved  by  the  postal  unions,  were  in 
an  even  more  pathetic  condition. 

As  a  result  of  our  1962  study,  the  National  Alliance  of  Postal 
Employees  embraced  the  principle  of  comparability  proposed  by  a 
friendly  administration  and  approved  by  a  friendly  Congress. 

Taking  cognizance  of  the  years  in  which  Federal  salaries  had  de¬ 
teriorated  we  recommend  that  for  each  of  the  years  1963  and  1964, 
salaries  be  increased  by  7  percent,  plus  those  years’  accretion  of 
industry’s  wage  pattern  changes. 

This,  we  contended,  would  bring  the  Federal  worker  up  to  the 
starting  line,  even  with  our  fellow  workers  in  non-Federal  jobs. 

Given  the  advantage  of  the  wisdom  provided  by  hindsight  we  could 
see  that  the  adoption  of  these  proposals  would  have  saved  both  of  us 
from  being  in  the  embarrassing  position  that  we  are  in  in  1966,  for  this 
was  our  understanding  of  what  comparability  means.  This  is  what 
it  should  be  today,  comparability  not  with  what  was  but  with  what  is. 

We  recognize  the  interim  that  occurs  during  the  tune  figures  are 
gathered,  interpreted,  tabulated,  published,  and  legislation  based  on 
those  figures,  but  if  we  are  really  serious  about  achieving  comparability 
there  is  no  reason  why  a  projection  of  wage  trends  could  not  be  made 
in  determining  today’s  salaries  on  the  basis  of  day  before  yesterday’s 
figures. 
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This  same  type  of  projection  is  made  by  the  administration  when 
a  budget  message  is  sent  to  Congress.  Appropriation  bills  are  passed 
based  on  a  projection  of  this  year’s  tax  yield  into  next  year’s  income 
from  taxes. 

Unless  some  projection  of  this  sort  is  adopted  we  will,  even  in  the 
absence  of  guidelines,  be  kept  forever  in  the  backwash  of  the  Nation’s 
economy. 

When  the  principle  of  comparability  was  enacted  into  law  in  the 
1962  pay  reform  bill,  even  though  our  2-year  "catch-up”  proposal 
was  rejected,  we  felt  some  sense  of  victory  for  here,  we  believed  we 
had  a  rational  principle,  a  workable  program  that  woidd  in  3,  or  at 
most  4  years,  raise  the  Federal  worker’s  status  to  a  first-class  citizen 
economically. 

We  felt  that  at  last  we  had  escaped  the  nebulous  economic  factors, 
the  fuzzy  budgetary  considerations  that  had  always  cropped  up  in 
every  pay  bill  session  to  thwart  the  legitimate  needs  of  the  Federal 
employee.  We  believed  that  every  effort  would  be  made  to  minimize 
the  timelag.  We  were  confident  that  in  using  salary  scales  on  which 
to  base  our  living  wage  our  Government  would  take  into  account 
only  those  salaries  that  are  above  its  own  accepted  poverty  level. 

We  were  naive. 

If  today  we  view  comparability  with  some  disenchantment,  it  is 
not  because  we  are  convinced  that  it  is  a  less  viable  concept  that  we 
thought.  It  is  only  that  we  have  discovered  that  in  operation  the 
concept  can  be  delayed,  perverted,  and,  if  the  occasion  arises,  ignored. 

The  picture  we  drew  in  our  1962  statement  is  not  foreign  to  our 
present  situation.  After  our  first  brave  1962  step  in  catching  up  with 
the  economic  growth  of  the  Nation,  the  lag  set  in. 

In  1965  this  committee  and  this  House  of  Congress  courageously 
and  wisely  enacted  a  meaningful  bill  with  hope  for  the  future.  The 
fate  suffered  by  this  bill  from  an  adjourning  Senate,  faced  with  an 
administration  edict,  is  history. 

Out  of  the  first  session  of  this  Congress  came  an  inadequate  salary 
bill  and  fervent  promises  that  1966  would  be  the  year  of  justice. 

Now  in  1966,  the  Federal  worker  is  again  being  urged  to  accept  a 
token  raise;  to  wait  another  year  for  his  bonanza. 

Nowhere  is  it  better  illustrated  that  justice  delayed  is  justice  denied. 
Even  as  the  Federal  employee  awaits  tomorrow’s  increase,  he  must 
buy  in  today’s  marketplace.  With  an  adequate  wage  just  a  hope, 
bis  grocery  bill  mounts,  the  mortgage  on  his  home  must  be  paid,  his 
babies  are  born,  the  decision  as  to  whether  his  children  can  enter 
college  must  be  made. 

In  a  valiant  attempt  to  meet  these  obligations,  he  diminishes  his 
value  to  his  Government  on  his  primary  job  as  he  diverts  strength  and 
interest  into  a  second  job,  or  "moonlighting.” 

Although  he  is  a  citizen  of  and  a  servant  of  a  nation  that  is  enjoying 
its  greatest  period  of  prosperity,  he  is  told  that  he  may  not  share 
equitably  in  the  growth  of  that  prosperity  lest  justice  to  him  would 
trigger  a  wave  of  inflation  that  will  result  in  the  collapse  of  our 
national  economy. 

Mr.  Chairman,  my  economist  friends  tell  me  that  the  danger  of 
inflation  exists  only  when  the  increase  in  the  productivity  of  the  worker 
is  less  than  the  increase  in  his  pay.  On  this  basis,  at  least  one  large 
section  of  the  Federal  labor  force — the  postal  employee — -can  document 
his  case. 
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We  draw  from  the  Post  Office  Department’s  annual  reports  the 
figures  that  show  a  17.3-percent  increase  in  the  number  of  pieces  of 
mail  handled  between  1963-65.  This  increased  load  was  handled 
by  a  work  force  that  rose  by  only  1.3  percent.  Even  admitting  the 
role  that  mechanization  played  in  the  increasing  efficiency,  we  still 
see  the  1965  postal  worker  as  a  much  improved  producer. 

We  have  the  word  of  this  administration’s  Secretary  of  Treasury 
that  the  overall  Federal  budget  in  the  1965-67  fiscal  years  will  rise 
only  from  14.9  to  15  percent  of  our  gross  national  product. 

Speaking  last  Monday  before  the  Economic  Club  of  Detroit  Secre¬ 
tary  Fowler  said,  referring  to  the  state  of  the  national  economy — 

it  does  not  require  drastic  taxation,  direct  price  and  wage  controls,  and  the  dis¬ 
turbing  paraphernalia  of  conversion  to  war  that  marked  World  War  II  and  the 
Korean  war. 

In  any  case  we  reject  the  view  that  it  is  the  Federal  employees,  this 
less  than  4  percent  of  the  Nation’s  work  force,  who  must  stand  with 
then’  finger  in  the  hole  in  the  dike  to  prevent  national  inflation,  while 
the  remainder  of  the  Nation’s  employees — the  employers,  interest 
drawers,  coupon  clippers,  bonus  collectors,  and  dividend  dividers — 
continue  to  enjoy  the  fruits  of  our  national  growth. 

In  this  era  of  voluntary  adherence  to  arbitrarily  assessed  wage  and 
price  guidelines,  we,  the  Federal  employees,  are  denied  even  the 
privilege  of  volunteering. 

We  find  ourselves  in  the  position  of  the  slowest  of  the  speed  law 
violators.  When  arrested,  he  points  out  that  many  motorists  were 
going  faster  than  he  was  only  to  be  told  by  the  policeman:  "Yes,  but 
you  are  the  one  I  have  caught.” 

Unless  you  of  the  committee  approve  and  the  Congress  passes 
legislation  that  improves  considerably  upon  the  proposals  of  the 
administration,  the  Federal  employees  are  the  ones  who,  in  1966, 
are  caught  and  we  were  not  even  speeding. 

I  forgo  the  citing  of  statistics.  Figures  galore  have  been  placed 
in  the  records  of  this  hearing,  figures  showing  the  growth  of  our 
gross  national  product,  the  increase  in  gross  national  income,  charts 
showing  profits  after  taxes  that  giant,  and  some  not  so  giant,  corpora¬ 
tions  are  reaping,  and  graphs  showing  how  Federal  salaries  are 
dropping  below  non-Federal  salaries  that  they  formerly  surpassed. 

The  picture  is  one  of  an  uncontrolled  economy.  In  such  an  economy 
it  is,  in  my  opinion,  unconscionable  to  insist  that  the  income  of  the 
Federal  employees  be  placed  in  a  3.2-percent-wage-plus-benefits 
straitjacket. 

Many  members  of  this  subcommittee  have  shown  an  awareness 
of  the  justice  of  our  position  and  we  are  grateful  for  the  forward- 
looking  bills  which  you  and  your  colleagues  have  proposed.  We 
refer  to : 


Congressman 

Congressman 

II.  R.  11879 _ 

Daniels 

H.R. 12351 _ 

Clevenger 

II. R.  12045 _ 

Matsunaga 

H.R. 12489 _ 

Randall 

H.R.  12094 _ 

Krebs 

H.R. 12537 _ 

Olsen 

H.R.  12129 _ 

..  Hanley 

H.R. 12545 _ 

_ Udall 

H.R.  12240 _ 

Olsen 

H.R. 12600 _ 

Horton 

H.R. 12288 _ 

Daniels 

H.R.  12603 _ 

Kunkel 

H.R. 12326 _ 

Helstoski 

H.R. 12604 _ 

Kunkel 

H.R. 12329 _ 

Krebs 

H.R. 12838 _ 

Hanley 

H.R. 12848 _ 

H.R.  12924 _ 

Ottinger 

Cunningham 

H.R. 13038 _ 

_  Andrews 

FEDERAL  SALARIES  AND  FRINGE  BENEFITS 


303 


The  proposals  in  the  bills  listed  above  constitute  a  sound  approach 
to  achieving  the  results  which  the  Federal  employees  have  a  right  to 
expect  from  the  Pay  Reform  Act  of  1962. 

In  the  light  of  the  foregoing  analysis  of  the  situation  in  which  the 
1966  Federal  employee  finds  himself  or  herself,  we  submit  the  following 
proposals  which,  in  justice  to  these  employees,  should  be  passed  by 
this  2d  session  of  the  89th  Congress  and  signed  into  law  by  the  Presi¬ 
dent: 

A  salary  raise  that  will  achieve  full  1966  comparability  for 
employees  at  every  level  of  both  the  classified  and  postal  services. 
This  raise,  which  figures  indicate,  should  start  at  a  minimum  of  7 
percent,  should  be  retroactive  to  January  1,  1966. 

Full  time  and  a  half  pay  for  all  time  worked  by  both  annual 
and  hourly  rate  employees  beyond  8  hours  in  1  day  or  40  hours 
in  1  week;  also  for  all  Sunday  work. 

Optional  retirement  at  full  pension  after  30  years  of  service, 
regardless  of  age.  Option  to  be  exercised  only  by  employee. 

Extension  of  overtime  pay  to  all  civil  service  employees, 
regardless  of  levels. 

Favorable  consideration  of  H.R.  11879,  H.R.  10245,  and  H.R. 
12129  containing  provisions  liberalizing  Federal  employees’ 
group  life  insurance.  We  propose  that  the  Government  pay 
half  the  cost  of  this  program’s  premium.  We  further  propose 
that  Congress  provide  for  the  continuation  of  the  present  prac¬ 
tice  whereby  Federal  employee  union  officers  on  leave,  retain 
their  life  insurance  policies  by  returning  to  work  1  day  of  the  year. 

From  Chaii'man  Macy’s  statement  of  the  administration’s  position, 
we  approve  the  plan  for  improved  financing  and  funding  of  the  civil 
service  retirement  system.  It  is  long  overdue. 

We  cannot  agree  that  the  share  of  the  employee’s  contribution  to 
the  retirement  fund  should  be  increased  thereby  diluting  the  already 
meager  take-home  pay  increase  proposed  by  the  administration 
just  because  the  Government,  after  years  of  no  payments,  now  agrees 
to  ante  up. 

We  join  with  other  unions  in  urging  that  this  committee  take  a 
hard  look  at  the  manner  in  which  the  uniform  allowance  provision 
in  the  1965  law  is  being  administered  and  issue  directives  to  non- 
conforming  agencies. 

Finally,  because  Congress  has  the  responsibility  for  fixing  salaries 
and  wages  for  Federal  employees,  we  respectfully  suggest  that,  before 
abandoning  the  principle  of  comparability,  a  study  be  made  to  see 
if  the  salary  criteria  can  be  adjusted  and  the  timelag  shortened  so 
as  to  make  comparability  an  instrument  of  justice  to  the  Federal 
employee  instead  of  the  torture  chamber  of  frustration  that  it  threatens 
to  become. 

Again  we  thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to  appear  before  you  and 
express  our  views  on  the  important  issues  with  which  your  subcom¬ 
mittee  has  to  deal. 

We  sincerely  hope  that  this  statement  will  assist  you  in  your 
deliberations. 

Mr.  Udall.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Smith. 

The  statement  you  have  presented  this  morning  is  one  of  the  most 
eloquent  and  interesting  we  have  had.  I  don’t  know  who  your  script¬ 
writer  is,  but  whoever  lie  is  he  deserves  a  raise  in  pay. 
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Many  of  the  statements  tend  to  be  dull  and  formal.  I  thought  yours 
was  both  readable  and  interesting  to  listen  to,  and  the  substance  of 
your  comments  had  a  great  deal  of  merit. 

Your  organization  represents  both  postal  employees  and  classified? 

Mr.  Smith.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  Udall.  Mostly  postal  or  mostly  Federal? 

Mr.  Smith.  Predominantly  postal.  We  only  entered  the  rest  of 
the  Federal  field  in  1961;  prior  to  that  time  we  only  had  postal  em¬ 
ployees,  so  some  90  percent  I  would  say  are  still  postal  employees. 

Mr.  Udall.  The  gentleman  from  North  Carolina. 

Mr.  Broyhill.  I  just  want  to  say  I  appreciate  Mr.  Smith,  Mr. 
Williams,  and  Mr.  Henderson  coming  before  the  committee. 

Thank  you  for  your  testimony. 

Mr.  Udall.  Mr.  Matsunaga. 

Mr.  Matsunaga.  I,  too,  wish  to  join  the  chairman  in  commending 
you  for  a  fine  statement  and  I  commend  you  also  for  the  alertness  of 
your  organization,  as  witnessed  by  the  list  of  bills  you  have  recognized. 

How  many  members  do  you  have? 

Mr.  Smith.  How  many  members? 

Mr.  Matsunaga.  Yes. 

Mr.  Smith.  32,000. 

Air.  Matsunaga.  32,000.  And  90  percent  of  these  are  postal  em¬ 
ployees? 

Air.  Smith.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  AIatsunaga.  How  many  are  in  Hawaii? 

Air.  Smith.  Unfortunately,  we  don’t  have  any  members  in  Hawaii. 

Air.  AIatsunaga.  No  one  in  your  organization  wants  to  go  to 
Hawaii  either? 

Air.  Smith.  We  are  thinking  about  it,  and  in  the  recognition  election 
we  got  a  considerable  number  of  votes  for  our  union  from  Hawaii. 

I  don’t  know  whether  that  is  because  they  didn’t  know  us,  or  because 
they  knew  more  about  us  than  we  know,  but  we  are  interested  in  re¬ 
cruiting  in  Hawaii.  I  don’t  think  we  would  have  any  trouble  finding 
people  to  go  there  to  organize. 

Air.  Matsunaga.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Udall.  Thank  you,  gentlemen. 

The  next  witness  is  Mr.  Everett  Gibson,  president  of  the  National 
Federation  of  Post  Office  Motor  Vehicle  Employees,  who  is  accom¬ 
panied  by  Mr.  Chester  Parrish,  the  secretary-treasurer. 

STATEMENT  OF  EVERETT  GIBSON,  PRESIDENT,  NATIONAL  FED¬ 
ERATION  OF  POST  OFFICE  MOTOR  VEHICLE  EMPLOYEES, 

ACCOMPANIED  BY  CHESTER  W.  PARRISH,  SECRETARY- 

TREASURER 

Air.  Gibson.  Air.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee,  my 
name  is  Everett  G.  Gibson.  I  am  president  of  the  National  Federation 
of  Post  Office  Alotor  Vehicle  Employees,  AFL-CIO,  and  I  am  accom¬ 
panied  by  Air.  Chester  W.  Parrish,  our  national  secretary-treasurer. 

We  are  affiliated  with  the  American  Federation  of  Labor  and  the 
Congress  of  Industrial  Organizations,  as  well  as  the  Government 
Employees’  Council,  AFL-CIO,  with  offices  at  412  Fifth  Street  NW., 
Washington,  D.C. 
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We  have  national  exclusive  recognition  under  Executive  Order 
10988,  and  are  the  sole  bargaining  representatives  for  all  motor 
vehicle  employees,  under  the  terms  of  the  national  agreement  with 
the  Post  Office  Department.  Our  membership  consists  of  garage- 
ment,  automotive  mechanics,  technical  mechanics  (body-fender  and 
painters),  vehicle  and  tractor-trailer  operators  in  the  rank-and-file 
employees. 

We  also  have  locals  consisting  of  only  motor  vehicle  supervisors, 
who  have  local  formal  recognition  and  all  of  whom  are  employed  in 
both  the  maintenance  and  operations  divisions  of  our  service. 

Our  personnel  maintain  all  the  maintenance  on  Government-owned 
vehicles  of  the  Post  Office  Department  and  we  haul  all  bulk  mails  to 
and  from  terminals,  airports,  and  post  offices. 

We  appreciate  this  opportunity  to  express  our  views  on  the  pending 
legislation  for  salary  increases  and  fringe  benefits  for  Federal  and 
postal  employees.  We  endorse  H.R.  12094  introduced  by  Congress¬ 
man  Paul  J.  Krebs,  as  well  as  similar  bills  introduced  by  other  dis¬ 
tinguished  members  of  this  committee. 

H.R.  12094  and  other  bills  provide  a  7-percent  increase  and,  in  our 
opinion,  can  be  justified. 

The  Federal  Pay  Reform  Act  of  1962  established  comparability 
between  postal  and  classified  pay  rates  in  the  Federal  service,  and  the 
national  average  pay  rates  of  private  enterprise  for  equal  skills. 

The  membership  of  our  union  do  have  comparability  with  that  of 
private  industry  such  as  “auto  dealer  repair  shops”  and  “motortruck 
drivers,”  but  we  do  not  receive  a  like  salary.  We  have  made  a 
comparison  of  outside  industry,  taken  from  Bulletin  1433  of  the 
U.S.  Department  of  Labor  and  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics,  issued 
December  1964,  which  shows  the  average  union  hourly  wage  rates  of 
motortruck  drivers  and  helpers  by  nine  regions  of  July  1,  1964,  which 
indicates  that  our  vehicle  and  tractor-trailer  operators  are  behind  in 
the  pay  of  private  industry. 

The  average  hourly  wages  for  truckdrivers  in  outside  industry  of 
July  1,  1964,  was  $3.14  per  hour  as  compared  to  $2.93  an  hour  paid 
our  tractor- trailer  operators  in  PFS-5,  step  4,  or,  an  8-percent  lag  be¬ 
hind  outside  industry,  and  I  may  quote  here  that  this  is  after  4  years 
of  service. 

The  U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  indi¬ 
cates  that  during  the  period  of  August,  September,  and  October  1964, 
in  35  of  our  largest  cities,  the  “auto  dealer  repair  shops”  disclosed  that 
the  rate  paid  their  employees  in  like  positions  of  our  motor  vehicle 
employees,  was  as  illustrated  below: 


Employee 

Outside 

industry 

Post 

PFS 

Office  Depart] 

Step 

Tient 

Hour  lag 
(cents) 

Body-fender  mechanic . -  - 

$3.56 

6 

4 

$3.14 

0.42 

Auto  mechanic . . 

3.  20 

5 

4 

2.93 

.27 

Garageman _  _  _ 

2.63 

3 

4 

2. 53 

.10 

Auto  painter .  _  _ 

3.  22 

5 

4 

2.93 

.29 
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The  comparisons  listed  above  are  wages  reported  for  straight  time 
hourly  earnings  (excluding  premium  pay  for  overtime  and  for  work 
on  weekends,  holidays  and  late  shifts). 

If  comparability  is  to  be  continued,  the  facts  listed  will  show  that 
we  are  justified  in  seeking  at  least  a  7-percent  increase  as  contained 
in  H.R.  12094  and  similar  bills  before  this  committee. 

We  have  based  our  figures  as  taken  from  the  report  made  by  the 
Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  of  1964.  We  are  confident  that  additional 
increases  have  been  granted  outside  industry  since  this  1964  report. 

The  Post  Office  Department  is  opposed  to  overtime  for  substitutes 
for  work  in  excess  of  8  hours  in  any  given  day.  We  urge  that  this 
committee  consider  the  substitutes  as  equal  to  the  regular  employees 
and  provide  the  overtime  rate  for  all  work  performed  in  excess  of  8 
hours.  We  also  endorse  the  overtime  provisions  for  PFS  levels 
through  PFS-13  in  the  postal  field  service. 

We  would  like  to  bring  to  your  attention  that  the  position  of  our 
vehicle  operations  analyst  is  PFS-7.  These  employees’  responsibility 
and  duties  are  comparable  to  that  of  a  claims  officer  or  an  accident 
adjuster,  whose  salaries  are  far  greater  than  that  of  a  PFS-7  now 
paid  our  vehicle  operations  analyst  and  they  should  be  placed  in  a 
PFS-8  level. 

Our  national  convention  has  endorsed  a  30-year  retirement  at 
age  55,  with  full  annuities,  but  we  are  opposed  to  compulsory 
retirement  of  any  employee  at  any  PFS  level. 

We  have  our  own  health  benefit  plan  and  records  indicate  that  96 
percent  are  participating  in  the  high-option  plan.  We  sincerely  hope 
that  this  committee  will  enact  legislation  which  will  provide  that  the 
Government  pay  a  50-percent  contribution  toward  all  health  benefit 
plans. 

We  appreciate  Congressman  Daniels’  introduction  of  H.R.  11879 
and  Mr.  Matsunaga’s  bill  that  would  improve  the  Federal  life  insur¬ 
ance  and  sincerely  hope  that  it  will  be  enacted  during  this  session  of 
Congress. 

We  would  recommend  that  the  committee  consider  the  many 
inequities  created  with  the  enactment  of  Public  Law  68,  and  salary 
legislation  of  1962  and  1964,  and  that  language  be  inserted  in  the  pend¬ 
ing  legislation  which  would  correct  these  situations  such  as  the 
language  known  as  the  Dulski  amendment. 

Public  Law  89-301  provided  a  maximum  uniform  allowance  of  $125, 
based  on  the  increased  cost  of  uniforms  to  the  employees.  The  Post 
Office  Department  has  suggested  that  any  increase  in  the  present 
$100  allowance  will  be  negotiated  in  the  next  national  agreement. 

It  is  our  opinion  that  Congress  intended  that  such  increase  be  put 
into  effect,  and  we  sincerely  hope  that  the  committee  will  consider 
inserting  language  that  would  provide  the  $125  for  uniform  allowance 
so  that  it  would  not  be  necessary  to  negotiate  an  item  which  we  feel 
was  enacted  into  law  and  is  contained  in  Public  Law  89-301. 

We  also  request  that  the  uniform  allowance  be  allowed  the  mainte¬ 
nance  employees  of  the  motor  vehicle  service,  as  these  employees  are 
performing  their  duties  outside  of  the  facilities,  and  which  is  the  pres¬ 
ent  practice  of  private  industry. 

In  conclusion,  we  support  H.R.  12094  that  would  provide  a  more 
realistic  comparability  increase  to  all  Federal  and  postal  employees. 
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We  would  also  urge  that  the  effective  date  be  no  later  than  the  date  of 
enactment  by  Congress  at  this  session. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  members  of  the  committee,  for 
permitting  us  to  present  our  views  on  the  pending  legislation.  We  are 
confident  that  a  fair  and  just  consideration  will  be  given  to  the  needs 
of  all  Federal  and  postal  employees. 

Mr.  Udall.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Gibson. 

How  many  members  in  your  organization? 

Mr.  Gibson.  Seven  thousand  five  hundred,  with  eight  in  Hawaii. 

Mr.  Udall.  You  anticipated  my  question.  How  many  in  Arizona? 

Mr.  Gibson.  We  have  two  I  think  in  Arizona,  Phoenix  and  Tucson. 

Mr.  Udall.  Would  any  of  your  leaders  be  willing  to  go  to  Arizona 
on  a  recruiting  mission,  especially  during  the  winter  months.  Do  you 
think  you  can  find  a  volunteer  for  that  hazardous  duty? 

Mr.  Gibson.  After  a  big  hassle,  I  was  permitted  to  go  to  Phoenix. 

Mr.  Udall.  The  gentleman  from  North  Carolina. 

Mr.  Broyhill.  No  questions,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Udall.  The  gentleman  from  Hawaii. 

Mr.  Matsunaga.  "Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I  appreciate  the  anticipated  question,  Mr.  Gibson. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Udall  Thank  you,  gentlemen.  We  appreciate  your  help  this 
morning. 

Our  final  witness  this  morning  is  Mr.  Ross  Messer,  legislative 
representative  of  the  National  Association  of  Post  Office  &  General 
Services  Maintenance  Employees. 

You  may  proceed. 

STATEMENT  OF  ROSS  A.  MESSER,  LEGISLATIVE  REPRESENTATIVE 

NATIONAL  ASSOCIATION  OF  POST  OFFICE  &  GENERAL  SERV¬ 
ICES  MAINTENANCE  EMPLOYEES 

Mr.  Messer.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  com¬ 
mittee,  for  the  opportunity  to  appear  before  you  today.  I  am  Ross  A. 
Messer,  legislative  representative  of  the  National  Association  of  Post 
Office  &  General  Services  Maintenance  Employees,  with  headquar¬ 
ters  at  724  Ninth  Street  NW.,  Washington,  D.C. 

This  association  is  the  national  exclusive  representative  with  the 
Post  Office  Department  for  all  maintenance  employees  in  the  postal 
field  service  under  a  national  election,  held  in  1962. 

Tins  association  also  has  formal  recognition  with  General  Services 
Administration,  representing  maintenance  employees  in  the  Public 
Building  Services  of  GSA.  This  association  lias  members  in  the  50 
States,  Puerto  Rico,  Virgin  Islands,  and  the  District  of  Columbia. 

It  is  a  pleasure  for  us  to  have  an  opportunity  to  testify  before  this 
committee  on  the  pending  proposal  affecting  pay,  retirement,  and 
health  insurance.  We  ivish  to  extend  our  thanks  to  Chairman  Udall 
for  scheduling  hearings  on  this  most  important  subject.  We  also 
wish  to  thank  the  various  members  of  this  committee  who  have 
introduced  bills  to  increase  the  pay  of  Federal  employees. 
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This  association  lias  strongly  supported  the  comparability  principle, 
recommended  by  the  late  President  John  F.  Kennedy,  embodied  in 
the  Federal  Salary  Reform  Act  of  1962,  and  endorsed  by  President 
Johnson  in  his  message  to  Congress  in  1965. 

However,  it  is  our  belief  that  the  guidelines  now  proposed  by  the 
administration  this  year  will  replace  the  comparability  principle  set 
forth  in  the  Salary  Reform  Act  of  1962,  unless  Congress  takes  a  hand 
in  this  situation  and  provides  true  comparability. 

A  few  years  ago,  Congress  approved  legislation  to  make  increases 
for  wage  board  employees  effective  not  later  than  45  days  after  the 
date  the  survey  was  officially  ordered — Public  Law  85-872,  approved 
September  2,  1958. 

In  order  for  Classification  Act  and  postal  field  service  employees  to 
have  true  comparability,  some  such  proposal  must  be  given  serious 
consideration  by  Congress. 

Chairman  Macy  of  the  Civil  Service  Commission,  in  his  testimony 
before  this  committee,  stated: 

The  adjustment  proposed  by  the  President  would  continue  to  maintain  full 
comparability  at  grades  up  through  GS-5,  bringing  those  rates  up  to  private 
enterprise  salary  levels  most  recently  reported  bv  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics 
in  the  survey  report  released  in  November  1965. 

The  report  was  released  in  November  1965,  but  is  dated  February- 
A larch  1965,  which  means  that  most  of  the  material  in  the  report,  or 
the  wage  surveys  conducted  by  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics,  was 
gathered  during  1964  and  this  is  now  1966,  which  means  that,  in  our 
opinion,  on  January  1,  1967,  the  effective  date  proposed  by  the 
administration,  the  employees  would  receive  comparable  pay  with 
private  industry  in  1964. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  not  comparability  in  our  opinion. 

Many  facts  and  figures  have  been  presented  to  the  committee  to 
justify  the  need  of  a  salary  increase  of  at  least  7  percent  for  postal 
and  Federal  employees.  The  cost-of-living  increase  and  the  change  in 
living  standards  have  affected  the  maintenance  employees  to  the  same 
extent  it  has  affected  other  postal  and  Federal  employees. 

This  association  strongly  endorses  an  increase  of  7  percent  for  all 
employees,  regardless  of  their  grade  level. 

Air.  Chairman,  it  is  our  belief  that  the  effective  date  of  January  1, 
1967,  approved  and  recommended  by  the  administration,  is  very  un¬ 
realistic.  It  is  our  belief  that  in  order  to  cut  down  on  the  lag  between 
the  date  of  the  surveys  by  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  and  the  effec¬ 
tive  date,  and  in  order  to  provide  some  semblance  of  comparability, 
the  effective  date  of  the  salary  increase  should  be  not  later  than 
Alarch  1,  1966. 

Last  year,  this  committee  and  the  House  approved  mandatory  pav- 
ment  of  overtime  for  the  postal  field  service.  The  Postmaster  Gen¬ 
eral  was  granted  the  option  of  paying  overtime  up  to  level  10. 

These  provisions  were  eliminated  from  Public  Law  89-301,  when 
finally  approved.  Public  Law  89-301  limited  the  payment  of  over¬ 
time  to  level  7  and  below,  with  payments  to  8  through  i4  at  the  option 
of  the  Postmaster  General. 

It  is  our  belief  that  all  postal  field  service  employees  who  are  re¬ 
quired  to  work  overtime,  either  in  excess  of  8  hours  a  day,  or  Satur¬ 
days  or  Sundays,  should  be  paid  overtime  pay  for  such  work. 
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If  the  committee  finds  it  necessary  to  place  a  limitation  on  the  over¬ 
time  pay  in  the  postal  field  service,  it  is  our  belief  that  the  limitation 
should  be  applied  at  grade  15  or  above. 

The  administration  is  recommending  a  slight  increase  in  the  amount 
the  Government  pays  on  the  premiums  of  the  health  insurance  for 
the  employees.  It  is  our  belief,  and  it  has  been  our  contention  since 
the  inception  of  the  program,  that  the  Government  should  pay  one- 
half  the  cost  of  the  premiums  of  health  insurance.  Many  firms  in 
private  industry  pay  one-half  or  more  of  the  cost.  Quite  a  number 
of  firms  pay  the  entire  cost. 

This  association  endorses  the  recommendation  of  the  administra¬ 
tion  that  the  employees  be  given  an  opportunity  to  retire  on  full 
annuity  at  age  55  with  30  years  of  service. 

It  is  our  belief  that  this  is  an  option  which  should  be  with  the 
employees  and  not  with  the  Government.  If  the  Government  has 
the  right  to  force  retirement  on  certain  employees  on  the  completion 
of  30  years  of  service  at  age  55,  it  will  be  a  deterrent  to  many  employees 
to  move  into  the  higher  levels,  as  they  know  they  stand  a  chance  of 
being  automatically  separated  when,  in  the  opinion  of  some  officials, 
they  have  served  their  usefulness. 

It  is  our  belief  that  the  Government  having  the  option  to  retire 
the  employees,  will  severely  hinder  the  efficient  and  economical 
operation  of  the  Government. 

This  association  is  opposed  to  the  increase  in  the  retirement  deduc¬ 
tion  from  the  employees’  salaries.  It  is  our  belief  that  the  6%  percent 
presently  paid  by  the  employees  is  sufficient  to  cover  the  cost  of  their 
portion  of  the  annuity. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  has  always  been  the  belief  of  this  association 
that  pay  and  fringe  benefits  should  be  separated.  However,  the 
administration  has  made  strong  recommendations  for  a  package  bill 
within  the  guidelines  of  3.2  percent  as  established  by  the  President. 

In  view  of  the  administration’s  proposal  for  a  package  bill,  it  is  our 
belief  that  the  committee  should  give  serious  consideration  to  includ¬ 
ing  in  the  package  bill,  the  provisions  of  H.R.  10298  and  H.R.  10299, 
overtime  compensation  during  official  travel;  and  the  provisions  of 
H.R.  11879,  H.R.  12045  and  H.R.  12129,  identical  bills,  to  amend  the 
Federal  Employees’  Group  Life  Insurance  Act  of  1954. 

Mr.  Chairman,  if  we  are  to  have  a  package  bill,  we  see  no  reason 
why  several  items  of  vital  importance  to  the  postal  and  other  Govern¬ 
ment  employees  should  not  be  included  in  the  bill. 

The  administration  has  recommended  guidelines  of  3.2  percent, 
which  include  an  average  salary  increase  of  2.85  percent,  ranging  from 

1  percent  in  the  lower  grades  to  4.5  percent  in  the  upper  grades,  with 
the  remainder  of  the  guidelines  being  applied  to  fringe  benefits. 

The  average  2.85  percent  increase  recommended  by  the  administra¬ 
tion  would  actually  be  reduced  by  one-half  of  1  percent,  the  proposed 
increase  in  retirement  deductions,  thereby  leaving  an  average  increase 
of  2.35  percent.  The  1  percent  increase  recommended  in  GS-1  and 

2  would  eventually  wind  up  as  an  increase  of  one-half  of  1  percent, 
due  to  the  increase  in  the  retirement  deductions. 

It  is  our  belief  that  any  increase  granted  should  be  applied  equally 
to  all  grades  or  levels. 
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Mr.  Chairman,  the  administration,  while  attempting  to  hold  the 
postal  and  classified  employees  within  the  established  guidelines 
of  3.2  percent  is  not  applying  this  to  all  employees  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment.  Do  not  misunderstand  me.  We  do  not  begrudge  wage-board 
employees  receiving  the  increases  to  which  they  are  justly  entitled. 

However,  it  appears  quite  strange  to  us  that  the  administration 
strongly  recommends  holding  pay  and  fringe  benefits  for  postal  field 
service  and  Classification  Act  emjfioyees  to  the  3.2  percent,  while 
some  wage-board  employees  are  receiving  considerably  more  than 
this,  in  some  instances,  in  pay  alone. 

I  have  attached  to  my  statement,  exhibit  A  and  exhibit  B,  covering 
a  portion  of  two  monthly  reports,  January  and  February  1966,  on 
the  Army  Air  Force  wage  boards  which  set  forth  the  percentage 
increase  received  by  nonsupervisory  employees,  by  leadennen  em¬ 
ployees  and  by  supervisory  employees. 

A  review  of  these  reports  indicates  that  in  a  number  of  cities,  the 
3.2  percent  overall  guidelines  for  wages  and  fringe  benefits  have  been 
exceeded  in  percentage  increases  for  wages  only. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  ask  that  these  two  exhibits  be 
included  at  the  conclusion  of  my  testimony. 

Mr.  Udall.  Without  objection  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  Messer.  Section  501,  Public  Law  68,  84th  Congress,  repro¬ 
duced  below,  provides  that  employees  entering  the  postal  field  service 
in  any  position  not  in  a  regional  or  district  office,  or  in  a  professional 
or  scientific  position,  shall  enter  in  step  1  of  the  level. 

(The  information  follows:) 

Title  V — General  Compensation  Rules — Appointments 

Sec.  501.  The  Postmaster  General  may  appoint  any  person  who  has  been 
employed  in  a  civilian  capacity  in  any  branch  of  the  Government  to  any  position 
in  a  regional  or  district  office  or  to  any  professional  or  scientific  position  and  may 
place  such  person  in  any  step  in  the  salary  level  of  the  postal  field  service  schedule 
which  is  less  than  one  full  step  above  the  highest  basic  salary  which  such  person 
received  from  the  United  States. 

Mr.  Messer.  It  is  anticipated  that  in  the  near  future,  the  Post 
Office  Department  will  take  over  the  operation  of  certain  post  office 
buildings  now  operated  by  the  General  Services  Administration. 
This  would  require  the  Post  Office  to  take  over  certain  GSA  employees 
who  would  be  required  to  enter  the  postal  field  service  as  step  1  of 
the  level  to  which  assigned,  thereby  causing  a  loss  in  pay. 

GSA  regulations  provide  that  when  GSA  takes  over  a  post  office 
building,  the  employees  are  taken  over  at  the  rate  of  pay  they  are 
receiving  on  the  date  of  transfer. 

A  specific  building  in  question  has  two  employees,  one  receiving 
$2.65  per  hour,  the  other  $2.32  per  hour.  It  is  proposed  to  place  these 
two  GSA  employees  in  PFS  2,  step  1,  $2.13  per  hour,  when  they  are 
transferred  to  the  postal  field  service.  One  employee  would  take  a 
reduction  of  52  cents  an  hour,  or  $1,081.60  per  year,  while  the  other 
employee  would  take  a  reduction  of  19  cents  an  hour,  or  $395.20 
per  year. 

In  addition  to  the  loss  in  pay,  it  appears  that  the  employee  taking  a 
reduction  of  more  than  $1,000  would  also  lose  $1,000  life  insurance. 

Both  employees  would  be  adversely  affected  in  pay  and  retirement. 
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It  is  our  belief  that  the  same  saved-rate  provisions  should  apply  to 
GSA  employees  transferred  to  the  postal  field  service  as  now  applies  to 
postal  field  service  employees  transferred  to  GSA  through  no  fault  of 
their  own.  The  transfer  of  the  employees  to  or  from  either  agency  is 
due  to  the  transfer  of  the  building  from  one  agency  to  the  other. 

The  two  employees  in  question  could  be  placed  in  steps  of  PFS-2 
with  very  little,  if  any,  loss  in  pay.  However,  the  provisions  of  section 
501  of  Public  Law  68  of  the  84th  Congress  prohibit  this. 

It  is  respectfully  requested  that  this  committee  give  consideration  to 
an  amendment  to  section  501  of  Public  Law  68  of  the  84th  Congress,  to 
provide  that  GSA  employees  who  are  transferred  to  the  postal  field 
service  be  placed  in  a  step  of  the  level  nearest  to  the  salary  they  are 
receiving  on  the  date  of  transfer  to  the  postal  field  service. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  appears  that  the  problem  we  are  now  confronted 
with  under  section  501,  Public  Law  68,  84th  Congress,  is  going  to 
be  a  continuing  problem,  as  it  is  anticipated  that  several  buildings 
will  be  transferred  from  the  General  Services  Administration  to  the 
Postal  Field  Service  within  the  next  year  or  so. 

By  including  an  amendment  in  any  pay  bill  reported  by  the  com¬ 
mittee,  you  would  be  providing  protection  for  the  employees  when 
they  are  transferred  due  to  the  transfer  of  the  building  from  GSA 
to  the  Post  Office  Department. 

In  closing,  I  would  like  to  state  that  many  people  have  a  false 
impression  of  the  maintenance  service  in  the  postal  field  service.  The 
maintenance  service  is  not  composed  of  janitors  and  laborers  alone. 

The  employees  of  the  maintenance  service  are  in  PFS  levels  1 
through  15.  It  is  true  that  the  primary  function  of  the  maintenance 
service  is  the  operation  and  maintenance  of  the  post  office  buildings 
and  mail-handling  equipment.  However,  with  the  advent  of  auto¬ 
mation,  the  maintenance  service  is  a  very  vital  part  of  the  postal 
service. 

The  mechanics  in  the  maintenance  service  maintain  the  most  mod¬ 
ern  letter-sorting  and  canceling  machines,  as  well  as  automatic  elevators 
and  some  of  the  largest  air-conditioning  units  in  the  United  States. 

I  might  add  that  this  association  represents  all  maintenance 
employees,  both  supervisory  and  nonsupervisory. 

I  wish  to  again  take  this  opportunity,  Mr.  Chairman,  to  thank 
you  and  the  members  of  your  committee,  for  the  opportunity  to 
appear  before  you  today. 

(Exhibits  A  and  B  follow:) 


Exhibit  A 

Memorandum  for:  Army-Air  Force  Wage  Board  Members,  Division  Chiefs 
DA,  DCSPER,  OCP  Chief,  Classification  and  Regulations  Division,  IIQ 
USAF. 

Subject:  Monthly  Report — Technical  Staff,  A-AFWB  for  January  1966. 

1.  Revised  schedules  were  approved  during  the  month  of  January  1966  for 
approximately  21,289  regular  wage  board  employees  of  the  Departments  of  the 
Army  and  Air  Force  in  16  labor  market  areas.  In  addition,  the  following  special 
schedules  were  approved: 

(а)  Three  laundry  schedules.  Review  of  one  laundry  schedule  resulted 
in  no  change. 

(б)  Harbor  boat  schedule,  Wilmington,  N.C. 

(c)  Harbor  boat  schedule,  Charleston,  S.C. 
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2.  Average  increases  in  revised  wage  schedules  are  summarized  below.  The 
mean  cent  per  hour  increase  and  mean  percentage  increase,  as  well  as  the  esti¬ 
mated  number  of  employees  affected,  are  shown: 


Regular  schedules 


Nonsupervisory 
schedule 
including — 

Laundry 
schedule 
including — 

Supervisory 
schedule 
including — 

Approximate 
number  of 
employees 

Average 

hourly 

Per¬ 

cent 

Average 

hourly 

Per¬ 

cent 

Average 

hourly 

Per¬ 

cent 

Army 

Air 

Force 

Locality: 

Colorado  Springs,  Colo__.  _ 

$0. 1115 

4.34 

$0. 1215 

4.30 

$0. 1577 

4.42 

602 

1, 364 

Denver,  Colo _ _ _ 

.1000 

3.29 

.1100 

3. 59 

.  1338 

3. 48 

776 

912 

LaJunta,  Colo _  _ 

.0831 

3.24 

.  0915 

3.  25 

.  1254 

3.53 

7 

0 

Pueblo,  Colo _  _ _  __ 

.  1138 

4.28 

.  1254 

4.28 

.  1638 

4.45 

2, 146 

0 

Baltimore,  Md__  _  .  . . 

.  1046 

3.72 

.1154 

3.73 

.1492 

3.  84 

4,324 

31 

Rochester,  N.Y . 

.  1115 

4.  00 

.  1231 

4.02 

.  1585 

4.  06 

18 

1 

Wilmington,  N.C _  _ 

.0785 

3. 17 

.0877 

3. 22 

.1192 

3.37 

125 

5 

Youngstown- Warren,  Ohio. . 

Central  Pennsylvania _  _  .  _ 

.0985 

3.42 

.1085 

3.42 

.  1646 

4. 15 

47 

148 

i  .  0769 

2.98 

1  . 0846 

2.98 

.  1292 

3.64 

6 

0 

Myrtle  Beach,  S.C _ 

.0785 

3. 17 

.0877 

3.  22 

.  1192 

3.37 

0 

188 

Fort  Worth- Dallas,  Tex . . 

Salt  Lake  City-Ogden,  Utah _ 

.0785 

2.98 

.0869 

3.  00 

.  1192 

3.21 

322 

336 

.1008 

3.59 

.  1108 

3. 58 

.1377 

3.56 

2,  570 

5,  673 

Skull  Valiev,  Ctah _  _ 

.  1008 

3.46 

.  1108 

3.46 

.  1385 

3.46 

452 

1 

Radford,  Va _ __ _  _ 

.0600 

2.  49 

.  0669 

2.53 

.0746 

2.19 

35 

Richmond-Petersburc,  Va . 

.  1000 

3.83 

.  1100 

3.83 

.  1431 

3.84 

1,031 

0 

Southern  Virginia _ 

.0785 

3. 35 

.0838 

3.25 

.  1069 

3. 12 

155 

7 

1  Increase  at  certain  grades  only. 


Exhibit  B 

Memorandum  for:  Army-Air  Force  Wage  Board  Members,  Division  Chiefs,  DA, 
DCSPER,  OCP  Chief,  Classification  and  Regulations  Division,  HQ  USAF. 
Subject:  Monthly  Report— Technical  Staff,  A-AFWB  for  February  1966. 

1.  Revised  schedules  were  approved  during  the  month  of  February  1966  for 
approximately  7,161  regular  wage  board  employees  of  the  Departments  of  the 
Army  and  Air  Force  in  12  labor  market  areas.  In  addition,  the  following  special 
schedules  were  approved: 

(a)  Review  of  one  laundry  schedule  resulted  in  no  change  in  nonsuper- 
visory  rates,  but  increased  certain  supervisory  grade  rates. 

( b )  Harbor  boat  and  stake  boat  schedule— New  York,  N.Y. 

(c)  Auxiliary  chaplains — Army  and  Air  Force. 

( d )  West  coast  maritime  schedule. 

(e)  Atlantic  and  Gulf  coast  marine  schedule. 

(/)  Marine  wage  rate  schedule — Fort  MacArthur,  Calif. 

2.  Average  increases  in  revised  wage  schedules  are  summarized  below.  The 
mean  cent  per  hour  increase  and  mean  percentage  increase,  as  well  as  the  estimated 
number  of  employees  affected,  are  shown: 


Regular  schedules 


Nonsupervisory 
schedule 
including — 

Laundry 
schedule 
including — 

Supervisory 
schedule 
including — 

Approximate 
number  of 
employees 

Average 

hourly 

Per¬ 

cent 

Average 

hourly 

Per¬ 

cent 

Average 

hourly 

Per¬ 

cent 

Army 

Air 

Force 

Locality: 

Wilmington,  Del _ 

$0.  0808 

2.87 

$0.  0869 

2.  81 

$0.  1346 

3.  44 

76 

778 

Key  West,  Fla...  _ _ _ 

.0554 

2.08 

.0600 

2.  05 

.0731 

1.93 

35 

0 

Miami,  Fla...  _  .  _ _ 

.0554 

2.05 

.0600 

2.  02 

.0731 

1.  91 

129 

258 

Lansing,  Mich . . .  ... 

.  0808 

2.74 

.  0892 

2.  75 

.1092 

2.68 

4 

0 

Western  Michigan _ _  _ _ 

.0823 

2. 87 

.  0892 

2.83 

.  1115 

2.83 

28 

49 

Minneapolis-St.  Paul,  Minn . 

.  1000 

3.  45 

.1062 

3.33 

.1346 

3. 37 

451 

276 

Atlantic  City,  N.J _ 

.0754 

2.  87 

.0831 

2.88 

.  1046 

2.  84 

2 

0 

Dover,  N.J.. _  _  __ 

.1077 

3.97 

.  1192 

4.00 

.1608 

4.28 

2,483 

0 

Trenton,  N.J _  _  _.  .. 

.0846 

2.96 

.0938 

2.99 

.  1192 

3.00 

876 

1,066 

Buffalo,  N.Y _  _  .. 

.0977 

3.  38 

.1077 

3.38 

.  1415 

3.  54 

366 

152 

Fredericksburg,  Va..  _ _  _ 

.1015 

4.  29 

.  1131 

4. 34 

.  1415 

4.28 

128 

0 

Clarksburg-Fairmont,  W.  Va _ 

.0900 

3. 50 

.0931 

3.29 

.1223 

3.44 

4 

0 
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Mr.  Udall.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Messer. 

The  point  you  raised  relating  to  the  possible  salary  loss  of  employees 
who  are  transferred  from  GSA  to  the  Post  Office  Department  is  one 
that  also  concerns  me.  I  have  instructed  onr  staff  director  to  prepare 
appropriate  corrective  language  which  the  committee  may  wish  to 
consider  in  drafting  the  bill. 

Mr.  Messer.  We  are  greatly  concerned  with  this  problem.  In 
1950,  there  were  93  buildings  that  went  over  to  GSA;  and  since  that 
time  there  has  been  a  small  number  of  buildings  going  over  each  year; 
but,  so  far  as  I  know,  this  is  the  first-  building  to  return  to  the  postal 
field  service  from  GSA. 

This  building  is  in  the  process  of  being  changed  over  at  the  present 
time.  In  July  there  is  to  be  a  big  changeover,  oue  building  will  affect 
120  employees.  Within  the  next  year  there  will  be  four  large  buildings 
under  consideration  to  be  brought  back;  so  if  we  were  able  to  take 
care  of  two  employees  immediately,  we  would  be  protecting  several 
hundred  employees  in  the  future. 

Mr.  Udall.  Thank  you. 

We  have  had  some  complicated  drafting  problems  in  trying  to  get- 
this  entire  proposed  package  put  together  in  the  form  of  a  committee 
print  bill,  but  I  hope  to  have  one  available  either  late  today  or  on 
Monday.  It  has  always  seemed  important  to  me  that  we  have 
actual  legislative  language  before  we  close  the  hearing  so  that  the 
various  organizations  concerned  have  an  opportunity  to  examine  it, 
to  make  suggestions,  and  to  point  out  any  defects  as  they  see  them. 
I  hope  that  the  various  organizations  who  have  testified  here  will 
obtain  copies  and  review  the  first  draft  committee  print. 

Mr.  Messer.  We  would  be  very  happy  to  review  it. 

Mr.  Udall.  Mr.  Broyliill. 

Mr.  Broyhill.  No  questions,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Udall.  Mr.  Matsunaga. 

Mr.  Matsunaga.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Messer,  when  the  transfer  is  made  from  GSA  to  the  Post 
Office  Department  will  the  employees  you  speak  of  be  doing  the  same 
type  of  work  that  they  are  now  doing? 

Mr.  Messer.  Yes,  sir;  that  is  right. 

Mr.  Matsunaga.  Then  are  you  saying  that  GSA  pays  higher 
salaries  for  the  same  work  that  the  Post  Office  Department  does? 

Mr.  Messer.  Not  necessarily.  These  men  have  been  there  for  a 
number  of  years  and  they  are  entering  the  postal  service  as  though 
they  were  new  employees. 

Mr.  Udall.  It  is  the  language  in  the  present  law  relating  to  transfer 
of  grade  when  you  go  from  the  postal  field  service  to  GSA  or  vice 
versa.  It  is  the  technical  language  in  the  present  law. 

Mr.  Matsunaga.  Rather  than  a  difference  in  classification  for  the 
same  type  of  work? 

Mr.  Messer.  That  is  right.  One  of  the  men  would  fit  practically 
perfectly  into  step  4  of  level  2,  which  would  be  a  3-year  employee. 

The  other  man  would  fit  in  step  9  of  level  2,  but  under  the  present 
law  only  people  in  regional  or  district  offices  or  technical  people  can 
be  brought  in  at  a  comparable  salary.  Any  other  employee  must  come 
in  in  step  1  of  the  grade  regardless  of  the  number  of  years  of  service. 
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Mr.  Matsunaga.  I  see. 

I  would,  think  this  would  be  in  violation  of  the  equal  pay  for  equal 
work  law. 

Mr.  Udall.  It  certainly  is  and  he  has  put  his  finger  on  a  technical 
defect  that  should  be  corrected. 

Mr.  Matsunaga.  Yes;  that  ought  to  be  corrected  and  I  would 
definitely  support  such  an  amendment. 

Mr.  Messer.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Udall.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Messer. 

The  next  meeting  of  the  subcommittee  will  be  Monday  at  10  o’clock 
in  this  room  and  we  stand  adjourned  until  that  time. 

(Whereupon  the  hearing  was  adjourned  until  10  a.m.,  Monday, 
March  21,  1966.) 
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MONDAY,  MARCH  21,  1966 

House  of  Representatives, 

Subcommittee  on  Compensation  of  the 
Committee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service, 

.  Washington,  D.C. 

^hVUfeOmmT1Tttee,r?etati0  am->  in  room  215>  Cannon  House 
presiding1  ^°n‘  ^oms  ^dall  (chairman  of  the  subcommittee) 

Mr.  Matsunaga  (presiding) .  The  meeting  of  the  Subcommittee  on 
Compensation  will  come  to  order.  We  will  resume  hearings  on  the 
compensation  bill. 

u  rS1688  A, the  President  of  the  National  Association  of 

Post  Office  &  Postal  Transportation  Service  Mail  Handlers  Watch- 
men  Messengers  &  Group  Leaders,  Mr.  Harold  McAvoy;  accompanied 

if  r’iif  i  ew  ™  •  Carmato,  who  is  chairman  of  the  executive  board 
Mr.  McAvoy. 


STATEMENT  OF  HAROLD  McAVOY,  NATIONAL  PRESIDENT,  NA¬ 
TIONAL  ASSOCIATION  OF  POST  OFFICE  &  POSTAL  TRANS¬ 
PORTATION  SERVICE  MAIL  HANDLERS,  WATCHMEN,  MESSEN¬ 
GERS  &  GROUP  LEADERS;  ACCOMPANIED  BY  ANDREW  W. 

CARNIATO,  CHAIRMAN  OF  THE  EXECUTIVE  BOARD 

Mr.  McAvoy.  Good  morning,  Mr.  Chairman,  Congressman  Hanlev. 
1  am  accompanied  by  our  chairman  of  the  board,  Mr.  Chairman 
Mr.  Andrew  Carmato.  ’ 

Mr.  Matsunaga.  Welcome  to  the  committee,  Mr.  McAvoy.  I 
must  apologize  for  the  small  attendance  here.  The  chairman  had  to 
go  to  the  Supreme  Court  in  order  to  sponsor  a  fellow  Arizonan  for 
admission  to  the  Supreme  Court.  Mr.  Daniels  is  in  New  Jersey  and 
others  are  unavoidably  delayed. 

Mr.  McAvoy.  That  is  easily  understood,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Matsunaga.  You  may  proceed,  Mr.  McAvoy. 

Mr.  McAvoy.  Air.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee,  for 
the  record  my  name  is  Harold  McAvoy.  I  am  national  president 
ol  the  above-named  organization.  We  are  part  of  the  American 
federation  of  Labor  and  Congress  of  Industrial  Organizations  and 
Government  Employees  Council.  Our  national  offices  are  located  at 
501  13th  Street  NW.,  Washington,  D.C. 

At  this  time  I  would  like  to  say  “Thank  you”  for  the  privilege 
ol  appearing  before  you. 

In  order  to  conserve  time,  I  would  like  to  stress  the  need  for  early 
favorable  action  on  a  decent  pay  increase — 7  percent — in  line  with 
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true  "comparability,”  as  it  pertains  to  our  job  assignments  in  the 
postal  service  with  workers,  in  outside  industry. 

As  outlined  in  the  Federal  Reform  Act  of  1962,  I  would  like  to 
quote: 

(a)  "There  shall  be  equal  pay  for  substantially  equal  work  and  pay 
distinctions  shall  be  maintained  in  keeping  with  work  performance 
distinctions;”  and 

( b )  "Federal  salary  rates  shall  be  comparable  with  private  enter¬ 
prise  salary  rates  for  the  same  levels  of  work.” 

It  has  been  stated  many  times,  that  it  is  hard  to  compare  job  assign¬ 
ments  in  the  postal  service  with  jobs  in  outside  industry.  This  may 
apply  to  other  postal  employees,  but  I  honestly  don’t  believe  the 
statement  can  apply  to  employees  in  the  mail  handler  craft,  the  craft 
that  our  national  organization  has  won  exclusive  rights  through  a  na¬ 
tional  election,  to  represent. 

In  line  with  the  "comparability”  feature  of  the  Federal  Reform 
Act  of  1962,  I  would  like  to  make  one  or  two  comparisons,  between 
our  job  assignments  in  the  postal  service,  and  employees  in  outside 
industry;  longshoremen,  checkers,  and  teamsters,  employees  in  the 
Department  of  Sanitation,  New  York  City,  the  city,  I  come  from,  as 
an  illustration. 

The  teamsters  and  longshoremen  are  close  to  the  $4  an  hour  mark. 
The  checkers,  in  transportation,  are  at  the  $4  mark.  The  department, 
of  sanitation  employees  are  being  paid  over  $7,000  per  year.  The 
teamsters  load  and  unload,  plus  drive.  The  checkers  verify  the  load. 
The  longshoremen  just  load  and  unload  and  the  employees  in  the 
sanitation  department  just  empty  garbage  cans.  No  reflection.  The 
above  employees  don’t  have  to  qualify  through  a  civil  service  examina¬ 
tion,  before  being  assigned;  as  hour  people  must  do,  for  mail  handler 
craft  assignments,  in  the  postal  service. 

For  your  information  and  guidance,  I  would  like  to  present  our  job 
description,  as  spelled  out  in  Public  Law  68.  With  your  permission,, 
I  would  like  Mr.  Carmato  to  continue. 

Mr.  Matsunaga.  Without  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  Carniato.  Thank  you,  Air.  Chairman. 

Duties  of  mail  handlers,  level  No.  3,  position  8,  Public  Law  68 
Basic  function:  Loads,  unloads,  and  moves  bulk  mail,  and  performs 
other  duties  incidental  to  the  movement  and  processing  of  mail. 

Duties  and  responsibilities:  (A)  Unloads  mail  received  by  trucks. 
Separates  all  mail  received  by  trucks  and  conveyors  for  subsequent 
dispatch  to  other  conveying  units,  and  separates  and  delivers  working 
mails  for  delivery  to  distribution  areas. 

(B)  Places  empty  sacks  and  pouches  on  racks,  labels  them  where 
labels  are  prearranged  or  racks  are  plainly  marked,  dumps  mail  from 
sacks,  cut  ties,  faces  letter  mail,  carries  mail  to  distributors  for  proc¬ 
essing,  places  processed  mail  into  sacks,  removes  filled  sacks  and 
pouches  from  racks,  closes  and  locks  same.  Picks  up  sacks,  pouches, 
and  outside  pieces,  separates  outgoing  bulk  mails  for  dispatch  and 
loads  mail  onto  trucks. 

(C)  Handles  and  sacks  empty  equipment,  inspects  empty  equip¬ 
ment  for  mail  content,  restrings  sacks. 
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(D)  Cancels  stamps  on  parcel  post,  operates  canceling  machines, 
carries  mail  from  canceling  machine  to  distribution  cases" 

(E)  Assist  in  supply  and  sliprooms  and  operates  addressograph, 
mimeograph,  and  similar  machines. 

(F)  In  addition,  may  perform  any  of  the  following  duties: 

(1)  Acts  as  armed  guard  for  valuable  registry  shipments  and 
as  watchman  and  guard  around  post  office  building. 

(2)  Makes  occasional  simple  distribution  of  parcel  post  mail 
requiring  no  scheme  knowledge. 

(3)  Operates  electric  forklift  trucks. 

(4)  Rewraps  soiled  or  broken  parcels. 

Organization  relationships:  Reports  to  a  foreman  or  other  desig¬ 
nated  supervisor. 

In  concluding  our  duties,  I  would  like  to  add  that  our  people 
separate  the  mail,  and  where  the  Post  Office  scheme  is  needed,  we  place 
the  mail  before  the  clerk.  When  the  clerk  has  completed  his  work 
through  his  knowledge  of  the  post  office  scheme,  our  people  again 
take  over  the  mail  and  follow  through  right  into  the  motor  vehicle 
truck. 

Mr.  McAvoy.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Carniato. 

May  I  continue,  Mr.  Chairman? 

Mr.  Matsunaga.  You  may  proceed. 

Mr.  McAvoy.  About  30  years  ago,  a  classification  bill  was  enacted 
into  law.  This  law  gave  all  postal  employees  a  $300  salary  increase. 
Our  mail  handlers  received  $150.  How  this  came  about,  I  do  not  know, 
but  ever  since  we  have  been  striving  to  catch  up. 

At  our  last  two  national  conventions,  we  went  on  record  to  ask 
Congress  to  consider  elevating  our  people  in  pay  level  No.  3  to  pay 
level  No.  4.  This  resolution  is  our  number  one  mandate,  and  our 
people  would  be  grateful,  if  you  the  members  of  this  committee  would 
accept  this  mandate  which  would  elevate  our  mail  handlers  from  pay 
level  No.  3  to  pay  level  No.  4,  which  in  our  opinion  is  our  proper  place 
in  the  Post  Office  pay  schedule. 

I  would  like  to  ask  at  this  time,  after  reading  to  you  our  job  assign¬ 
ments  on  the  work  floor  that  the  vast  majority  of  our  people  must 
keep  moving  the  mail  in  bulk.  The  weight  of  a  mail-filled  mailbag 
is  80  pounds.  The  majority  of  our  people  must  work  outdoors — - 
transportation  platforms  and  docks.  They  perform  then-  8-liour  job 
assignments  in  all  kinds  of  weather;  rain,  snow,  and  sometimes  below 
zero  weather  in  many  States. 

At  this  time,  I  would  like  to  point  out  that  our  people  must  buy 
their  own  heavy  clothing — safety  shoes,  rubbers,  etc.  I  hope  you 
will  agree  that  our  people  find  it  mighty  hard,  just  to  survive.  A 
work  clothes  allowance  is  long  overdue.  What  you,  Mr.  Chairman, 
and  the  committee  would  be  doing  if  included,  is  allow  our  people 
the  same  right  as  the  Congress  has  extended  to  the  letter  carrier, 
motor  vehicle,  special  delivery  employee,  and  clerk. 

Previous  witnesses  have  stated  that  the  proposed  pay  increase  is 
inadequate. 

I  would  like  to  point  out  that  the  previous  representatives  who 
testified — I  am  referring  to  the  postal  people —  are  one  pay  level  above 
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our  people,  the  clerk,  and  letter  carrier  are  in  pay  level  No.  4.  Our 
people  are  in  pay  level  No.  3,  90  percent  of  the  40,000  employees  in 
the  mail  handler  craft  work  in  our  large  cities.  It  has  been  pointed 
out,  to  live  for  instance  in  Seattle,  Wash.,  plus  many  cities,  that  one 
needs  a  salary  of  $6,900  or  more  for  a  family  of  four.  Our  starting 
salary  is  $4,780  and  after  22  years  we  reach  our  maximum  salary  of 
$6,551.  My  question  now  is:  Just  how  long  will  the  Post  Office 
Department  be  able  to  hire  employees  for  our  mail  handler  craft? 

The  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  answered  a  question  pertaining  to 
comparability.  How  do  you  make  your  comparisons?  The  Bureau 
answered,  we  do  not  use  the  title  of  the  employee;  we  compare  the 
work  he  does.  I  am  in  full  accord  with  this  procedure  as  it  is  the 
only  way  to  come  up  with  the  true  comparability. 

Along  the  pay  legislation  path,  over  the  years,  I  have  heard  that 
percentage  pay  increases  are  the  only  way  to  adjust  pay  schedules. 
If  this  is  true,  I  would  like  to  point  out  that  at  this  time  our  pay 
level  No.  3  mail  handlers  are  $490  behind  our  pay  level  No.  4  people. 
If  the  administration’s  pay  proposal  was  enacted  into  law,  the  present 
spread  of  $490  would  still  increase.  It  amazes  our  people  when  we 
hear  about  the  small  salary  increase  proposed  for  us,  and  as  we  go 
up  the  pay  ladder  we  find  that  some  people  in  higher  pay  levels 
will  still  go  higher,  and  our  people  will  just  continue  to  exist. 

Our  people  are  not  seeking  membership  in  a  golf  club  nor  trying 
to  buy  the  latest  sport  car.  All  we  are  striving  for,  pertaining  to 
pay  increase  is  to  be  able  to  put  decent  food  on  our  table  and  be 
able  to  buy  a  pair  of  shoes  for  our  children.  We  too,  would  fully 
appreciate  being  adopted  into  this  so-called  better  life  for  everyone, 
the  Great  Society,  instead  of  having  to  hold  down  two  jobs. 

The  President  recommended  optional  retirement  following  30  years 
of  postal  service,  at  age  55  without  reduction  in  annuity.  Our  people 
would  have  to  pay  an  additional  one-half  percent  of  their  salaries  for 
this  fringe  benefit.  The  30  year-age  55  is  a  giant  step  forward  and 
our  people  fully  endorse  this  step. 

I  would  like  to  say  I  hope  if  the  committee  does  report  that  particular 
part  of  the  bill,  that  it  is  optional  with  the  employee. 

The  recommendation  to  increase  the  administration’s  contribution 
to  our  health  benefit  program,  is  fully  endorsed  by  our  national 
organization.  The  recommendation,  that  the  Civil  Service  Retire¬ 
ment  Act  be  amended  to  guarantee  that  benefits  be  equal  to  those 
benefits  which  are  paid  by  social  security  meets  with  our  full  approval. 
The  first  5  years  of  service,  transfer  of  credits  to  social  security  meets 
with  our  full  approval. 

In  closing  this  tetimony,  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  this 
committee,  I  urge  you  to  give  serious  consideration  to  our  request 
for  work  clothes  allowance,  the  elevation  of  our  people  from  pay  level 
No.  3  to  pay  level  No.  4,  true  overtime  for  our  regulars  and  substitutes 
after  8  hours  of  work.  Both  of  these  items  are  long  past  due,  and  that 
a  7-percent  pay  increase,  for  our  people,  which  would  allow  them  the 
right  to  live  properly,  instead  of  existing,  by  working  two  jobs. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  for  the  privilege  of  appearing  before 
you  and  the  committee — I  think  we  left  out  a  couple  of  words,  and 
giving  you  the  serious  thinking  of  our  people.  It  is  our  honest  opinion 
that  the  present  administration’s  wage-price  guidelines  policies  and 
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their  one-sided  emphasis  on  wage  restraints  and  passing  mention  of 
prices  is  slowing  up  expenditures,  so  that  the  cash  budget  in  fiscal 
1967  will  show  a  slight  surplus.  That  the  continuing  talks  of  our 
economic  leaders,  for  a  hold-the-line  approach,  have  helped  project 
the  issue,  out  of  all  relation  to  reality.  Nearly  all  of  our  economists 
are  in  agreement  that  the  total  national  production  of  goods  and 
services  will  rise  about  $50  billion  this  year.  This  increase,  according 
to  our  research  people,  in  real  terms  will  be  close  to  5.25  percent. 

To  the  people  who  shout  inflation  the  loudest,  do  this  without  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  justice  or  equity  of  the  problem  or  case.  No  one 
suffers  more  than  the  wage  earner,  or  the  salaried  employee  through 
inflation. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Carniato.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Matsunaga.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  McAvoy. 

Any  questions  of  the  witness? 

Mr.  Hanley? 

Mr.  Hanley.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  McAvoy,  I  want  to  commend  you  on  your  very  comprehensive 
statement  here  this  morning.  For  the  record,  I  am  in  total  sympathy 
with  those  in  the  category  which  you  represent.  You  touched  on 
uniforms  on  page  4.  I  am  led  to  believe  that  there  isn’t  any  provision 
for  uniforms  for  mail  handlers.  Is  this  correct? 

Mr.  McAvoy.  No.  I  may  point  out,  Mr.  Congressman,  that 
everyone  in  the  service  has  a  uniform  allowance.  This  is  the  way 
they  present  it.  Employees,  like  the  motor  vehicle,  letter  carriers, 
and  so  forth,  do  meet  the  general  public. 

What  we  are  striving  for — for  instance,  you  come  from  upstate 
New  York,  from  Buffalo  right  through  it  is  pretty  cold.  We  are 
asking  for  the  same  consideration,  not  a  dress  uniform,  but  a  clothes 
uniform,  to  keep  us  warm  and  keep  the  strength  in  the  bodies  of  our 
people,  when  they  have  to  work  outdoors.  We  are  the  only  people 
who  are  denied  that  privilege. 

Mr.  Hanley.  I  look  upon  this  as  certainly  a  very  positive  inequity. 
I  note  that  you  are  in  accord  with  respect  to  the  30-year  retirement. 
Do  you  care  to  comment  with  respect  to  the  Government’s  option 
for  involuntary  retirement? 

Mr.  McAvoy.  Congressman,  like  everything  pertaining  to  living  a 
long  life,  I  know  a  lot  of  people  who  have  found,  just  before  retirement, 
that  the  world  has  been  wonderful  to  them  and  after  you  are  along  the 
line,  sickness  or  some  heartache  hits  you  and  every  nickel  you  have 
goes  down  the  drain.  My  request  would  be  to  the  committee,  Mr. 
Chairman,  to  definitely  leave  it  optional  with  the  employee. 

I  understand  that  the  thinking  on  the  Hill  is  that  it  be  sort  of 
compulsory. 

Mr.  Hanley.  Then  you  would  object  to  the  involuntary  aspect? 

Mr.  McAvoy.  That  is  right.  I  would  ask  you  to  consider  it  be 
optional  on  the  part  of  the  employee. 

Mr.  Hanley.  Thank  you.  I  have  no  further  questions. 

Mr.  Matsunaga.  Mr.  Cunningham? 

Mr.  Cunningham.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  am  sorry  I  was 
a  little  late,  but  I  didn’t  know  you  changed  the  meeting  room  and  I 
went  way  over  to  the  other  one. 
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Mr.  Matstjnaga.  I  see.  Well,  I  have  done  that  on  several 
occasions. 

Mr.  Cunningham.  I  have  had  the  pleasure  of  knowing  Mr.  McAvoy 
for  many  years  and  have  listened  to  him  testify  on  numerous  occasions 
and  he  is  one  of  the  very  sincere  persons,  one  of  the  most  sincere  per¬ 
sons  I  know  of.  He  has  a  basic  problem  here.  I  have  offered  amend¬ 
ments  to  various  bills,  I  don’t  know,  for  3  or  4  years  now,  trying  to 
bring  this  group  of  postal  employees  up  to  level  4.  But  they  have 
never  gotten  anywhere.  But,  actually,  their  duties  as  outlined  in  his 
statement  are  so  comparable  to  level  4  duties  that  I  would  hope  that 
we  could  make  this  adjustment,  Mr.  Chairman,  because  I  am  con¬ 
vinced  that  it  is  warranted. 

Mr.  McAvoy,  in  going  thhroug  your  statement  hurriedly,  I  may 
have  missed  it,  but  did  you  refer  to  the  administration’s  proposal  on 
the  pay  bill? 

Mr.  McAvoy.  Yes,  Congressman  Cunningham,  we  definitely  are 
so  amazed  that — well  it  doesn’t  make  sense.  I  am  going  back  30 
years,  Congressman,  and  I  am  trying  hard,  in  representing  our  people, 
to  even  catch  up  to  what  beat  us  30  years  ago,  and  the  2.8,  percentage¬ 
wise,  definitely  keeps  pushing  us  back,  instead  of  going  forward.  Con¬ 
gressman  Krebs  and  you  have  introduced  bills  for  a  7-percent  in¬ 
crease.  If  we  are  going  to  take  a  percentagewise  salary  increase,  I 
would  endorse  your  proposal  along  the  line  of  7  percent. 

Mr.  Cunningham.  And  along  that  line,  if  the  administration’s  pro¬ 
posal  is  unshakeable,  3.2,  would  you  favor,  if  we  stick  with  that  as  a 
guideline,  a  straight  across-the-board  increase,  rather  than  what  we 
have? 

Mr.  McAvoy.  Well,  yes.  It  is  so  small,  Congressman,  it  is  hard 
for  our  people  to  accept  one  or  the  other,  because  we  are  so  far  behind 
and  we  have  been  striving  for  so  many  years  to  catch  up,  that  3.2 
or  4  or  2.85,  it  is  just  like  giving  us  a  little  lift.  And  that  is  what 
amazes  me  when  they  talk  about  guidelines  and  so  forth,  along 
the  line.  Guidelines  to  what? 

Mr.  Cunningham.  There  have  been  statements  made  by  adminis¬ 
trative  people,  as  I  recall  it,  and  others  that  in  the  lower  grades, 
we  will  say  1,  2,  3,  and  4,  we  have  reached  comparability.  That 
certainly  is  not  an  accurate  statement,  is  it? 

Mr.  McAvoy.  Congressman,  I  pointed  out  that  we  are  the  mail 
handlers  in  the  postal  service.  We  can  compare  our  job  with  outside 
industry.  I  brought  out  the  checkers,  transportation  people,  the 
teamsters,  department  of  sanitation  people  in  New  York,  and  up 
and  down  the  line.  And  we  are  at  least  $1.50  per  hour  behind. 
So  when  they  talk  along  these  lines,  I  repeat,  we  are  so  far  in  the  rear, 
striving  hard  to  catch  up,  that  it  would  take  a  lot,  quite  a  bit,  to 
definitely  come  even  near  the  job  as  compared  to  outside  industry 
employees. 

Mr.  Cunningham.  OK.  You  are  in  level  3. 

Mr.  McAvoy.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  Cunningham.  With  your  knowledge  of  the  other  grades, 
would  that  cause  you  to  say  that  levels  1  and  2  are  also  in  that  same 
position? 

Mr.  McAvoy.  That  is  true;  yes.  There  is  a  spread  between  3  and  4 
of  $490.  If  we  go  into  this  again,  it  will  definitely  increase  again, 
percentagewise.  But  definitely  if  anybody  needs  something  to  bring 
home,  to  put  bread  on  the  table,  it  is  the  postal  employees  3  and  4. 
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Mr.  Cunningham.  Well,  I  thank  you,  Mr.  McAvoy.  As  I  said  in 
the  beginning,  you  do  an  excellent  job  of  representing  your  people,  and 
I  hope  someday  there  will  be  justice  done  to  your  group. 

Mr.  McAvoy.  I  thank  you,  and  I  sincerely  hope  it  comes  shortly. 
We  are  desperate. 

Mr.  Matsunaga.  Mr.  McAvoy,  I  wish  to  commend  you  on  your 
testimony.  1  am  somewhat  amazed  at  how  we  have  neglected  your 
group.  About  how  many  are  involved? 

Mr.  McAvoy.  40,000. 

Mr.  Matsunaga.  Have  you  calculated  the  amount  it  would  cost  the 
Government  if  we  changed  your  people  from  level  3  to  level  4? 

Mr.  McAvoy.  No;  but  I  believe  the  committee  has  the  figures.  I 
would  be  glad  to  get  it  for  you,  Congressman.  I  believe  last  year  we 
tried  again  and  we  had  the  actual  figures  pertaining  to  it,  so  I  would  say 
the  committee,  Congressman  Udall’s  committee  would  have  it. 

Mr.  Matsunaga.  Do  you  have  an  approximate  figure  from  last 
year? 

Mr.  McAvoy.  No. 

Mr.  Matsunaga.  Then  would  you  know  what  the  percentage  in¬ 
crease  would  be  on  the  average  for  your  workers  if  we  were  to  increase 
the  level  from  3  to  4? 

Mr.  McAvoy.  Well,  no.  I  am  not  in  a  position  now  to  comment 
on  that. 

Mr.  Matsunaga.  I  am  somewhat  amazed,  too,  that  you  don’t 
get  any  uniform  allowance.  How  did  this  happen? 

Mr.  McAvoy.  Well,  I  don’t  know,  again,  Congressman,  as  I 
stated  to  Congressman  Cunningham,  we  are  so  far  behind  that  any¬ 
thing  we  get,  we  are  grateful  for.  But  it  takes  so  long  to  catch  up 
with  the  other  people.  For  instance,  right  in  the  Postal  Service 
everyone  has  a  uniform,  and  I  say  why?  Because  they  meet  the 
public? 

Now  our  people  are  in  all  of  the  large  cities.  We  have  tried  to 
get  a  workclothes  allowance  for  them  for  one  reason,  to  keep  them 
alive. 

Mr.  Matsunaga.  Do  your  men  meet  the  public  at  all? 

Mr.  McAvoy.  Well,  yes,  they  are  in  transportation,  at  the  water 
front  and  so  forth.  But  I  mean  actually  in  the  sense  of  representatives 
of  the  Postal  Service  as  a  whole,  no,  I  would  say  not,  because  we 
move  the  mail  in  bulk,  80  pounds  or  more.  So  we  wouldn’t  be  the 
proper  people  to  meet  the  general  public. 

Mr.  Matsunaga.  And  you  say  as  compared  to  private  industry 
the  people  you  represent  fall  on  the  average  about  $1.50  per  hour 
below  private  industry? 

Mr.  McAvoy.  That  is  right.  For  that  matter,  I  think  our  people 
do  a  far  better  job  along  the  line  in  a  sense,  because  the  checker 
just  checks.  We  separate,  which  is  the  same  work. 

Now  in  the  sense  of  moving  the  mail,  we  move  80  pounds  or  more. 
Now  this  is  what  the  teamsters  or  longshoremen  do;  they  move  in  bulk. 

Mr.  Matsunaga.  What  is  the  turnover  within  these  groups  of 
workers  in  the  Postal  Service? 

Mr.  McAvoy.  I  don’t  know.  I  see  Bill  Gulledge  there.  What  is 
the  turnover  of  mail  handlers,  do  you  know? 

Mr.  Gulledge.  I  don’t  know. 
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Mr.  Carniato.  I  would  like  to  say  during  the  last  longshoremen’s 
strike,  I  had  the  opportunity  to  work  on  the  waterfront  in  Brooklyn 
with  40  to  50  mail  handlers.  While  the  longshoremen  were  on  strike 
to  increase  their  hourly  rate,  and  then  I  think  it  was  $4.40  an  hour’ 
the  mail  handlers  were  doing  the  same  work,  loading  post  office  trucks 
and  U.S.  trucking  trucks,  bringing  them  into  Morgan,  the  big  inter¬ 
national  and  next  in  New  York  City.  We  were  doing  it  for  the 
minimum  wage. 

We  were  called  scabs,  Mr.  Congressman,  but  we  had  to  move  the 
mail. 

Mr.  Matsunaga.  I  think  you  could  make  your  case  stronger  if 
you  could  come  before  us  and  say  it  is  impossible  to  recruit  mail 
handlers. 

Mr.  Carniato.  In  large  cities,  it  is,  Mr.  Congressman. 

Mr.  McAvoy.  This  is  the  answer,  Congressman.  Our  wives  work 
or  we  have  two  jobs.  The  only  way  we  can  continue.  But  we  are 
hoping  for  a  break  or  for  some  consideration  along  those  lines.  But 
we  do  have  two  jobs,  either  the  wife  works  or  the  individual  mail 
handler  has  two  jobs. 

Mr.  Matsunaga.  Well,  you  have  not  only  my  sympathy,  but,  I 
assure  you,  my  support.  I  will  do  whatever  I  can  to  see  that  you  are 
given  some  consideration  at  least  in  these  two  areas. 

Mr.  McAvoy.  Thank  you  very  much,  Congressman. 

Mr.  Udall  (presiding).  Thank  you  Air.  McAvoy.  I  apologize  for 
my  tardiness  this  morning.  I  had  a  conflicting  engagement. 

From  what  I  have  heard  since  I  came  in,  I  gather  you  are  for  the 
pay  raise  for  your  people  and  you  consider  the  administration  proposal 
inadequate? 

Mr.  McAvoy.  That  is  correct,  Mr.  Congressman. 

Air.  Udall.  We  appreciate  the  help  you  have  given  the  committee 
and  I  want  to  join  the  others  who  have  expressed  an  admiration  for 
the  very  aggressive  way  you  represent  your  people. 

Mr.  McAvoy.  Thank  you,  Air.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Udall.  We  have  a  statement  from  Mr.  Hayvis  Woolf,  chair¬ 
man  of  the  Committee  on  Administrative  Agencies  of  the  American 
Optometric  Association,  which  without  objection  will  be  made  a  part 
of  the  record.  ' 

(The  statement  is  as  follows :) 

Statement  of  Hayvis  Woolf,  O.D.,  Chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Admin¬ 
istrative  Agencies  of  the  American  Optometric  Association 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  subcommittee,  my  name  is  Hayvis  Woolf. 
I^am  an  optometrist,  practicing  my  profession  at  575  Pontiac  Avenue,  Cranston,’ 

In  1939,  I  graduated  from  the  Massachusetts  College  of  Optometry.  For  5 
years,  during  World  War  II,  I  served  with  the  Armv  and  Army  Air  Force,  start¬ 
ing  as  a  private  and  being  separated  as  a  first  lieutenant.  At  the  present  time, 

I  am  a  ready  reservist  with  the  rank  of  lieutenant  colonel  as  an  optometrist 
with  the  Army  Medical  Service  Corps,  attached  to  the  455th  General  Hospital 
m  Warwick,  R.I. 

I  also  served  my  city  as  director  of  public  welfare  in  Cranston. 

The  American  Optometric  Association  is  composed  of  an  affiliation  of  50  State 
associations  and  one  in  the  District  of  Columbia.  There  are  some  17,000  practic¬ 
ing  optometrists  in  the  United  States,  and  more  than  two-thirds  of  this  number 
are  members  of  our  association. 
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About  a  year  ago,  our  Washington  office  was  afforded  an  opportunity  by  Mr. 
Kermit  Gordon,  Director  of  the  Budget,  to  present  our  views  to  the  special  panei 
reviewing  the  present  Federal  pay  situation  for  civil  service  optometrists.  This 
we  did,  but  thus  far  we  have  not  realized  any  positive  results. 

Optometrists,  according  to  known  statistics,  provide  more  than  two-thirds  of 
the  vision  care  of  the  civilian  population  of  our  Nation.  There  are  some  450 
optometrists  on  active  duty  at  the  present  time  with  the  Armed  Forces,  who 
hold  ranks  from  second  lieutenant  to  colonel  in  the  Army,  from  ensign  to  captain 
in  the  Navy  and  from  second  liuetenant  to  lieutenant  colonel  in  the  Air  Force. 
On  the  other  hand,  there  are  only  approximately  50  optometrists  employed  by 
the  Federal  Government  in  other  bureaus  and  departments  under  civil  service. 
This  is  in  no  small  measure  due  to  the  inadequate  pay  which  is  offered  and  re¬ 
ceived  by  optometrists  and  the  increases  suggested  in'H.R.  12288  fall  far  short 
of  correcting  this  inadequate  situation. 

H.R.  12288  would  provide  an  annual  starting  salary  in  grade  7  of  $6,708  and 
at  the  end  of  10  years  a  salary  of  $8,697.  The  comparable  figures  for  grade  8 
are,  1st  year,  $7,349;  10th  year,  $9,545.00.  Grade  9,  1st  year,  $8,002;  10th  year, 
$10,450,  and  grade  11  1st  year,  $9,588;  10th  year,  $12,531.  These  salaries  are 
before  deducting  income  taxes. 

The  American  Optometric  Association  maintains  a  placement  service  for 
graduates  of  our  schools  and  colleges  of  optometry.  Statistics  on  file  reveals 
that  when  graduates  are  employed  by  private  industry  working  in  the  field  of 
industrial  vision,  they  are  paid  starting  salaries  of  $10,000  to  $12,000  a  year, 
which  is  definitely  higher  than  the  starting  salaries  provided  by  the  bill  being 
considered  for  civil  service  ratings  of  GS-11  and  GS-12. 

Permit  me  to  call  to  your  attention  some  recent  advertisements  which  appeared 
in  the  Optometric  Weekly,  a  magazine  for  the  profession  published  by  the  Pro¬ 
fessional  Press  in  Chicago,  Ill.  They  illustrate  the  opportunities  which  are 
currently  available  to  licensed  optometrists: 

For  example  “Wanted:  Indiana  licensed  optometrist  for  association  in  growing 
optometric  practice.  Diversified  functions;  $15,000  beginning  salary  plus  profit 
sharing.  Other  fringe  benefits  *  * 

“Wanted:  Indiana  optometrist.  Earn  $20,000  in  optometric  practice.  Re¬ 
fracting,  general  duties  and  management  *  *  *.” 

“Wanted:  Texas  licensed  optometrist.  Work  only  48  weeks  each  year;  53dj 
days.  Two  weeks  off  in  December  and  2  weeks  off  in  May.  Earn  $11,500  mini¬ 
mum  to  start  with  potential  of  more  than  $12,000.  Moving  expenses  paid  *  *  *.” 

And  they  go  on  and  on  and  on. 

Recently,  the  Army  sent  a  communication  to  the  optometric  organizations  in 
the  50  States  and  the  District  of  Columbia  seeking  to  augment  the  optometrists 
who  are  on  active  duty  as  commissioned  officers  in  its  Medical  Service  Corps. 
The  poor  response  to  the  Army’s  request  for  civilian  optometrists  to  fill  civil 
service  optometry  positions  is  obviously  directly  related  to  the  low  rate  of  re¬ 
muneration  in  grades  7  and  9.  The  commissioned  personnel  hold  ranks  ranging 
from  second  lieutenant  to  colonel.  It  is  my  understanding  that  the  response  to 
these  letters  was  very  discouraging  to  the  military  and  has  not  yet  resulted  in 
any  augmentation  of  their  optometric  manpower  by  this  method.  As  a  direct 
consequence  of  the  lack  of  response  by  civilian  practitioners,  the  Army  has 
requested  and  the  Selective  Service  System  has  implemented  a  draft  call  for  100 
optometrists. 

We  do  not  believe  that  it  is  necessary  for  the  Government  to  offer  starting 
salaries  ranging  from  $12,000  to  $20,000,  but  obviously  they  cannot  hope  to 
attract  optometrists  to  enter  into  Government  service  with  the  present  rates  of 
pay  offered. 

Our  position  would  be  that  we  are  in  favor  of  an  across-the-board  increase  for 
civil  service  employees,  but  we  also  believe  that  something  should  be  done  to 
compensate  optometrists  in  Federal  service  on  a  basis  more  nearly  comparable  to 
what  they  are  paid  in  civil  life.  When  we  look  at  these  figures,  we  can  readily 
understand  why  there  are  only  about  50  optometrists  on  the  civil  service  rolls  at 
the  present  time.  This  situation  is  not  in  the  best  interest  of  the  Federal  employees 
nor  of  the  taxpayers  whom  they  serve  and  we  trust  that  this  committee  wall  find 
some  way  to  correct  this  inequity. 

We  feel  the  proposed  pay  raises  for  civil  service  employees  are  necessary  to 
maintain  or  achieve  a  greater  degree  of  comparability  commensurate  with  their 
educational  background  and  professional  training. 
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Mr.  Udall.  The  next  witness  is  Mr.  Kenneth  T.  Lyons. 

Mr.  Lyons.  Thank  you.  With  your  permission,  our  vice  president,. 
Mr.  Stanley  Lyman,  will  accompany  me. 

Mr.  Udall.  We  are  happy  to  have  Mr.  Lyman  and  you,  and  you 
may  proceed. 

STATEMENT  OF  KENNETH  T.  LYONS,  PRESIDENT,  NATIONAL 

ASSOCIATION  OF  GOVERNMENT  EMPLOYEES,  ACCOMPANIED 

BY  STANLEY  LYMAN,  VICE  PRESIDENT 

Mr.  Lyons.  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  Post  Office  and 
Civil  Service  Committee,  in  March  1964,  President  Johnson,  in  a 
letter  to  Speaker  McCormack,  said : 

It  is  false  economy  to  offer  salaries  that  will  atrract  the  mediocre  but  repel  the 
talented  *  *  *  .  I  need  your  help  in  my  program  to  get  a  dollar’s  worth  of  value 
for  every  dollar’s  worth  of  pay  *  *  *  and  the  dollars  paid  to  attract  brains  and 
ability  to  the  Federal  service  will  come  back  to  the  American  people  many  times 
over  in  more  economical  and  effective  government. 

Later  the  President  followed  up  by  stating : 

We  do  not  have  two  standards  of  what  makes  a  good  employer  in  the  United 
States;  one  standard  for  private  enterprise  and  another  for  the  Government.  A 
double  standard  which  puts  the  Government  employee  at  a  comparative  disad¬ 
vantage  is  shortsighted.  In  the  long  run  it  cost  more. 

The  words  of  Congress  in  the  Salary  Act  of  1962  are:  Federal  salary 
rates  shall  be  comparable  with  those  paid  by  private  enterprise  for  the 
same  levels  of  work. 

The  National  Association  of  Government  Employees  respectfully 
regrets  that  the  administration  has  thus  far  failed  to  live  up  to  their 
statements  and  acts. 

To  continue  paying  Federal  employees  peasant  wages  as  though 
they  were  in  bondage  and  prevent  them  from  taking  their  place  in  the 
Great  Society  is  not  only  a  great  disservice  to  them  but  to  our  Nation. 

The  organization  wishes — emphatically,  to  record  itself  in  opposi¬ 
tion  to  the  proposed  3.2  percent  pay  raise  plan  as  being: 

(1)  Grossly  inadequate. 

(2)  That  an  increase  above  3.2  would  not  be  inflationary. 

(3)  The  wage-price  guidelines  argument  does  not  apply. 

(4)  Violates  public  policy  as  declared  in  the  Federal  Salary  Act 
of  1962. 

Last  June,  before  the  Ffouse  Subcommittee,  John  W.  Macy,  Jr., 
Chairman  of  the  U.S.  Civil  Service  Commission,  testified  that;  based 
on  the  latest  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  survey  findings,  Federal  em¬ 
ployees  in  the  lower  grades  were  1  year  behind  their  counterparts  in 
private  industry  while  middle  grades  were  2  years  behind  and  upper 
Federal  grades  3  years  in  arrear. 

In  percentage  figures,  what  Mr.  Mach  was  telling  the  committee 
was  that  Government  employees  were  actually  being  paid  3^,  8.9,  and 
10  percent  less  than  workers  in  private  enterprise  while  discharging- 
similar  duties. 

The  National  Association  of  Government  Employees  upon  com¬ 
pletion  of  its  study  of  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  survey  has  dis¬ 
covered  that  Government  employees,  in  many  instances,  are  actually 
receiving  from  3  to  45  percent  less  in  starting  wages. 


FEDERAL  SALARIES  AND  FRINGE  BENEFITS 


325 


The  contrast  in  salary  inequities  inflicted  upon  these  Federal  em¬ 
ployees  assumes  a  more  startling  proportion  when  a  further  comparison 
is  made  upon  completion  of  4  years’  employment.  At  this  poiint  in 
his  career,  the  Federal  employee  discovers  he  has  narrowed — -slightly — 
the  gap.  He  is,  in  many  instances,  now  receiving  from  2  to  40  percent 
less  than  what  private  industry  would  be  paying  him. 

The  situation  does  not  get  any  better,  for  at  the  10-year  mark  many 
Government  employees  will  find  no  solace  in  the  fact  that  if  he  were 
in  private  industry  he  would  be  getting  from  2  to  11.5  percent  more 
and  on  top  of  this  fringe  benefits  would  increase  the  figure. 

For  example:  A  GS-15  attorney,  if  he  chose  to  serve  his  Govern¬ 
ment  today,  would  receive  $7,749  less  in  starting  pay  than  if  he  entered 
private  enterprise.  And,  his  situation  fails  to  improve.  For,  by  the 
fourth  year,  he  will  be  $7,150  behind,  but  at  the  end  of  10  years,  the 
Government  manages  to  close  the  gap  so  that  he  is  behind  only  $2,439. 

Consider  the  case  of  a  GS-5  draftsman.  Upon  completion  of  10 
years’  service,  he  is  actually  getting  $155  less  than  what  his  counter¬ 
part  would  be  offered  as  a  starting  salary  in  private  industry. 

A  GS-3  tabulator  now  receives  $20  a  week  less  than  his  equal  in 
private  industry. 

Is  this  not  false  economy?  Is  this  equitable?  Does  this  conform  to 
Federal-private  industry  salary  comparability?  Do  we  not  still  have 
a  double  standard  that  separates  Government  from  private  industry? 

Since  1962,  when  the  Committee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service, 
to  their  credit,  approved  and  the  Congress  passed  legislation  establish¬ 
ing  the  principle  of  comparability  for  salaries  of  Federal  employees  the 
administration  has  reported  that  salaries  have  been  increased  by  12 
percent. 

The  NAGE,  in  deference  to  the  committee,  Congress  and  the 
administration,  regretfully  charges  it  has  not  been  enough  and  finds 
itself  once  again  in  opposition  to  the  pay  hike  as  being  grossly 
inadequate. 

Contrary  to  the  administration’s  call  for  a  dollar’s  worth  of  work  for 
a  dollar’s  pay,  it  is  our  position  that  the  Federal  employee  produces 
far  more  in  output  than  what  he  is  being  recompensed. 

How  can  our  Government  continue  today  and  in  the  future  to  entice 
talented  careerists? 

The  youth  of  today  has  far  more  economical  vision  than  those  of 
yesterday.  Today  as  never  before  he  finds  more  occupational  doors 
open  to  him  in  private  industry.  He  is  more  selective  than  in  the 
past.  He  does  not  have  to  take  just  any  job  to  earn  a  day’s  pay  as 
before.  Private  industry  seeks  him  out.  If  he  is  a  college  student  he 
is  assured  of  employment  with  some  of  the  Nation’s  largest  corpora¬ 
tions  before  he  graduates. 

The  youth  of  today  is  more  knowledgeable.  He  wants  and  expects 
a  large  and  quick  return  on  his  educational  dollar.  He  desires,  ex¬ 
pects,  and  it  is  his  right  to  a  more  prosperous  future  than  his  forebears. 

How  then  can  Government  absorb  the  best  talent,  brains  and  dedica¬ 
tion  when  Government  fails  to  compete  with  private  industry  for  his 
services? 

Today,  more  than  ever,  it  is  imperative  that  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  obtain  the  best  talent. 

How  can  this  be  accomplished  when  a  prospective  employee  dis¬ 
covers  that  in  many  instances  it  would  be  10  years  before  he  would 
equal  the  starting  salary  of  his  counterpart  in  private  industry. 
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The  administration’s  goal  in  preventing  mediocrity  in  Government 
will  not  be  achieved  until  Government  assumes  its  obligation  in 
paying  Federal  employees  pay  equal  to  private  industry. 

Recent  accounts  were  published  testifying  to  tbe  dedication  and 
loyalty  of  Government  employees  who  saved  the  Government  $95 
million  through  cost  cutting  and  work-improvement  ideas,  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  1965. 

If  there  is  mediocrity,  it  lies  in  the  proposed  3.2  pay  package,  not 
in  Government  personnel. 

Since  1964,  many  key  industries  have  negotiated  increases,  some 
of  them  reached  with  Government  suggestions.  It  is  thus,  a  fact 
that  Government  employees  are  further  from  comparability  today 
than  they  were  in  1964. 

The  administration,  committed  as  it  is  to  the  principle  of  compara¬ 
bility,  should  not  treat  Federal  employees  as  a  piece  of  steel  or 
aluminum. 

Federal  employees  have  been  told  that  the  specter  of  inflation  and 
the  high  cost  of  financing  our  commitment  in  Vietnam  were  among  the 
chief  factors  in  justifying  the  token  pay-fringe  proposal. 

As  to  inflation — why  economically  deflate  the  Government  em¬ 
ployee?  Should  he  alone  shoulder  the  burden?  What  of  the  rest 
of  the  Nation’s  working  populace.  Certainly  the  living  costs  of 
Federal  employees  is  comparable  to  those  in  industry. 

In  the  past  25  years  that  this  Nation  has  seen  itself  embroiled  in 
either  hot  or  cold  wars,  industrial  workers  did  not  suffer  when  it  came 
to  pay  raises.  Who  can  say  when  peace  will  come  in  Vietnam,  and 
past  employment  and  wage  statistics  will  bear  out  that  Federal 
employees  never  fared  well  in  peacetime. 

The  time  has  long  passed  when  our  Government  should  assume  the 
lead  rather  than  follow  wage  patterns  adopted  by  private  industry. 

But  this  organization  fears  that  that  time  may  never  come — cer¬ 
tainly  not  in  the  near  future.  For  now,  the  procedure  for  setting 
wage  scales  in  Government  appears  to  be  no  longer  vested  in  Congress 
acting  in  concert  with  the  administration  and  the  employees.  Rather 
it  stems  from  an  executive  panel  which  has  failed  to  take  into  account 
many  vital  and  necessary  economic  considerations  that  would,  we 
believe,  have  caused  them  to  present  a  wage  program  far  in  excess  of 
what  they  proposed. 

Additionally,  labor’s  demands  for  the  coming  year  in  industry 
promises  to  set  Government  rates  so  far  behind,  it  will  take  years  to 
equate.  Although  the  unions  have  yet  to  estimate  their  pay  and 
fringe  goals,  they  reportedly  exceed,  by  far,  the  administration’s 
guideposts  for  noninflationary  settlements.  The  Government’s  classi¬ 
fied  work  force  can  be  expected  to  follow  closely  the  administration’s 
attitude  here. 

Mr.  Chairman,  with  your  permission,  we  have  an  addendum  by  Mr. 
Lyman,  who  is  our  national  vice  president  of  the  National  Association 
of  Government  Employees,  and  he  represents  the  Federal  Aviation 
Agency’s  air  traffic  controllers.  Mr.  Lyman  is  an  air  traffic  controller. 
With  your  permission. 

Mr.  Lyman.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  National  Association  of  Govern¬ 
ment  Employees  is  compelled,  at  this  time,  through  this  committee, 
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to  inform  Congress  of  the  plight  of  Federal  Aviation  Agency  employees 
as  it  pertains  to  his  working  hours  and  conditions  in  relation  to  his 
wages. 

The  FA  A  employee,  be  he  an  air  traffic  control  specialist,  equipment 
technician,  or  a  communications  person,  has  been  subjected  for  too 
long  to  endure  a  situation  that  places  him  in  a  unique  category  amonsr 
Government  employees. 

With  air  traffic  increasing  almost  daily,  and  the  failure  of  the  Agency 
to  adjust  accordingly,  FA  A  employees  charged  with  the  lives  and 
safety  of  the  flying  public  have  found  themselves  working  under 
conditions  that  can  be  termed  hazardous. 

This  organization  implores  this  committee  to  request  Congress 
take  the  necessary  steps  that  will  ultimately  assure  compensation  to 
these  employees  commensurate  with  their  grave  responsibilities. 

Few  persons  are  aware  of  the  mental  and  physical  hammering 
experienced  by  FAA  employees  while  handling  heavy  volumes  of  air 
traffic,  ofttimes  under  the  most  trying  of  conditions. 

An  FAA  employee,  due  to  his  work  schedule,  is  forced  to  forgo  a 
large  part  of  his  family  life.  Unlike  most  Federal  employees,  he  is 
most  fortunate  if  he  can  enjoy  a  portion  of  his  scheduled  10-week¬ 
end  time  off  periods. 

Too  often,  upon  completion  of  his  workday,  he  finds  himself 
being  ordered  back  to  work  when  emergencies  arise. 

He  is  constantly  faced  with  the  problem  of  traveling  great  distances 
under  severe  conditions,  at  any  hour  of  the  day  and  night  to  perform 
his  duties — without  receiving  compensation. 

The  NAGE  urges  Congress  to  provide  immediate  improvements 
and  pay  provisions  to  compensate  these  dedicated  and  vital  Federal 
employees  by  approving  the  following: 

(1)  Provide  a  25-percent  shift  differential  for  employees  that  are 
required  to  work  on  Saturdays  and  Sunday. 

(2)  Provide  time  and  one-half  for  all  work  over  40  hours  and  to 
include  traveltime  during  call-back  assignments. 

(3)  To  provide  a  2 ^-percent  retirement  system  after  20  years  of 
service  to  assure  an  adequate  retirement  policy. 

I  submit,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  this  Nation  is  experiencing  a  trans¬ 
portation  revolution  which  will  greatly  increase  over  the  "next  two 
decades. 

As  the  critical  dependence  upon  aviation  in  our  economy  continues, 
the  capacity  of  the  airspace  to  accommodate  planes  must  of  necessity 
increase  correspondingly.  Today,  air  traffic  controllers  find  them¬ 
selves  responsible  for  aircraft  carrying  upwards  of  200  people  as  com¬ 
pared  to  planes  that  carried  as  many  as  7  in  1947.  Aircraft  in  the 
future  promises  to  accommodate  many  times  in  excess  of  what  they 
are  transporting  today. 

To  meet  this  challenge,  the  FAA  must  apply  progressive  policies 
to  correct  pay  inequities,  working  conditions,  and  sufficient  personnel. 
The  stakes  are  too  high  and  the  time  has  come  to  remedy  the  situation. 

This  organization  hopes  that  Congress  will  not  abandon  the  FAA 
employees  any  more  than  we  woidd  expect  the  captain  of  a  jetliner 
to  abandon  his  craft  during  unexpected  air  turbulance. 
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Mr.  Chairman,  may  I  express  my  appreciation  of  all  NAGE  mem¬ 
bers  for  the  interest  manifested  by  this  committee.  We  are  confident 
that  Congress  will  be  sympathetic  to  our  pleas. 

Mr.  Lyons.  The  National  Association  of  Government  Employees, 
therefore,  proposes  the  following  recommendations  for  enactment  in 

i966:  .  .  .  , 

A  pay  raise  for  classified  and  postal  employees  which  properly 
reflects  that  of  private  industry,  which,  in  our  opinion,  would 
range  from  6  percent  up  to  44  percent. 

The  immediate  extension  of  basic  medicare  for  Federal  em¬ 
ployees. 

Optional  social  security  for  all  Federal  employees. 

A  10-percent  pay  raise  for  all  Federal  Aviation  controllers. 

Provide  a  25-percent  shift  differential  for  all  classified  employees 
that  are  required  to  work  on  Saturdays  and  Sundays. 

A  214-percent  retirement  system  after  20  years  of  service  for 
all  FA  A  employees  to  assure  adequate  retirement  policy. 

That  the  proposed  pay  raise  and  fringe  benefits  be  made 
retroactive  to  March  1,  1966. 

Mr.  Lyons.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  thank  you  and  the  committee 
for  allowing  us  to  appear  here  today. 

Mr.  Udall.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Lyons.  What  is  the  source  of  the 
data  attached  to  your  statement? 

Mr.  Lyons.  U.S.  Civil  Service  Commission,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  the 
Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics.  t  . 

Mr.  Udall.  Without  objection  your  tabulations  will  appear  m  the 
record  of  these  hearings  following  your  testimony. 

What  is  the  membership  of  your  organization,  Mr.  Lyons? 

Mr.  Lyons.  Approximately  65,000,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Udall.  Do  you  have  a  number  of  bargaining  contracts,  where 
you  are  designated  as  exclusive  bargaining  agent? 

Mr.  Lyons.  Yes,  we  do.  We  are  running  behind  now  with  the  FAA. 
How  many  is  it,  Mr.  Lyman? 

Mr.  Lyman.  About  25. 

Mr.  Lyons.  We  are  behind  25,  which  we  are  negotiating  now  with 
the  FAA.  We  have  one  with  the  Navy  and  many  others. 

Mr.  Udall.  Your  statement  is  most  helpful  and  informative.  I 
would  say  to  Mr.  Lyman  that  as  a  private  pilot,  who  does  a  good  deal 
of  flying,'  I  have  a  special  place  in  my  heart  for  the  controllers  and  for 
the  FAA  people  who  have  always  been  available  when  I  needed  them. 

The  gentleman  from  Hawaii? 

Mr.  Matsunaga.  Mr.  Lyman,  you  speak  of  the  FAA  employees 
being  called  back  to  duty  on  emergencies.  On  the  average,  how 
often  is  an  employee  called'  back,  and  how  many  hours,  on  the  average, 
does  he  work  in  excess  of  his  regular  hours? 

Mr.  Lyman.  I  would  say  the  average  runs  anywhere  from  two  to 
three  times  a  month  and  during  the  summer  months  probably  oftener 
than  that.  The  average  hours  normally  would  run  6  to  7  hours,  or 
probably  the  full  8  hours  after  he  is  called  back,  depending  on  the 
traffic  conditions  or  the  problem  that  he  is  working  on. 

If  it  relates  to  a  maintenance  failure  or  a  piece  of  electronic  equip¬ 
ment,  such  as  a  controller,  normally  when  he  is  called  back  he  can 
look  forward  to  facing  another  minimum  of  5  to  6  hours  of  active 
control  duty. 
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Mr.  Matsunaga.  That  is  each  time  he  is  called  back? 

Mr.  Lyman.  Yes. 

Mr.  Matsunaga.  On  the  average,  per  week,  about  how  many 
hours,  would  you  say? 

Mr.  Lyman.  If  he  is  back  three  times  a  month,  it  would  probably 
break  down  to  3  to  4  hours  a  week. 

Mr.  Matsunaga.  Is  he  paid  overtime  for  these  hours? 

Mr.  Lyman.  No,  sir,  he  is  given  what  the  Government  calls  or 
what  is  known  as  compensatory  time.  However,  he  doesn’t  always 
get  to  take  advantage  of  compensatory  time.  Again,  during  the 
summer  months,  when  traffic  is  at  its  peak,  and  this  is  when  most 
of  these  problems  occur,  you  don’t  find  time  during  the  normal  week 
to  allow  the  man  to  get  extra  time  off  to  take  the  compensatory  time, 
so  as  a  result  he  normally  will  lose  it. 

Mr.  Matsunaga.  Do  you  have  any  standby  employees  who  would 
replace  the  regulars,  in  time  of  illness,  or  who  would  take  the  place  of 
the  regulars  who  were  off  on  compensatory  time? 

Mr.  Lyman.  No,  sir.  We  are  so  short-handed  now  we  are  all  on  a 
constant  24-liour  standby  basis  and  this  is  the  problem  we  encounter. 

Mr.  Matsunaga.  Do  you  have  any  complaints  among  these 
workers,  or  complaints  from  the  supervisors  as  to  the  efficiency  of 
these  workers  who  are  called  back  on  emergencies? 

Mr.  Lyman.  No.  As  far  as  their  decreased  efficiency,  no.  They 
just  put  out  a  little  extra  effort,  when  they  are  called  back;  the  in¬ 
dividual  just  finds  that  extra  energy  to  give  him  the  same  responsi¬ 
bility,  give  him  the  same  output  he  would  put  out  during  his  regular 
8-liour  day,  knowing  if  he  were  to  slack  down  or  not  have  this  worry 
in  the  back  of  his  mind  of  what  may  happen,  he  could  find  himself  in 
in  a  great  deal  of  difficulty.  So  we  don’t  have  any  problem  with  that 
at  all. 

Mr.  Udall.  I  can  say  from  personal  experience  it  is  a  very  excep¬ 
tional  group. 

Mr.  Matsunaga.  I  asked  because,  in  your  testimony,  you  stated 
— and  I  quote: 

FAA  employees,  charged  with  the  lives  and  safety  of  the  flying  public,  have 
found  themselves  working  under  conditions  that  can  be  termed  “hazardous.’ 

Would  you  go  into  specifics  in  this  area? 

Mr.  Lyman.  This  relates  particularly  to  the  field  of  lack  of  what 
we  feel  would  be  additional  help  to  man  the  various  facilities  that 
we  have  and  man  the  various  positions  on  the  radar  equipment  that 
should  be  manned.  And  we  just  don’t  have  the  people.  We  find 
ourselves  often  at  times  working  a  radar  position  and  also  what  we 
call  a  radar  handoff  position,  which  should  be  manned  by  two  indi¬ 
viduals  which  often,  or  99  percent  of  the  time,  are  only  manned  by  one. 
Under  these  conditions,  you  are  working  with  aircraft  at  a  rate  of 
anywhere  from  800  miles  on  up;  these  conditions  can  be  hazardous 
when  you  have  one  man  who  has  less  than  3  or  4  minutes  at  times  to 
make  a  decision,  working  alone,  and  not  haying  another  man  sitting 
next  to  him  giving  him  a  little  aid  in  what  his  future  plans  should  be, 
as  far  as  controlling  traffic  goes.  These  conditions  are  hazardous  and 
unfortunately  they  are  portrayed  by  a  black  headline  in  the  news¬ 
paper  that  declares  a  near  miss,  similar  to  the  headlines  we  had 
several  years  ago  in  Washington,  when  we  had  two  aircraft  in  a 
holding  pattern. 
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Mr.  Matsunaga.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Udall.  The  gentleman  from  New  York? 

Mr.  Hanley.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Lyons,  your  testimony  I  don’t  believe  touched  on  the  adminis¬ 
tration  proposal  with  respect  to  the  30-year,  age-55  requirement.  Do 
you  care  to  make  an  observation  on  this? 

Mr.  Lyons.  Well,  we  favor  that,  Congressman.  Are  you  talking 
about  the  involuntary  aspect  of  it? 

Mr.  Hanley.  Both.  You  do  favor  the  general  proposal.  Then, 
specifically,  what  is  your  attitude  toward  the  involuntary  aspect  of  it? 

Mr.  Lyons.  I  think  you  would  have  to  have  just  a  cleaver  going 
right  down  through.  I  don’t  believe  in  that.  A  system  such  as  the 
air  traffic  controllers,  I  believe  that  they,  when  they  reach  the  age  of 
45  years  old,  should  be  retired  automatically  by  the  Government. 

I  think  it-  depends  a  good  deal  on  the  profession  and  the  type  of  work 
that  is  being  done  by  the  employee.  I  woidd  favor,  however,  invol¬ 
untary  retirement  for  most  all  of  the  employees.  But  you  would  have 
some  exceptions,  I  think,  of  engineers,  attorneys,  that  may,  because 
of  necessity,  the  Government  would  have  to  keep  their  talents  and 
additional  consideration  be  given  them. 

But  I  think  that  our  present  retirement  system  is  entirely  inade¬ 
quate.  And  I  think  this  is  a  step  in  the  right  direction,  the  proposal 
that  you  have  before  you. 

Mr.  Hanley.  Then  you  would  agree  with  the  involuntary  aspect 
of  the  program? 

Mr.  Lyons.  Yes,  I  would. 

Mr.  Hanley.  If  I  might  address  this  question  to  the  gentleman 
from  FAA,  on  page  1  of  your  testimony,  the  concluding  paragraph — 

he  is  constantly  faced  with  the  problem  of  traveling  great  distances  under  severe 
conditions  at  any  hour  of  the  day  and  night  to  perforin  his  duties  Without  receiving 
compensation. 

Could  you  give  us  a  hypothetical  example  of  this? 

Mr.  Lyman.  I  could  give  you  several,  if  you  wish.  I  will  refer, 
rather  than  to  myself  or  in  the  air  traffic  controller  category  to  the 
electronics  technician,  where  we  have  a  piece  of  equipment  located 
some  40  miles  from  the  airport  up  in  a  remote  mountain  site  in  the 
middle  of  the  winter,  and  this  piece  of  equipment  fails,  which  is  also  a 
piece  of  equipment  that  would  be  vital  to  the  control  service  being 
performed  at  the  airport.  There  is  normally  no  man  at  this  site. 
They  call  a  man,  who  could  conceivably  have  just  finished  his  8-hour 
tour  of  duty  and  returned  home  and  he  receives  a  phone  call  that  a 
piece  of  equipment  he  is  charged  with  has  failed,  and  he  has  to  turn 
around,  whether  it  be  a  blizzard  or  rainstorm,  whatever  the  conditions, 
turn  around  and  somehow  get  to  the  mountain  site,  work  on  the  equip¬ 
ment,  get  it  restored  to  the  air  and  return  home.  And  this  happens 
very  often,  particularly  in  the  electronics  equipment. 

Mr.  Hanley.  I  see.  With  respect  to  percentage  of  turnover, 
people  emploj^ed  in  this  particular  field,  do  you  have  a  figure  on  that? 

Mr.  Lyman.  I  would  judge  it  could  be  very  low.  I  don’t  have  the 
exact  figure,  but  I  understand  we  have  a  very  low  turnover  at  this 
time.  Again,  we  feel  that  the  turnover  is  low  because  we  are  forced  to 
remain  working;  yet,  we  have  to  have  an  adequate  retirement  system 
to  cover  us,  compensate  us  if  we  were  to  leave  the  Service. 
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Mr.  Hanley.  I  see.  Thank  you.  I  have  no  further  questions,  Mr. 
Chairman. 

Mr.  Udall.  I  would  add  the  Congress  is  about  to  act,  I  hope,  on 
this  moving  expense  bill,  which  has  affected  many  Federal  employees, 
but  particularly  the  FAA  people  who  are  subject  to  transfer  around 
the  country  from  time  to  time.  I  know  many  cases  of  employees  who 
have  spent  several  hundreds  of  dollars  in  excess  of  their  travel  allow¬ 
ance.  The  moving  expense  bill  is  certainly  a  step  in  the  right  direction. 
We  had  wanted  to  include  it  in  our  pay  bill  last  year,  but  there  was 
a  conflict  in  committee  jurisdiction. 

We  thank  you  for  appearing  this  morning,  gentlemen.  Your 
testimony  will  be  helpful  to  the  subcommittee  in  our  deliberations. 

(The  tables  referred  to  by  Mr.  Lyons  follow  on  next  page.) 
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Mr.  Udall.  The  next  witness  is  Mr.  Dillard  Lasseter,  counsel  for 
the  Organization  of  Professional  Employees  of  the  U.S.  Department  of 
Agriculture. 

STATEMENT  OF  DILLARD  LASSETER,  LEGISLATIVE  COUNSEL. 
ORGANIZATION  OF  PROFESSIONAL  EMPLOYEES  OF  THE  U.S. 
DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 

Mr.  Lasseter.  Thank  you  Mr.  Chairman.  I  am  pleased  to  have 
this  honor  of  appearing  before  you.  I  represent  the  Organization  of 
Professional  Employees  of  the  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture,  and, 
with  your  permission,  sir,  I  will  brief  my  statement  in  the  interest  of 
time. 

Mr.  Udall.  Without  objection,  the  complete  statement  will  appear 
in  the  record  at  this  point,  and  you  may  summarize  it. 

(The  prepared  statement  is  as  follows:) 

Prepared  Statement  of  Dillard  Lasseter 

Our  organization  is  pleased  with  the  statesmanlike  approach  that  this  admin¬ 
istration  has  taken  toward  meeting  the  needs  of  the  Federal  professional  per¬ 
sonnel.  There  is  great  merit  in  considering  related  matters  such  as  salaries 
retirement,  leave,  and  insurance  as  parts  of  a  “package.” 

When  he  signed  the  Government  Employees  Salary  Reform  Act  of  1964,  the 
President  said:  “America’s  challenges  cannot  be  met  in  this  modern  world  bv 
mediocrity,  at  any  level,  public  or  private.  All  through  our  society,  we  must 
search  for  brilliance,  welcome  genius,  strive  for  excellence.”  There  has  never 
been  a  time  in  our  history  when  this  was  as  important  in  the  Government  service 
as  it  is  today.  We  are  faced  with  changes  with  which  only  the  most  competent 
and  properly  motivated  personnel  can  cope.  More  and  more,  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  is  involved  in  meeting  new  problems.  These  demands  will  rapidlv 
increase  to  challenge  the  best  in  all  Government  employees,  particularly  at  the 
professional  level. 

In  his  transmittal  letter  of  March  7,  1966,  to  the  Congress,  President  Johnson 
observed  that  “—pay,  retirement,  and  other  fringe  benefits  are  all  parts  of  an 
employees  total  compensation.”  He  emphasized  that:  “Recognition  of  this 
basic  fact  is  crucial  in  developing  a  rational  and  equitable  system  of  compensa¬ 
tion.”  OPEDA  endorses  President  Johnson’s  views  on  total  compensation. 

How  can  the  Government  attract  and  keep  competent  professional  personnel'^ 
W  e  recognize  there  are  many  factors  which  must  be  kept  in  mind.  Any  self- 
respecting  employee  would  like  to  believe  that  his  abilities  are  recognized  and 
used  at  the  point  of  greatest  need.  He  wants  a  certain  degree  of  freedom  to 
“operate.”  He  would  like  to  be  in  an  organization  that  can  be  changed  to  accom¬ 
modate  obvious  needs  as  they  appear.  But  these  factors  do  not  take  the  place  of 
pay.  Increasing  salaries  of  the  upper  grades  to  at  least  near  comparability  with 
those  in  industry  is  likely  to  bring  into  the  Government  those  whom  the  President 
said  we  must  have.  Wre  believe  comparability  is  essential  to  efficient  government 
now  and  especially  in  the  future. 

Pay 

Pay  comparability  with  the  private  sector  of  our  economy  is  one  of  the  more 
progressive  goals  adopted  in  recent  years.  It  is  of  special  importance  to  the 
professional  personnel  and  the  management  of  units  requiring  their  services.  In 
many  agencies,  professional  employees  work  with  their  counterparts  in  industrv. 

If  Federal  employees  have  the  competence  to  supervise  and  share  leadership  for 
public  programs  carried  out  by  private  firms,  their  pay  should  be  comparable 
to  those  with  a  like  responsibility  in  industry.  The  administration’s  recognition 
of  this  is  reflected  in  the  difference  between  the  proposed  4.5  percent  increase 
for  GS-15  and  1  percent  for  GS-1  and  2.  But  4.5  percent  in  the  higher  grades 
barely  covers  the  increase  in  the  disparity  between  Government  and  indusrry 
Therefore,  we  feel  obligated  both  to  our  7,200  members  and  to  our  Government 
to  respectfully  insist  that  full  comparability  is  needed  if  the  required  competence 
of  professional  personnel  is  maintained  now  and  retained  in  the  future. 
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There  has  been  a  disproportionate  number  of  separations  from  the  Govern¬ 
ment  service  at  the  higher  grades  in  the  younger  age  groups.  The  table  below 
illustrates  what  is  now  happening  in  a  Government  division  that  may  be  consid¬ 
ered  tvpical  of  those  carrying  out  research  for  many  of  the  new  Government 
activities.  While  the  loss  in  each  grade  has  been  about  17  percent  of  the  total 
number  in  that  grade,  almost  half  of  the  separations  occurred  in  the  30-  to  34-year 
age  group.  The  talent  of  tomorrow  is  leaving  Government  today  for  better  job 
■opportunities  elsewhere. 


Distribution  of  professional  employees  voluntarily  separated  August  1963  to  November 

1965  (by  age  group) 


Age  group 

GS-14 

GS-13 

GS-12 

GS-11 

Total 

30  to  34 _ _ _ 

0 

8 

14 

14 

38 

35  to  39 - - - 

2 

6 

8 

3 

19 

40  to  44 . . . . . . - . 

7 

3 

2 

1 

13 

45  to  49 _ _ — - . - . - 

2 

3 

1 

0 

6 

Total.... - - - - 

11 

20 

25 

18 

74 

Health 

OPEDA  fully  supports  the  proposed  changes  in  the  health  program.  The 
increase  in  the  Federal  part  of  the  cost  of  the  health  insurance  is  in  line  with  trends 
in  industry. 

We  also  support  the  proposal  to  transfer  retirees  to  the  medicare  program. 
Retirement 

Although  more  than  90  percent  of  OPEDA’s  members  who  have  written  us  are 
opposed  to  “combining  civil  service  retirement  with  social  security,”  we  do  sup¬ 
port  the  plan  to  assure  an  annuity  equal  to  that  provided  by  social  security  for 
employees  and  their  families  with  short  periods  of  Federal  service  or  who  have 
shifted  from  Federal  to  non-Federal  service.  This  should  assist  in  providing 
encouragement  of  the  exchange  of  competent  personnel  between  the  Federal 
Government,  State,  and  local  government  as  well  as  with  industry.  However, 
this  does  not  correct  an  inequity  keenly  felt  by  many  OPEDA  members.  We 
refer  to  the  discrimination  which  the  Civil  Service  Commission  has  made  by  in¬ 
cluding  State  and  county  extension  agents  under  Federal  civil  service  retirement 
but  not  allowing  similar  credit  for  other  Federal-State  service  for  those  who  were 
brought  into  the  Federal  service  during  the  1930’s  to  fill  scientific,  technical,  and 
administrative  positions  in  the  New  Deal  agencies.  These  are  the  “forgotten” 
professionals  of  the  Federal  service.  We  urge  Federal  retirement  credit  for  this 
service. 

We  approve  the  provision  which  will  enable  an  employee  with  20  years  of  service 
to  retire  at  age  60. 

We  see  no  reason  why  employees  should  not  share  equally  the  normal  cost  pro¬ 
posed  for  the  future  liberalization  of  retirement  benefits. 

OPEDA  supports  the  administration’s  proposal  for  maintaining  the  retirement 
fund  at  an  ample  margin  of  fiscal  safety. 

OPEDA  was  among  those  who  pioneered  the  idea  of  employees  being  permitted 
to  retire  with  full  annuity  at  the  age  of  55  with  30  years  of  service.  It  congratu¬ 
lates  the  administration  on  this  progressive  step.  It  has  been  indicated,  however, 
that  authority  should  be  given  management  to  initiate  action  to  retire  employees 
at  the  age  of  55  with  30  years  of  service.  Interest  in  efficiency  and  productivity 
in  the  career  service  has  been  suggested  as  the  reason  for  seeking  this  authority. 
If  this  is  to  be  done  it  should  be  made  to  apply  to  all  grade  levels  because  declines 
in  efficiency  after  30  years  of  service  will  not  be  limited  to  grades  13  and  up.  In 
any  case  the  net  effect  of  granting  such  authority  to  management  would  mean  the 
employees  affected  could  summarily  be  stripped  of  job  retention  rights  available 
to  them  during  the  first  30  years  of  their  career  service.  Such  authority  should  not 
be  given  unless  it  is  tempered  by  effective  restraints  and  controls  to  protect  em¬ 
ployees  against  misuse  from  any  source  and  for  any  reason.  Unless  the  authority 
is  sought  for  all  grade  levels,  and  unless  it  is  accompanied  by  restraints  and  con¬ 
trols,  higher  graded  employees  can  only  conclude  that  the  career,  civil  service 
would  be  weakened.  As  proposed,  it  is  a  serious  threat  to  the  service.  Since  it 
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is  such  an  important  matter,  we  strongly  object  to  the  inclusion  of  this  feature. 
It  merits  thoughtful  study,  and  jointly  recommended  action  by  management  and 
employee  groups. 

We  are  extremely  interested  in  the  recommendations  of  the  Cabinet’s  Committee 
on  Federal  Staff  Retirement  Systems  for  the  improvement  of  survivor’s  benefits. 
There  is  one  situation  in  laws  governing  survivor  benefits  that  is  not  specifically 
corrected  by  the  Committee’s  recommendations.  The  Retirement  Act  prevents 
the  widower  from  receiving  an  annuity  should  his  wife  die  in  service.  According 
to  the  new  philosophy  in  the  Cabinet’s  Committee  Report:  “The  concept  of  staff 
retirement  benefit  as  a  gratuity,  or  even  as  a  reward  for  long  and  faithful  service, 
has  given  way  through  the  years  to  the  concept  that  it,  too,  is  a  right  earned 
through  past  service.”  We  submit  that  the  married  female  employee  is  denied 
the  total  compensation  which  her  married  male  colleague  is  paid.  We  can  only 
believe  that  President  Johnson  failed  to  make  this  as  a  specific  recommendation 
only  because  this  inequity  was  not  brought  to  his  attention. 

Under  existing  law,  as  amended  in  1956,  a  married  female  employee  can,  upon 
retirement,  expect  to  leave  an  annuity  to  her  husband.  This  is  as  it  should  be, 
of  course.  But  it  is  even  more  important  that  she  should  have  this  right  during 
employment — when  she  and  her  husband  may  be  raising  and  educating  children. 

The  members  of  this  organization  favor  the  President’s  proposal  that  a  widow 
who  marries  after  60  years  of  age  should  continue  to  receive  the  annuity  left  by 
her  deceased  husband.  But  they  do  not  want  that  benefit  to  take  priority  over 
what  they  consider  to  be  their  right  to  leave  an  annuity  to  their  husbands. 

OPEDA  wishes  to  thank  the  committee  for  this  opportunity  of  expressing  its 
views  on  these  excellent  proposals. 

Mr.  Lasseter.  Thank  you,  sir.  The  question  of  pay — I  don’t 
think  there  is  any  question — they  know  up  here  we  are  strong  for 
comparability.  We  don’t  believe  it  has  been  approached  yet,  es¬ 
pecially  among  the  membership  of  this  organization  I  represent,  and 
we  have  7,200  members,  as  you  notice  in  the  statement. 

I  have  one  brief  table  here  showing  what  this  lack  of  comparability 
does,  on  page  2.  It  shows  that,  in  this  one  Government  division — 
and  I  assume  it  is  in  the  Department  of  Agriculture  as  it  was  prepared 
there,  the  statement  was — it  shows  that,  in  the  age  group — from  1963 
to  1965,  August  to  November — in  the  age  group,  30-34,  the  voluntary 
retirements  were  36  in  one  division,  from  GS-12,  GS-14,  35-39. 
There  were  19;  40-44,  13,  and  45-49,  just  6.  This  organization  fully 
supports  the  proposed  changes  in  the  health  program. 

The  increase  in  the  Federal  part  of  the  cost  of  the  health  insurance 
is  in  line  with  trends  in  industry. 

We  also  support  the  proposal  to  transfer  retirees  to  the  medicare 
program.  Although  more  than  90  percent  of  our  members  are  op¬ 
posed  to  combining  civil  service  retirement  with  social  security,  we  do 
support  the  plan  to  assure  an  annuity  equal  to  that  provided  by  social 
security  for  employees  and  their  families  with  short  periods  of  Federal 
service,  who  have  shifted  from  Federal  to  non-Federal  service.  This 
should  assist  in  providing  encouragement  of  the  exchange  of  competent 
personnel  between  the  Federal,  State,  and  local  governments,  as  well 
as  with  industry.  However,  this  does  not  correct  an  inequity  keenly 
felt  by  many  members.  We  refer  to  the  discrimination  which  the 
Civil  Service  Commission  has  made  by  including  State  and  county 
extension  agents  under  Federal  civil  service  retirement,  but  not  allow¬ 
ing  similar  credit  for  other  Federal-State  service  for  those  who  are 
brought  into  the  Federal  service  during  the  1930’s  to  fill  scientific, 
technical,  and  administrative  positions  in  the  New  Deal  agencies. 
These  are  the  forgotten  professionals  of  the  Federal  service. 

We  urge  Federal  retirements  for  this  service.  I  might  add  here,  sir, 
that  there  has  been  legislation  up  here  for  the  last  10  years  providing 
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this.  In  1955,  I  represented  this  group  and  provision  was  made  to- 
o-ive  these  people  civil  service  credit,  without  any  dissenting  vote  in  the 
House  or  Senate,  but  unfortunately  it  was  vetoed,  and  I  think  based 

on  incorrect  information.  . 

I  might  say  these  people  are  former  employees  of  the  vocational 
education  system,  and  of  course  you  know  what  they  do,  and  certainly 
employees  of  tlie  State  experiment  stations,  ancl  some  of  them  had  a& 
many  as  14  years  of  service  in  those  agencies  before  they  joined  the 
Federal  service.  And  for  that  period  they  do  not  have  any  social 
security.  In  other  words,  they  have  nothing  in  the  way  of  retirement 
for  that  service.  As  I  say,  the  extension  service,  they  are  pait  F  edeial 
and  part  State,  and  sometimes  part  county.  They  do  have  that. 
And  the  vocational  teachers  and  these  other  groups  for  some  reason 
have  been  excluded.  I  think  it  is  a  great  injustice. 

We  approve  the  provisions  which  will  enable  an  employee  with  20 
years  of  service  to  retire  at  age  60.  We  were  among  the  first  to 
propose  or  pioneer  the  idea  of  employees  being  permitted  to  retne 
with  full  annuity  at  the  age  of  55,  about  30  years  of  service.  We  do 
have  some  reservations,  though,  about  the  involuntary  features  of 
that,  sir,  and  we  hope  that,  if  it  is  included  in  the  legislation  the 
involuntary  feature— that  strong  safeguards  will  be  built  to  prevent 


any  inequities. 

Also,  we  feel  that  a  cutoff  period  at  grade  13  would  be  difficult  to 
administer  in  one  way  and  another,  that  a  man.  in  a  grade  13,  his 
efficiency  may  decline  at  55,  just  as  much  as  one  in  a  grade  14  01  15. 
In  other  words,  we  do  not  believe  that  it  should  be  limited  to  giade  13 

Another  feature  which  we  strongly  recommend,  the  Retirement 
Act  prevents  the  widower  from  receiving  an  annuity,  should  his  wife 
die  in  service.  According  to  the  new  philosophy  and  Cabinet  Com¬ 
mittee’s  Report,  “the  consent  of  staff  retirements  benefit  as  a  gratuity, 
or  even  as  a  reward  for  long  and  faithful  service  has  given  way  through 
the  years  to  the  concept  that  it,  too,  is  a  right  earned  through  past 

^We^ubmit  that  the  married  female  employee  is  denied  the  total 
compensation  which  her  married  male  colleague  is  paid.  Under  the 
existing  law,  a  married  female  employee  can,  upon  retirement,  expect 
to  leave  an  annuity  to  her  husband.  This  is  as  it  should  be,  ol  course, 
but  it  is  even  more  important  she  should  have  this  light  during 
employment,  when  she  and  her  husband  may  be  raising  and  educating 


The  members  of  this  organization  favor  the  President’s  proposal 
that  the  widow  who  marries  after  60  years  of  age  should  continue  to 
receive  the  annuity  left  by  her  husband,  but  they  don’t  want  that 
benefit  to  take  priority  over  what  they  consider  to  be  their  right  to 
leave  an  annuity  to  their  husbands. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  0 

Mr.  Udall.  Thank  you.  I  was  interested  m  the  table  on  page  2 
of  your  statement  which  shows  in  the  age  group,  30  to  34,  paiticu- 
larly  in  GS-11,  12  and  13.  There  is  a  very  large  rate  of  voluntary 
separation.  This  illustrates  to  me  that  many  able  people  with  5,  8, 
10,  or  12  years’  Government  service,  who  are  entermg  into  the  most 
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productive  and  fruitful  period  of  their  careers,  are  leaving  the  Federal 
service.  I  think  it  is  a  commentary  on  the  kind  of  pay  that  we 
provide  for  professional  people,  as  opposed  to  what  they  could  make 
in  private  enterprise.  It  is  very  alarming.  It  contrasts  quite 
sharply  with  the  person  in  his  forties  who  has  invested  so  much 
time  toward  his  retirement  that  he  is  not  as  likely  to  leave. 

Mr.  Lasseter.  Yes.  I  was  caught  in  that  dilemma  myself,  sir. 
I  reached  that  age  where  I  couldn’t  afford  to  leave. 

Mr.  Udall.  There  is  also  a  connection  between  that  and  your 
comments  on  the  involuntary  retirement  feature.  I  was  interested 
in  what  you  had  to  say  on  that. 

In  private  enterprise  we  try  to  advance  the  bright  young  people. 
We  try  to  hold  out  in  a  really  progressive  company  the  prospect  that, 
if  you  work  hard  in  your  thirties,  show  some  leadership,  by  the  time 
you  are  in  your  forties,  you  will  be  heading  a  division  or  section  or 
have  a  major  responsibility. 

Too  often,  some  people  have  had  the  philosophy  that  in  Federal 
Government,  once  you  get  on  the  payroll,  promotions  are  automatic, 
lou  stay  there  forever.  And,  regardless  of  your  initiative  or  ability, 
you  are  entitled  to  advance  and,  probably  by  age  50,  you  will  be  the 
head  of  some  important  section  or  department,  or  some  important 
work.  I  think  one  of  the  reasons  we  are  behind  private  enterprise 
is  that  it  has  more  selectivity. 

It  seems  to  me,  that  maybe  these  people  in  their  early  thirties,  in 
grades  11,  12  and  13,  wouldn’t  leave  if  there  were  some  expectation 
of  openings  in  grades  14,  15  or  16,  which  they  might,  through  a  little 
extra  hard  work,  fill  in  a  few  years.  If  the  Government  had  the  man¬ 
agement  tool,  so  you  could  move  a  few  of  the  people  at  the  top,  and 
make  room  for  the  bright  and  able  young  ones  to  advance,  maybe  we 
could  keep  some  of  these  people  who  are  shown  in  your  table  as  leaving. 

Maybe  there  is  not  a  connection  there,  but  it  seems  to  me  perhaps 
there  is  a  lesson  contained  in  those  two  parts  of  your  statement. 
Would  you  care  to  comment  on  that? 

Mr.  Lasseter.  Well,  as  I  understood  you,  you  are  saying  that, 
move  out  the  13’s,  14’s  and  15’s,  and  make  room  for  these  others  who 
are  leaving.  Is  that  it,  sir? 

Mr.  Udall.  Yes,  on  a  selective  basis. 

Mr.  Lasseter.  That  is  right.  I  understand  that.  As  a  matter 
of  fact,  I  have  been  an  administrator  in  the  Government,  and  also  in 
private  business,  and  I  recognize  the  truth  in  everything  you  say. 
At  times  in  the  Government,  there  were  14’s  and  15’s  I  would  have 
liked  to  have  gotten  out  of  the  way. 

Mr.  Udall.  Not  because  they  were  dishonest  or  incompetent,  but 
because  you  had  a  bright  young  man  who  could  do  the  job. 

Mr.  Lasseter.  Now,  off  tbe  record. 

(Discussion  off  the  record.) 

Mr.  Udall.  Back  on  the  record.  I  think  what  we  are  both  saying 
is  that  people  vary.  You  may  have  a  man  of  age  55  who  is  the  most 
valuable  employee  in  the  entire  department,  and  you  may  have  a 
man  of  age  55  who  has  saddlesores — who  quit  thinking  and  trying  to 
do  new  things  12  or  15  years  ago. 

Mr.  Lasseter.  I  have  had  some  at  70  that  I  didn’t  want  to  lose. 
So  again,  if  there  are  safeguards  here — and  make  it  apply  to  every¬ 
body — I  see  no  reason  why  it  should  not  be  done. 
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Mr.  Udall.  The  gentleman  from  Hawaii? 

Mr.  Matsunaga.  Mr.  Lasseter,  pursuing  further  the  matter  just 
discussed,  from  your  experience  in  Government  service,  did  you  find 
there  to  be  more  who  ought  to  be  retired  involuntarily  in  the  13  and 
above,  or  below  13? 

Mr.  Lasseter.  Mr.  Matsunaga,  I  don’t  think  I,  with  my  own 
experience,  based  on  memory  alone,  I  don’t  think  I  could  say  one 
way  or  the  other  there.  I  have  found  them  in  both  grades,  those  of 
whom  I  would  have  liked  to  have  rid  myself  of  them.  So  I  don’t 
think  I  could  say  that  at  all. 

On  the  other  hand,  though,  a  person  who  has  spent  30  years  nor¬ 
mally  and  who  has  not  reached  a  grade  beyond  11  or  12,  there  is, 
with  all  due  respect,  an  implication  there  that  stands  right  out. 

Mr.  Matsunaga.  This  is  the  point  I  was  trying  to  make,  that  if 
you  find  one  who  has  been  in  the  service  for  30  years  and  he  has  not 
been  able  to  proceed  or  progress  above  the  grade  of  12,  maybe  some¬ 
thing  is  wrong  with  him. 

Mr.  Lasseter.  I  will  not  disagree  with  that  statement,  based  on 
my  experience.  A  good  many  of  the  old  line  agencies  have  not 
paid  the  comparable  salary  that  the  new  agencies,  the  glamorous 
agencies,  pay,  you  see.  And  there  are  many  high-class  people  in 
those  grades  below  13,  in  the  old  line  agencies,  who  have  not  advanced, 
who,  in  a  new  type  agency,  would  have  moved  up.  I  know  many 
examples  of  that. 

Mr.  Udall.  That  is  as  far  as  they  can  go.  They  are  dedicated. 
They  have  given  their  lives  to  this  department.  They  are  the  kind 
of  people  you  want.  They  can  make  more  in  private  enterprise,  but 
they  don’t  want  to  leave. 

Mr.  Lasseter.  Yes.  I  have  passed  them  in  the  laboratories, 
paying  no  attention  to  anything  but  work.  Work  is  their  life.  They 
are  not  worried  about  promotion  or  anything  else.  They  love  it, 
and  that  is  all. 

Mr.  Matsunaga.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Udall.  The  gentleman  from  New  York? 

Mr.  Hanley.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  Mr.  Lasseter,  I  want 
to  commend  you  on  your  fine  statement  and  your  many  years  of 
service  to  the  Government  and  this  committee,  and  this  places 
you  in  a  position  of  expertise,  so  we  have  great  respect  for  the  content 
of  your  statement.  And  in  view  of  our  intense  interest  with  respect 
to  the  involuntary  aspect  of  the  retirement  proposal,  again  I  simply 
ask,  from  your  observation,  your  many  years  of  service,  have  you 
determined  that  very  frequently  this  was  the  case,  where  a  person 
in  these  levels  would  become  somewhat  complacent  and  perhaps  not 
serve  a  real  purpose  to  the  cause  of  Government,  and  it  would  be 
better  if  the  Government  had  a  tool  whereby  they  were  allowed  to 
separate  this  person?  Did  this  happen  very  frequently,  from  your 
observation? 

Mr.  Lasseter.  I  may  be  called  a  traitor  to  my  class,  because  I 
say  this,  but  that  is  true,  that  there  have  been  instances  there  when 
I  would  have  liked  to  have  rid  myself  of  them.  And  I  will  say  this, 
now,  when  I  was  in  private  industry,  I  didn’t  have  that  problem. 
I  could  solve  that  very  quickly.  And  with  the  Government,  of 
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course,  I  couldn’t.  But  again,  if  you  want  me  to  be  quite  frank  with 
you,  I  think  not  only  my  group,  but  other  employee  groups  are  just 
afraid  of  some  abuse  of  this  involuntary  separation.  I  think  they  are 
afraid  of  it. 

Mr.  Udall.  This  is  the  one  objection  to  this  proposal  that  many 
professional  and  upper-grade  employees  have  raised.  But  I  make 
two  answers  to  them.  One  is  that,  certainly,  I  will  concede  that  there 
could  be  a  case  of  a  good  man  being  recommended  for  involuntary 
retirement  by  a  supervisor  who  has  a  personal  grudge.  This  could 
very  well  happen,  but  you  have  to  balance  this  possibility  against 
what  exists  under  the  present  system.  Which  has  the  most  evil  and 
which  the  most  good? 

Under  the  present  system,  Mr.  Lasseter  has  very  frankly  told  us 
there  are  many  times  when,  in  comparison  to  private  enterprise,  the 
Government  has  its  hands  tied  behind  its  back,  and,  in  trying  to 
carry  out  programs  the  Congress  and  taxpayers  want  it  is  not  possible, 
because  of  deadwood  in  the  organization.  Balancing  these  two,  I 
believe  there  would  be  far  less  injustice  to  the  whole  country  by  having 
a  system  of  this  kind. 

My  second  answer  is  that  I  would  be  strongly  opposed,  in  fact, 
would  be  ready  to  write  the  law,  if  need  be,  to  any  provision  which 
would  give  this  authority  on  a  low  level  or  department  level  without 
review. 

If  an  agency  employed  14  career-type  professionals,  and  could 
summarily  pick  out  any  one  of  them  and  say,  "Good  boy,  you  have 
been  there  30  years.  It  has  been  nice  having  you.  So  long.”  This 
would  be  one  thing.  But  it  is  my  intention  in  passing  this  law  that 
such  a  person  could  only  recommend  and  the  recommendation  would 
be  reviewed,  up  through  regional  offices  and  into  the  head  office, 
by  a  panel  of  top  supervisors  to  weed  out  this  sort  of  thing  and  ac¬ 
tually  determine  whether  a  personal  spite  motive  were  involved. 

I  believe  we  can  protect  ourselves  through  a  procedure  of  this 
kind. 

Mr.  Hanley.  Well,  I  think  your  proposal,  Mr.  Chairman,  with  re¬ 
spect  to  the  review,  could  be  the  answer  to  the  problem  here,  so  that 
we  don’t  develop  something  that  would  allow,  for  instance,  the  new 
broom  to  sweep  clean.  I  think  we  have  covered  it  quite  well.  Thank 
you,  Mr.  Lasseter. 

Mr.  Udall.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Our  next  witness  is  Mr.  Davis  Moorhead,  president  of  the  Patent 
Office  Society. 

STATEMENT  OF  DAVIS  T.  MOORHEAD,  PRESIDENT,  PATENT 

OFFICE  SOCIETY,  ACCOMPANIED  BY  SIDNEY  W.  MILLARD, 

CHAIRMAN  OF  LEGISLATIVE  COMMITTEE,  PATENT  OFFICE 

SOCIETY 

Mr.  Moorhead.  Good  morning,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Udall.  I  see  you  are  accompanied  by  someone. 

Mr.  Moorhead.  I  am  Davis  T.  Moorhead,  president  of  the  Patent 
Office  Society,  and  I  am  accompanied  by  Mr.  Sidney  W.  Millard,  who 
is  chairman  of  the  Legislative  Committee  of  the  Patent  Office  Society. 
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Mr.  Millard,  with  your  permission,  will  present  our  testimony. 

Mr.  Udall.  We  would  be  happy  to  have  him  present  it. 

Mr.  Millard.  The  Patent  Office  Society  is  an  organization  devoted 
to  the  professional  development  of  patent  examiners  and  to  the  im¬ 
provement  of  the  U.S.  Patent  System.  Over  1,050  examiners  and 
other  professionals  are  members  of  the  Society.  This  represents 
approximately  90  percent  of  the  total  number  of  professional  employees 
in  the  Patent  Office. 

We  thank  you  very  much  for  the  opportunity  to  be  heard. 

As  you  know,  the  U.S.  Patent  System  has,  this  past  year,  com¬ 
memorated  the  175th  anniversary  of  the  Patent  Act  of  1790.  Ihe 
implementation  of  the  U.S.  Patent  System  rests  on  the  shoulders  of 
the  Congress  of  the  United  States  as  provided  for  in  article  I,  section 
8  of  the  Constitution.  Congress  provides  the  statutory  basis  for  our 
examination  system,  the  physical  facilities  in  which  we  perform  our 
work,  and  the  salary  scale  by  which  we  are  paid.  It  is  with  this  last 
subject  in  mind  that  we  are  here  today. 

In  order  for  the  Patent  Office  to  perform  the  job  assigned  by  Con¬ 
gress,  it  is  the  Society’s  belief  that  the  Office  must  be  able  to  attract 
and  retain  skilled  professional  help.  Patent  examiners  have  degrees 
in  engineering,  chemistry,  or  physics.  In  addition,  most  examiners 
either  have  a  law  degree  or  are  pursuing  studies  toward  one. 

Our  job  requires  a  scientific  as  well  as  a  legal  background. 

To  attract  and  retain  its  professional  employees  the  Patent  Office 
must  be  able  to  compete  in  the  open  labor  market  for  people  who  have 
such  scientific  and  legal  disciplines. 

Recently,  the  Patent  Office  has  not  been  able  to  effectively  compete 
in  this  market,  mainly  because  of  its  salary  schedule. 

During  the  past  months  the  Office  has  not  been  able  to  reciuit 
enough  technical  people  to  fill  the  vacancies  it  now  has. 

Coupled  with  this,  the  Office  has  an  annual  turnover  rate  of  15 
percent  of  its  professional  staff.  Since  it  takes  over  3  years  to  train  an 
examiner  to  the  point  where  he  is  able  to  perform  his  tasks  without 
substantial  supervision,  one  can  see  the  enormous  problem  before  the 


Office. 

The  annual  turnover  rate  for  the  Patent  Office 
by  year  has  been: 

Turnover 


Calendar  years: 

1962  _ 

1963  _ 

1964  _ 

1965  _ 


professional  staff 


Percent 
_  16 
.  16 
.  14 

_  16 


Why  does  the  professional  staff  of  the  Patent  Office  leave  the 
Office?  One  of  the  significant  reasons  is  economic.  When  one 
considers  that  corporate  industry  and  law  firms  can  hold  out  to  the 
Patent  Office  professional  staff  much  greater  monetary  rewards  than 
the  Office  can  offer,  it  is  not  surprising  that  the  Patent  Office  has  the 
turnover  problem  it  now  faces.  A  recent  survey  of  1963  incomes  of 
patent  practitioners  taken  by  the  American  Patent  Law  Association 
shows  the  following  salary  scale,  with  which  the  U.S.  Patent  Office 
has  to  compete. 
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I  would  like  to  point  out  the  GS  salary  scale  here  is  a  1965  scale 
and  the  salaries  in  the  survey  taken  by  the  American  Patent  Law 
Association  are  1963. 

I  might  point  at  the  20-year  level,  the  present  1965  pay  scale  for  a 
patent  examiner  is  $17,000,  in  corporate  industry  it  is  approximately 
$20,000  and  in  private  practice  it  is  about  $30,000  to  $32,000. 


Grade 

Approximate 
1965  salary 

Years  of 
practice 

1963  salaries 

Corporate 

Private  practice 

Median 

Mean 

Median 

Mean 

GS-11 _ 

GS-12 _ 

GS-13 _ 

GS-13 _ 

$8,961 
10,  619 
12, 510 
12, 510 
14,  680 
12,510 
14, 680 
17, 055 
17,055 
17, 005 
17, 055 
17,  055 
17,  055 
17,  055 

3 

5 

7 

10 

15 

$11,250 

12,000 

14,000 

$11,385 
12, 266 
14, 050 

$8, 900 

14, 500 

$8, 822 
9,100 
16,003 

GS-14 _ 

GS-13 _ 

15, 500 

16, 550 

18, 200 

21, 364 

GS-14 _ 

GS-15 _ 

GS-13 _ 

20 

19, 000 

19, 777 

24, 200 

26, 432 

GS-14 _ 

GS-15 _ 

GS-13 _ 

25 

19, 350 

20, 661 

30,  000 

32, 086 

GS-14 _ 

GS-15 _ 

24,000 

24,  097 

30, 000 

31, 895 

This  chart  clearly  shows  that  present  Government  salaries  are  not 
competitive  even  when  compared  with  the  salaries  received  by  our 
private  industry  counterparts  3  years  ago.  Since  the  American  Patent 
Law  Survey  3  years  ago  one  can  reasonably  expect  that  the  salaries 
indicated  therein  have  risen  at  least  by  the  change  in  the  cost  of  living. 

The  late  President  Kennedy  offered  to  the  Congress,  several  years 
ago,  a  plan  to  raise  Government  salaries  to  their  comparable  industry 
counterpart.  The  Congress  in  the  Pay  Act  of  1962  likewise  accepted 
the  plan  of  comparability.  The  theory  behind  this  comparability 
salary  plan  was  to  equip  the  Government  in  its  fight  for  the  skilled 
worker.  The  Patent  Office  Society  favors  and  supports  salary  com¬ 
parability. 

We  would  be  foolish  to  appear  before  you  to  seek  salary  increases 
which  match  what  patent  practitioners  in  industry  receive  with  20 
years’  experience.  We  realize  that  this  is  out  of  the  question. 

However,  we  do  support  the  principle  of  full  comparability  with 
the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  reports  on  which  the  comparability 
feature  is  based. 

We  understand  that  President  Johnson’s  desire  is  to  regulate  salaries 
in  direct  proportion  to  productivity  of  the  industry  involved.  During 
the  1965  calendar  year  the  number  of  Patent  Office  professional  exam¬ 
iners  has  decreased  slightly  from  1964.  But  during  1965  the  produc¬ 
tivity  of  the  Patent  Office  increased  by  8.6  percent  based  upon  the 
number  of  patent  applications  upon  which  prosecution  was  com¬ 
pleted — 1965:  97,688  applications  completed;  1964:  89,943  applica¬ 
tions  completed.  We  do  not  seek  a  like  percent  increase  in  salaries. 
What  we  do  seek  is  comparability  for  the  upper  grades,  GS-5  through 
GS-18.  Kecent  newspaper  articles  and  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics 
surveys  show  that  the  employees  in  the  lower  grades  are  much  closer 
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to  the  comparability  figures  than  the  upper  grades.  We  rely  on  the 
statement  of  John  Macy,  Jr.,  of  March  7,  1966,  before  this  subcom¬ 
mittee. 

We  realize  that  there  are  various  pressures  to  keep  the  Government 
pay  raise  to  a  minimum  of  an  overall  3.2  percent  because  of  the  Viet¬ 
nam  situation  and  the  current  threat  of  inflation. 

What  we  earnestly  ask  of  you,  the  Congress,  is  that  you  apply  the 
available  money  for  salary  increases  to  those  areas  which  are  furthest 
from  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  comparability  guidelines.  We 
ask  you  to  apply  large  and  significant  increases  to  the  salaries  of  Gov¬ 
ernment  employees  in  grades  GS-5  to  GS-18.  We  ask  no  favoritism, 
we  ask  only  equity. 

It  is,  of  course,  axiomatic  that  a  government  such  as  ours  must  be 
staffed  by  the  best  trained  and  most  efficient  persons  available. 
Since  a  substantial  share  of  these  persons  are  either  lost  or  potentially 
lost  by  the  Patent  Office  to  private  industry  primarily  due  to  greater 
salary  prospects,  it  follows  that  our  Government  should  meet 
contemporary  salaries. 

It  is  the  society’s  conviction  that  the  Patent  Office,  as  well  as  other 
Government  agencies,  can  attract  and  retain  a  greater  percentage  of 
the  skilled  professional  persons  needed  only  by  maintaining  a 
comparable  salary  scale. 

You  gentlemen  hold  the  key  to  the  Government’s  being  able  to  do 
just  that.  We  urge  you  to  use  that  key  by  greatly  increasing  the 
salaries  of  grades  GS-5  through  GS-18. 

Thank  you  very  much  for  this  opportunity  to  be  heard. 

Mr.  Udall.  Thank  you,  sir.  I  think  this  is  a  fine  statement  on 
behalf  of  the  important  Government  employees  that  you  represent 
in  your  organization. 

The  gentleman  from  New  York. 

Mr.  Hanley.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Millard,  I  think  the  facts  you  have  presented  here  relevant  to 
your  case  very  emphatically  point  to  the  need.  \  our  rate  of  turnover 
is  certainly  excessive.  There  is  every  indication  that  this  is  an  area 
we  must  concentrate  on  if  we  are  going  to  attract  the  type  of  people 
that  are  necessary  to  implement  the  function  of  the  Patent  Office. 

Again,  in  view  of  the  turnover  rate,  I  suppose  it  is  somewhat 
unnecessary  to  even  touch  on  the  retirement  proposal. 

Mr.  Millard.  Yes,  sir,  right. 

Mr.  Hanley.  So  with  that,  I  will  say  thank  you. 

Mr.  Udall,  Thank  you,  gentlemen.  We  appreciate  your  help. 

The  final  witness  this  morning  is  Mr.  Paul  Robbins,  executive 
director  of  the  National  Society  of  Professional  Engineers. 

STATEMENT  OF  PAUL  H.  ROBBINS,  EXECUTIVE  DIRECTOR, 
NATIONAL  SOCIETY  OF  PROFESSIONAL  ENGINEERS 

Mr.  Robbins.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  I  might  be  off  the  record. 

Mr.  Udall.  You  may. 

(Discussion  off  the  record.) 

Mr.  Robbins.  On  the  record  now,  Mr.  Chairman,  in  the  interest  of 
time  I  will  identify  myself  first,  I  am  Paul  H.  Robbins,  executive 
director  of  the  National  Society  of  Professional  Engineers,  with 
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64,000  members  throughout  the  United  States,  all  of  whom  are 
qualified  by  State  law  to  practice  the  profession  of  engineering. 

Again  in  the  interest  of  time,  I  will  just  comment  on  some  of  our 
testimony  and  would  like  to  concentrate  on  one  item  I  know  is  of 
particular  concern  to  the  committee. 

Mr.  Udall.  Without  objection,  your  full  statement  will  be  made 
a  part  of  the  record  and  you  may  summarize  or  comment  as  you  see 
fit. 

(The  prepared  statement  of  Mr.  Robbins  is  as  follows:) 

Prepared  Statement  of  Paul  H.  Robbins 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  Paul  H.  Robbins,  executive  director  of  the  National  Society 
of  Professional  Engineers,  with  headquarters  in  this  city.  The  society  is  com¬ 
posed  of  over  64,000  members,  each  of  whom  is  qualified  to  engage  in  the  practice 
of  professional  engineering  under  applicable  State  engineering  registration  laws. 

The  national  society  appreciates  the  opportunity  to  appear  before  this  sub¬ 
committee  in  connection  with  its  consideration  of  Federal  employee  pay  legislation. 

The  society  believes  that  the  principle  of  comparability  was  the  most  important 
feature  of  the  Federal  Salary  Reform  Act  of  1962,  and  that  the  achievement  of 
true  comparability  should  be  a  primary  concern  to  this  subcommittee.  Not 
only  is  it  important  in  terms  of  providing  equity  to  Federal  employees,  but  its 
implementation  is  essential  if  the  Federal  Government  is  to  attract  and  retain 
adequate  numbers  of  highly  trained  engineers  and  scientists. 

At  the  present  time,  unfortunately,  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  figures  show  a 
considerable  gap  between  the  salaries  of  Federal  engineers  and  those  of  engineers 
in  the  private  economy.  This  gap  ranges  from  20.8  percent  at  the  GS-5  level, 
to  8.4  percent  at  GS-15.  The  rates  proposed  by  the  administration  would  im¬ 
prove  this  situation  somewhat,  as  indicated  in  the  chart  below,  so  that  the  gaps 
noted  above  would  be  narrowed  to  18  and  3.8  percent,  respectively.  The  increases 
proposed  would  be  particularly  beneficial  in  the  middle-  and  upper-grade  levels. 
Because  it  is  these  grades  which  cause  the  most  serious  engineering  retention 
problems  for  Federal  agencies,  we  strongly  urge  that  the  sliding  scale  feature  of 
the  administration’s  proposal  be  retained. 


Engineering  salaries — Present  and  proposed 


1965 

industry 

Present  average  rates  for 
Government  engineers 

Percent 

increase 

Average 
rates  under 
administra- 

Percent 

increase 

average 

Amount 

Step 

needed 

tion 

needed 

Grade: 

GS-5 _ 

$7,  500 

$6, 207 

1 

20.8 

$6, 355 

18.2. 

GS-7 _ 

8,  232 

7, 304 

1 

12.7 

7,485 

10.2. 

GS-9 _ 

9,  444 

8, 241 

2 

14.6 

8,470 

11.5 

GS-11 _ 

11,280 

9, 879 

3 

14.2 

10,  225 

10.3 

GS-12 _ 

13, 140 

11,723 

4 

12. 1 

12,  480 

5.3- 

GS-13 _ 

15,  348 

13,815 

4 

11.1 

14,  395 

6.6 

GS-14 _ 

17, 928 

16,  204 

4 

10.6 

16, 915 

6.0' 

GS-15 _ 

20, 412 

18, 825 

4 

8.4 

19, 670 

3.& 

Note. — Industry  average  taken  from  “National  Survey  of  Professional,  Administrative,  Technical,  anti 
Clerical  Pay,  February-March,  1964,”  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  Bull  No.  1469. 

Government  engineer  figures  include  above-minimum  rates  authorized  by  the  Civil  Service  Commission 
for  grades  GS-5  through  GS-11,  under  sec.  504  of  the  Federal  Salary  Reform  Act  of  1962. 


In  reviewing  the  statement  presented  before  this  subcommittee  by  the  Honorable 
John  W.  Macy,  Jr.,  Chairman  of  the  Civil  Service  Commission,  we  note  in  addition 
to  pay  increase  proposals,  a  number  of  recommendations  concerning  fringe  benefits.. 
The  society  concurs  in  general  with  Mr.  Macy’s  recommendations  concerning 
Government  contributions  for  health  benefits,  improved  retirement  financing,  and. 
voluntary  retirement  at  age  55  after  30  years  of  service. 
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But  there  is  one  provision  of  the  proposed  legislation,  Mr.  Chairman,  which  the 
society  strongly  opposes.  That  is  the  proposal  to  give  the  Government  authority 
to  forcibly  retire  GS-13  and  above  employees  at  age  55  after  30  years  of  service. 
While  we  have  no  figures  on  the  number  of  engineers  in  this  age/service  bracket,  we 
do  know  that  there  are  over  27,000  engineers  in  grades  GS-13  and  above.  We  are 
certain  that  a  significant  proportion  of  this  number  would  be  potentially  affected 
by  this  mandatory  retirement  proposal. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  can  hardly  conceive  of  a  proposal  more  calculated  to  discourage 
career  thinking  on  the  part  of  young  engineers.  I  am  certain  that  the  members  of 
this  subcommittee  can  appreciate  the  difficulty  in  attempting  to  plan  home 
financing,  insurance  provisions,  and  education  of  children  when  there  is  no  cer¬ 
tainty  that  retirement  at  reduced  income  may  not  be  forced  at  any  time  after  the 
ao-e  of  55.  While  we  think  it  is  quite  commendable  for  the  administration  to 
propose  voluntary  retirement  at  this  age,  we  know  of  no  private  industrial  him 
which  has  adopted  mandatory  retirement  of  the  type  proposed.  It  appears  to  the 
societv  extremely  unwise  to  give  Federal  agencies  the  unrestricted  authority  to 
force  out  professional-level  employees  at  the  very  peak  of  their  productive  capacity. 

It  is  apparent,  unfortunately,  that  the  administration  is  seeking  this  provision 
to  allow  agencies  to  circumvent  the  normal  civil  service  job  retention  rights. 
It  is  one  thing  to  allow  an  agency  to  withhold  a  salary  step  increase  from  an 
employee  with  whom  they  are  displeased.  It  is  quite  another  to  allow  him  to, 
be  summarily  and  permanently  retired  against  his  will  with  no  review  or  appeal 
rights  I  am  sure  the  members  can  appreciate  what  a  dangerous  weapon  this 
provision  would  be  in  the  hands  of  an  agency  under  pressure  to  bring  down  its 
average  grade  level  or  to  make  room  for  more  politically  acceptable  individuals. 

We  are  particularly  concerned  with  the  possible  effects  of  such  a  provision  upon 
the  many  Federal  engineers  who  must  report  to  and  advise  nonprofessional 
superiors.  Not  infrequently,  professional  ethics  require  engineers  to  make 
advisory  -judgments  which  may  run  contrary  to  a  course  of  action  based  on 
nontechnical  considerations.  I  cannot  overemphasize  the  danger  of  placing  out¬ 
most  experienced  and  highly  qualified  professional  engineers  m  the  position  of 
risking  forced  retirement  as  a  result  of  their  adopting  an  unpopular  position, 
as  may  occasionally  be  required  by  the  code  of  ethics.  While  we  certainly 
believe  that  Federal  agencies  must  have  adequate  control  over  personnel  to. 
assure  loyalty  and  productivity,  we  are  wholly  opposed  to  such  an  extreme- 

approach  to  this  goal.  , 

A  last  point,  Mr.  Chairman,  concerns  the  effective  date  of  the  proposed  pay 
increase,  which  we  feel  should  be,  at  the  latest,  the  first  of  the  next  fiscal  yeai , 
To  delay  this  increase  until  January  1,  1967,  as  requested  by  the  administration, 
would  widen  the  time  gap  between  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  survey  and  the- 
remedial  increase  to  nearly  2  full  years.  This,  we  believe,  would  be  a  step  away- 
from  comparability  rather  than  toward  it. 

Mr.  Robbins.  The  first  part  of  our  testimony  presents  some  statis¬ 
tics  and  supports  the  basic  principle  of  comparability,  to  which  the 
other  witnesses  have  referred.  It  indicates  a  perhaps  more  distressing 
situation  with  respect  to  professional  engineers,  particularly  because 
of  the  critical  situation  with  the  retention  of  younger  engineers. 

As  I  am  sure  the  committee  is  aware,  the  Civil  Service  Commission,, 
within  the  last  few  days,  has  adjusted  scales  in  the  GS-7  and  GS-9 
category,  because  of  this  very  situation.  Therefore  our  table  on  page 
2  merely  reemphasizes  the  critical  need  for  salary  adjustments  for  this 
group  of  Government  employees. 

And  particularly  we  would  like  to  encourage  the  sliding  scale  of 
adjustment,  because  of  the  increasingly  critical  situation  m  the  higher 
grades,  where  so  many  of  our  competent  engineers,  of  course,  now  are. 

lodged  in  the  federal  system.  .  . 

We  are  particularly  concerned  with  this  proposed  revision  on  retire¬ 
ment.  ...  ,  ,  0 

I  would  like  to  refer  to  our  statement  now,  beginning  about  page  A 
This  proposal  is  one  which  we  would  oppose  primarily  because  we  see 
some  serious  difficulties  particularly  again  in  reference  to  the  profes¬ 
sional  engineer.  These  are  positions  where  the  individual  should 
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present  to  the  best  of  his  knowledge  the  analysis  as  he  sees  it  regardless 
of  the  administrative  situation.  And  we  can  see  here  the  potential 
of  this  having  a  very  detrimental  effect  as  to  the  advice  that  higher 
levels  of  supervision  may  get  on  engineering  work. 

I  am  certain  that  the  members  of  the  committee  can  appreciate  the 
difficulty  of  attempting,  to  plan  various  aspects  of  the  individual’s 
career  if  he  is  always  in  jeopardy  of  retirement  beyond  55.  We  think 
it  is  commendable  for  the  administration  to  propose  voluntary  retire¬ 
ment  at  this  age.  However,  we  know  of  no  private  industrial  firm 
which  has  adopted  mandatory  retirements  at  this  age. 

It  appears  to  the  society  extremely  unwise  to  give  Federal  agencies 
the  unrestricted  authority  to  force  out  professional  level  employees 
at  the  very  peak  of  their  productive  activity,  particularly  because,  at 
these  levels,  their  advice  is  so  critical  to  the  final  decisions  of  the 
Government  agency. 

It  is  apparent,  unfortunately,  that  the  Administration  is  seeking 
this  provision  to  allow  agencies  to  circumvent  the  normal  civil  service 
job  retention  rights.  It  is  one  thing  to  allow  an  agency  to  withhold  a 
salary  step  increase  for  an  employee  with  whom  they  are  displeased, 
it  is  quite  another  to  allow  him  to  be  summarily  and  permanently 
retired  against  his  will  with  no  review  or  appeal  rights. 

I  am  sure  you  can  appreciate  what  a  dangerous  weapon  this  could 
be  in  the  hands  of  an  agency  under  pressure  to  bring  down  its  grad<» 
level  or  make  room  for  more  politically  acceptable  individuals. 

We  are  particularly  concerned  with  the  possible  effects  of  such  a 
provision  upon  the  many  Federal  engineers  who  must  report  to  and 
advise  nonprof essoinal  superiors.  Not  infrequently,  professional 
ethics  require  engineers  to  make  advisory  judgments  which  may  run 
contrary  to  a  course  of  action  based  on 'nontechnical  considerations. 
I  cannot  overemphasize  the  danger  of  placing  our  most  experienced 
and  highly  qualified  professional  engineers  in  the  position  of  risking 
forced  retirement  as  a  result  of  their  adopting  an  unpopular  position, 
as  may  occasionally  be  required  by  the  code  of  ethics.  While  we 
certainly  believe  that  Federal  agencies  must  have  adequate  control 
over  personnel  to  assure  loyalty  and  productivity,  we  are  wholly 
opposed  to  such  an  extreme  approach  to  this  goal. 

Mr.  Chairman,  those  are  the  main  points.  If  you  care  for  me  to 
expand  on  them,  I  will  be  glad  to. 

Mr.  Udall.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Robbins,  You  have  an  excellent 
statement  here,  and  I  am  sure  the  points  you  made  will  be  carefully 
considered.  I  won’t  repeat  my  comments  on  the  30-year  proposal, 
except  to  recognize  that  the  points  you  have  made  are  certainly  valid! 
Many  times  a  professional  engineer  must  give  a  professional  engi¬ 
neering  judgment  and  not  a  political  judgment  and  this  is  a  situation 
which  can  occur,  as  your  statement  notes. 

The  department  head  is  under  political  or  congressional  pressure  to 
determine  that  a  water  project,  a  research  project,  or  some  other 
technical  project  is  feasible  and  badly  needed  and  the  professional 
engineer  honestly  thinks  it  is  not  and  has  to  say  so.  I  can  understand 
these  dangers. 

At  the  same  time,  this  is  a  very  limited  plan. 

You  noted  that  putting  it  into  effect  might  have  problems  with 
recruitment  and  retention  of  valuable  people,  but  even  if  the  proposal 
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were  in  effect,  it  would  apply  only  to  GS-13  and  above  which  would 
be  a  very  small  proportion  of  the  total  Federal  employees. 

Secondly,  this  threat,  as  you  described  it,  hangs  over  the  man’s 
head  only  after  he  has  had  a  full  30-year  career  in  the  Government ; 
only  at  this  point  could  it  be  done.  Either  the  man  is  a  qualified, 
excellent  professional  engineer,  and  he  is  retired  under  this  plan  or 
he  is  not. 

Now  if  he  is — with  the  salary  scales  which  you  indicated  m  private 
enterprise,  and  the  interconnection  that  we  have  today  between  pri¬ 
vate  enterprise  and  the  Government — he  would  not  only  have  his 
retirement,  but  I  suspect  he  would  be  snapped  up  by  a  private  engi¬ 
neering  firm.  If  he  is  not  the  outstanding  or  the  well  qualified  person 
we  want  in  the  Federal  service,  then  certainly  the  Government  ought 
to  have,  in  my  judgment,  the  management  tool  taken  for  granted  in 
private  enterprise. 

If  you  were  operating  a  large  engineering  establishment,  you  would 
be  outraged  if  someone  suggested  that  you  had  to  keep  your  key  ad¬ 
visers  beyond  age  55  and  30  years  of  service  regardless  of  how  many 
bright  young  men  you  might  want  to  advance. 

It  seems  to  me  that  in  the  whole  civil  service  system  we  have  lost 
sight  of  some  basic  things.  The  whole  idea  of  civil  service  was  to 
get  away  from  the  spoils  system,  and  this  was  good.  It  is  wrong  to 
fire  people  for  political  reasons.  We  need  good  career  people  in  the 
Federal  Government  and  I  strongly  support  the  civil  service  system. 

But  I  have  a  feeling  that  maybe  the  pendulum  has  gone  a  little 
too  far  when  once  a  man  gets  a  job,  he  assumes  for  the  next  40.  years 
he  is  entitled  to  regular  pay  increases,  advancement,  promotion  to 
positions  of  responsibilities,  regardless  of  the  enthusiasm,  vigor,  or 
initiative  he  brings  to  his  job. 

I  don’t  advocate  that  we  give  Federal  agencies  the  same  manage¬ 
ment  tools  of  private  enterprise.  We  obviously  can’t  and  won’t, 
because  we  would  get  something  like  a  political  system,  again.  But 
I  can  see  strong  reasons  for  giving  the  Federal  agencies  this  very 
small  management  tool  which  in  my  judgment  would  be  selectively 
used  and  would  apply  only  in  a  small  number  of  cases.. 

Mr.  Robbins.  I  am  sure  we  subscribe  to  your  feeling  that  there 
must  be  the  management  tool  of  assuring  productivity,  not  merely 

sitting  in  a  chair.  ,, 

I  think  our  question  is:  Is  the  retirement  area  the  place  it  should 

be? 

Of  course  we  recognize  that  we  are  handicapped  at  the  moment 
with  not  having  the  specifics. 

You  spoke,  in  replying  to  one  of  the  previous  witnesses,  of  adequate 
controls.  W"e  have  not  seen  these,  of  course,  and  it  may  be  some 
system  could  be  worked  out  on  this.  But  certainly  the  blanket  pro¬ 
posal  of  almost  arbitrary  retirements  on  the  part  of  a  supervisor  is 
one  we  feel  should  be  viewed  very  cautiously. 

Mr.  Udall.  Mr.  Hanley. 

Mr.  Hanley.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Robbins,  I  too  thank  you  for  your  very  fine  statement. 

With  respect  to  the  retirement  aspect  of  it,  for  instance  if  a  provision 
for  review  and  appeal  were  incorporated  into  the  proposal,  would 
this  make  the  program  somewhat  more  palatable  as  far  as  your 
group  is  concerned? 
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Mr.  Robbins.  It  would  certainly  make  it  more  palatable.  Whether 
or  not  we  feel  adequate  review  was  established  we  could  determine  only 
when  the  details  are  written.  But  it  would  make  it  much  more 
palatable. 

We  are  concerned  at  the  moment  only  with  the  blanket  authority. 

Mr.  Hanley.  I  think  in  view  of  the  previous  testimony  of  Mr. 
Lasseter  and  our  chairman,  we  have  fairly  well  covered  the  point  and 
the  proposal  with  respect  to  review  and  appeal,  and  it  appears  to  be 
a  commendable  one  and  it  would  be  apparent  to  me  if  we  move  in 
the  direction  of  enacting  this  legislation,  something  of  this  nature 
would  be  incorporated  in  it. 

Mr.  Robbins.  We  will  look  forward  to  seeing  the  proposal. 

Mr.  Hanley.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Udall.  Thank  you  very  much.  We  appreciate  your  help 
this  morning. 

This  concludes  the  testimony  scheduled  for  today.  The  subcom¬ 
mittee  will  meet  again  on  Wednesday  in  this  room  at  10  a.m.,  and 
we  stand  adjourned  until  that  time. 

(Whereupon,  at  11:35  a.m.,  the  subcommittee  was  adjourned,  to 
reconvene  at  10  a.m.,  on  Wednesday,  March  23,  1966.) 
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WEDNESDAY,  MARCH  23,  1966 


House  of  Representatives, 

Subcommittee  on  Compensation  of  the 
Committee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service, 

Washington,  D.C. 

The  subcommittee  met  at  9:30  a.m.,  in  room  215,  Cannon  House 
Office  Building,  Hon.  Morris  Iv.  Udall  (chairman  of  the  subcommittee) 

presiding.  „  ,  ,  . 

Mr.  Udall.  The  committee  will  come  to  order  lor  the  further  con¬ 
sideration  of  Federal  salary  legislation. 

The  first  two  witnesses  scheduled  this  morning  are  Members  of  the 
Congress.  In  the  interest  of  time,  I  think  we  should  begin  with  Mr. 
Dorson’s  testimony  with  the  privilege  of  interrupting  him  at  such 
time  as  our  colleagues  in  Congress  arrive.  Would  this  be  agreeable 
to  you? 

Mr.  Dorson.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  agreeable  with  anything  that 
will  serve  the  purposes  of  the  committee. 

Mr.  Udall.  Thank  you.  We  are  happy  to  have  you  here  this 


morning. 


STATEMENT  OF  C.  I.  DORSON,  PRESIDENT,  RETIREMENT  FEDERA¬ 
TION  OF  CIVIL  SERVICE  EMPLOYEES  OF  THE  U.S.  GOVERN¬ 
MENT 

Mr.  Dorson.  Thank  you,  sir.  I  have  a  prepared  statement,  which 
with  your  permission,  I  will  read.  If  you  have  questions  afterward, 
I  will  be  happy  to  try  it. 

Mr.  Udall.  This  will  be  entirely  satisfactory.  You  may  proceed. 
Mr.  Dorson.  Thank  you.  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the 
subcommittees,  my  name  is  C.  L.  Dorson.  I  am  president  of  the  Re¬ 
tirement  Federation  of  Civil  Service  Employees,  an  organization  ol 
approximately  90,000  members,  most  of  whom  are  currently  em¬ 
ployed  by  the  U.S.  Government.  ,  -j 

We  are  primarily  interested  in  the  recommendations  ol  the  President 
of  the  United  States  and  the  Cabinet  Committee  on  Federal  Staff 
Retirement  Systems  as  they  relate  to  retirement  benefits  for  Federal 
employees.  With  your  permission,  in  the  absence  of  specific  legislation, 
we  should  like  to  address  ourselves  to  these  recommendations  as  they 
have  been  presented  and  ask  that  we  be  given  an  opportunity  to  speak 
to  the  specific  terms  of  such  legislative  proposals  as  you  may  consider 

in  public  hearings  at  a  later  date.  ,  . 

Without  any  intention  of  being  unkind  to  the  authors  thereof,  we 
can  see  no  necessity  for  the  proposed  statement  of  retirement  policy 
regarding  the  Federal  staff  retirement  systems.  The  civil  seivice 
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retirement  system  has  progressed  fairly  well  for  more  than  40  years 
without  the  encumbrance  of  a  declared  policy  and  we  do  not  believe 
the  adoption  of  such  a  policy  now  would  serve  any  useful  purpose. 

Our  observations  lead  us  to  the  conclusion  that  the  policy  of  the 
Congress  and  the  administration,  at  any  given  time,  is  what  the 
Congress  and  the  administration  determine  it  then  to  be.  The  benefits 
established  by  the  Civil  Service  Retirement  Act  provide  the  only 
meaningful  statement  of  retirement  policy  and  we  suggest  that  it 
continue  so. 

The  Cabinet  Committee  has  proposed  and  the  President  has  recom¬ 
mended  that  the  contributions  of  Federal  employees  toward  the  cost 
of  their  annuities  be  increased,  by  0.5  percent,  to  7  percent  of  basic 
salary  effective  January  1,  1967.  Even  if  we  accept  the  cost  estimates 
of  the  Cabinet  Committee  as  being  reasonably  accurate,  and  we  do 
not  believe  they  are  although  we  are  not  prepared  to  disprove  them, 
the  cost  to  the  employee  is  far  greater  than  warranted  by  the  benefits 
recommended  for  enactment  at  this  time. 

The  Cabinet  Committee,  in  the  table  of  cost  data  appearing  on 
page  18  of  its  report,  indicates  that  the  cost  to  employees  for  the  entire 
package  of  its  retirement  recommendations  is  estimated  at  $49.5 
million  or  0.308  percent  of  payroll.  If  we  subtract  the  cost  of  pro¬ 
posals  not  recommended  to  become  effective  until  January  1,  1968 
($13.2  million),  the  employee’s  share  of  the  cost  of  the  remainder  is 
$36.3  million  annually  or  0.225  percent  of  payroll.  Thus,  even  on  the 
basis  of  the  Cabinet  Committee’s  estimated  value  of  the  proposals, 
the  price  of  the  product  offered  the  employee  on  January  1,  1967,  is 
shown  to  be  far  greater  than  can  be  reasonably  justified.  If  the 
employee  is  to  be  charged  for  the  entire  package  beginning  on  January 
1,  1967,  then  all  of  it  should  be  effective  at  that  time. 

We  are  even  more  concerned  about  the  proposal  to  write  into  the 
Civil  Service  Retirement  Act  authority  for  the  Civil  Service  Com¬ 
mission  to  increase  the  contributions  of  employees  at  any  time  they 
think  it  necessary.  The  Commission  would,  in  such  instances,  be 
the  prosecutor,  judge,  and  jury  with  the  employee,  or  more  appro¬ 
priately  his  pay  check,  being  subjected  to  the  resulting  penalty 
without  recourse. 

Our  organization  is  very  much  opposed  to  the  granting  of  such 
authority  to  the  Commission  or  any  other  agency.  We  think  the 
fixing  of  costs  for  the  retirement  benefits  of  Federal  employees  should 
remain  in  the  hands  of  the  Congress. 

We  favor  the  proposal  to  amend  the  Civil  Service  Retirement  Act 
so  as  to  provide  employees  the  option  of  retiring  at  age  55  after  30 
years’  service  without  reduction  in  annuity.  In  fact,  we  have  sought 
the  liberal  option  of  retirement  after  30  years’  service  at  any  age  for 
many  years. 

As  you  know,  the  employee,  and  only  the  employee,  now  has  the 
option  of  retiring  at  age  55  after  30  years’  service.  Therefore,  all  that 
is  actually  proposed  is  the  removal  of  the  present  penalty  which  is 
X 2  of  1  percent  for  each  full  month  under  age  60.  In  return  for  the 
removal  of  this  penalty,  it  is  proposed  that  the  employee  surrender 
his  right  to  tenure  and,  in  addition,  pay  half  of  what  we  believe  to 
be  a  highly  inflated  estimated  cost. 
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We  are,  most  emphatically,  opposed  to  the  proposal  to  grant  the 
Government  the  right  to  force  employees  to  retire  simply  because 
they  have  30  years’  service,  have  reached  age  55,  and  have  attained 
a  position  equivalent  to  grade  GS-13  or  higher.  The  enactment  of 
this  proposal  would,  in  our  opinion,  mean  the  beginning  of  the  end 
of  the  merit  system  and  a  return  to  the  spoils  system.  As  proposed, 
the  option  woidd  allow  the  forced  retirement  of  the  employee  without 
reason,  explanation,  or  right  of  appeal.  We  are  sure  you  can  foresee, 
as  can  we,  some  of  the  pressures  to  which  he  might  be  subjected 
without  defense.  We  think  the  employee  who  has  rendered  30 
years  of  honorable  service  deserves  a  better  fate. 

We  are  aware  that  in  any  large  group  of  employees  there  may  be 
some  who,  for  various  reasons,  have  become  disabled,  inefficient, 
delinquent,  or  aged.  By  law  and  regulation,  the  tools  for  removal  of 
such  employees  are  presently  available  to  each  agency.  Further 
encroachment  on  the  rights  of  employees,  at  any  level,  is  not  justified. 

We  endorse  the  proposal  to  provide  Federal  employees  the  option  of 
retiring  at  age  60  with  20  years’  service.  The  proposal  woidd  provide 
an  interim  step  in  the  orderly  progression  of  retirement  options, 
although  very  few  employees  would  find  it  attractive.  An  annuity 
only  slightly  more  than  one- third  (36.25  percent)  of  average  salary 
will  be  a  luxury  not  many  employees  can  afford. 

The  proposal  to  guarantee  that  retirement,  disability,  and  survivor 
benefits  be  at  least  equal  to  benefits  payabie  under  the  sociai  security 
system  seems  desirable  as  we  understand  the  terms  of  the  Cab’ net 
Committee’s  recommendation.  However,  these  minimums  would 
not  apply  to  the  employee  untd  he  reaches  age  65  nor  to  the  childless 
survivor  until  age  62.  Under  such  conditions,  they  are  of  small,  if 
any,  benefit  to  the  disability  annuitant,  to  employees  retiring  early 
because  they  are  involuntarily  separated,  or  to  their  survivors  without 
dependent  children. 

Our  organization  recognizes  the  long  existing  need  to  provide  some 
form  of  protection  for  Federal  employees  and  their  dependents  who 
may  not,  under  certain  unfortunate  circumstances,  qualify  for  benefits 
under  either  the  civil  service  retirement  or  the  social  security  systems. 
It  appears  that  the  proposal  of  the  Cabinet  Committee,  as  recom¬ 
mended  for  enactment  by  the  President,  to  transfer  the  service  credits 
of  employees  who  die,  become  disabled,  or  leave  Federal  employment 
before  becoming  eligible  for  civil  service  retirement  benefits  to  the 
social  security  system,  is  the  only  effective  means  of  bridging  the  major 
existing  gap  in  the  protection  of  employees  and  their  families.  There¬ 
fore,  we  endorse  the  proposal  for  the  transfer  of  service  credits. 

Our  organization  has  long  been  concerned  over  the  unchecked 
growth  of  the  unfunded  liability  of  the  civil  service  retirement  and 
disability  fund.  Each  annual  report  of  the  Board  of  Actuaries  of 
the  civil  service  retirement  system  has  pointed  to  this  ever-increasing 
liability,  currently  estimated  at  about  $40  billion,  and  urged  that  steps 
be  taken  to  halt  its  growth.  We  have  joined  the  Board  of  Actuaries 
and  others  in  urging  that  a  sound  method  of  financing  the  system  be 
established  and  followed. 

Authoritative  sources  now  estimate  that,  unless  a  better  method  of 
financing  than  currently  required  by  law  is  initiated,  within  25  years 
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the  fund  will  be  depleted  and  additional  direct  appropriations  of  $2.6 
to  $3.6  billion  annually  will  be  required  to  merely  meet  obligations 
of  the  fund. 

We  are  not  sure  that  we  understand  exactly  how  the  funding  method 
proposed  by  the  Cabinet  Committee  and  recommended  by  the 
President  will  work,  nor  whether  it  will  work,  in  solving  the  fund’s 
present  financial  problems.  It  does  appear  that  the  proposed  method 
will  do  little,  if  anything,  to  prevent  the  necessity  for  appropriations 
nearing  $4  billion  with  a  few  years.  However,  we  would  favor  the 
enactment  of  any  reasonable  solution  which  will  not  saddle  the 
Federal  employee  with  more  than  his  fair  share  of  the  cost. 

A  number  of  changes,  in  fact  the  largest  number,  are  recommended 
by  the  President  and  the  Cabinet  Committee  for  enactment,  as 
amendments  to  the  Civil  Service  Retirement  Act,  now  with  an 
effective  date  of  January  1,  1968.  Most  of  these  proposals  are 
seemingly  innocuous.  Others  have  a  character  which  might  be 
described  as  obnoxious. 

The  first  of  these  concerns  limiting  the  average  salary,  on  which 
annuity  is  based,  to  basic  salary  earned  before  age  65.  The  thing 
we  find  objectionable  in  this  is  that  the  employee  who  continues  in 
service  would  still  be  subject  to  retirement  contributions  at  the  full 
rate  on  the  salary  earned  even  after  it  ceases  to  be  creditable.  We 
think  that,  if  the  average  salary  is  to  be  so  limited,  contributions 
should  be  required  based  on  a  rate  no  greater  than  the  highest  salary 
earned  prior  to  age  65. 

We  do  not  oppose  the  lowering  of  the  mandatory  retirement  age  to 
65  years  from  the  present  70.  However,  it  does  appear  that  reduction 
of  the  service  requirement  in  such  cases  will  result  in  hardship  when 
the  employee  has  5,  but  less  than  12  years’  service. 

If  the  employee  has  less  than  12  years’  service  when  retired,  except 
for  disability,  he  loses  both  his  life  insurance  and  health  benefits  cover¬ 
age.  For  this  reason,  we  urge  that  the  service  requirement  be  raised 
to  12  years  for  mandatory  separation  at  age  65  or  later. 

We  favor  the  proposal  to  provide  the  right  to  elect  an  annuity  for 
the  surviving  spouse,  by  an  employee  who  retires  for  disability,  based 
on  the  full  amount  of  his  annuity.  Presently,  the  Civil  Service  Re¬ 
tirement  Act  excludes  the  use  of  any  annuity  over  and  above  the  earned 
rate  of  the  employee  as  a  base  for  the  election  of  an  annuity  for  his 
spouse.  Removal  of  the  prohibitive  clause  in  the  four  subsections 
(a),  (b),  (c),  and  (g)  of  section  9  of  the  act  will  do  much  to  eliminate 
hardship. 

We  also  strongly  favor  the  proposal  to  provide  annuities,  under 
section  10(c),  to  the  widows  and  dependent  widowers  of  employees  who 
die  in  service,  on  the  same  basis  as  the  survivors  of  employees  who 
retire  for  disability.  It  could  provide  a  significant  increase  to  the 
survivors  of  employees  who  die  in  service  at  an  early  age.  However, 
it  will  be  of  little  help  to  the  survivors  of  employees  who  die  at  ad¬ 
vanced  age  with  short  service. 

We  are  less  than  enthusiastic  over  the  proposals  submitted  by  the 
Cabinet  Committee  as  they  related  to  the  Civil  Service  Retirement 
Act.  The  cost  is,  we  think,  unreasonably  high  for  the  benefits 
offered.  However,  with  the  changes  we  have  suggested  and  for  which 
we  ask  your  support,  we  would  not  object  to  their  enactment. 
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Mr.  Chairman,  we  are  greateful  to  the  members  of  the  subcom¬ 
mittees  for  their  interest  and  effort  in  behalf  of  Federal  employees 
and  appreciate  the  opportunity  you  have  provided  for  the  expression 
of  our  views. 

Mr.  Udall.  Our  colleague,  Mr.  Beckworth.  is  here  and  would  like 
to  be  recognized. 

Mr.  Beckworth.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  certainly  do  appreciate  the 
favor  that  you  have  shown  me  in  this  connection.  All  the  time 
I  have  served  on  this  committee,  I  have  been  very  interested  in  the 
situation  that  confronts  many  of  the  retired  people,  and  certainly 
feel  that  not  enough  attention  has  been  given  by  our  committee  of 
the  Congress  to  certain  aspects  of  the  problems.  That  is  no  reflection 
on  anyone.  We  sometimes  don’t  have  as  much  time  to  study  these 
things  and  delve  deeply  into  them  as  we  need,  but  I  hope  that  we  can, 
as  a  subcommittee  and  as  a  committee,  give  additional  attention,  to 
the  plight  of  some  of  our  retired  people.  As  for  me,  I  certainly  want 
to  do  all  I  can  to  help  them. 

I  would  like  to  have  my  remarks  in  the  record  at  this  point. 

Mr.  Udall.  The  gentleman  will  have  that  permission. 

The  chairman  will  state  that  of  all  the  members  of  this  committee, 
I  don’t  think  there  is  one  who  has  shown  greater  diligence  or  interest 
in  the  improvement  of  the  retired  employees,  nor  is  there  as  greater 
friend  of  the  retired  Federal  employees. 

Mr.  Beckworth.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman.  With 
that,  I  will  leave. 

(The  following  statement  was  submitted  for  the  record:) 

Statement  of  Hon.  Lindley  Beckworth,  a  Representative  in  Congress 

From  the  State  of  Texas 

Mr.  Chairman,  my  name  is  Lindley  Beckworth,  Representative  from  Texas. 
I  am  greatly  interested  in  the  presently  proposed  “package  bill’’  on  general  salary 
and  retirement  legislation  and  this  should  include  something  worthwhile  for 
presently  retired  Federal  employees  and  their  survivors. 

So  far  as  I  can  see  or  learn  this  proposed  package  includes  very  little  for  presently 
retired  Federal  workers.  These  retirees,  especially  those  of  a  few  years  ago  have 
at  best  but  short  remaining  careers.  Many  improvements  have  been  made  to 
the  retirement  laws.  Most  of  these  though  have  been  for  the  benefit  of  future 
retirees. 

Many  disparities  now  exist  in  the  retirement  laws.  Many  of  the  older  retirees 
are  paying  up  to  1,000  percent  more  than  current  retirees  to  protect  their  spouses. 
Why?  .  . 

Here  is  an  important  improvement  that  can  be  made.  Let’s  include  in  this 
pending  “package  bill”  a  recomputation  of  the  cost  of  providing  the  survivor  annu¬ 
ity.  Let’s  give  all  retirees  back  of  the  1962  formula  of  2J4  percent  a  recomputation. 

'  These  facts  spell  out  the  need  for  parity. 

The  many  persons  who  retired  before  1956  are  still  suffering  annuity  reductions 
up  to  25  percent  in  order  to  provide  survivor  benefits  for  their  spouses,  while  per¬ 
sons  retiring  more  recently  may  provide  similar  benefits  by  deductions  of  only 
2J4  percent. 

Survivors  of  former  employees  who  retired  before  October  11,  1962,  cannot 
receive  more  than  half  of  the  annuities  paid  to  their  spouses,  but  survivors  of 
those  who  retired  on  or  after  that  date  receive  55  percent  of  the  basic  annuity 
which  is  10  percent  greater. 

Congress  should  pass  legislation  (1)  requiring  the  recomputation  of  annuities 
of  all  persons  who  retired  before  October  11,  1962,  and  who  elected  to  provide 
survivor  annuities,  to  give  them  the  benefit  of  the  more  liberal  formula  author¬ 
ized  since  that  date  of  percent  on  up  to  $3,600  of  annuity,  and  10  percent  on 
the  remainder  :  and  (2)  the  recomputation  of  all  survivor  annuities  of  spouses  of 
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former  employees  who  are  now  receiving  or  under  present  law  would  receive  less 
than  55  percent  of  the  annuities  of  their  spouses,  to  55  percent  of  the  annuities 
of  such  retirees  at  the  time  of  death. 

Thank  you  for  allowing  me  to  make  this  statement. 


Mr.  Udall.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Dorson,  for  letting  us 
interrupt.  I  think  your  statement  is  a  keen  analysis  of  these  propos¬ 
als,  and  I  am  sure  it  will  be  helpful  in  our  deliberations. 

Mr.  Dorson.  Thank  you,  sir. 

Mr.  Udall.  The  gentleman  from  New  Jersey? 

Mr.  Daniels.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  Mr.  Dorson,  I  first 
want  to  apologize  for  being  late.  It  was  unavoidable,  inasmuch  as  I 
had  to  attend  a  breakfast  of  the  New  Jersey  Letter  Carriers  Associa¬ 
tion,  and  they  called  upon  each  of  the  Congressmen  in  attendance  to 
make  a  speech.  With  15  Congressmen  talking,  it  is  pretty  surprising 
that  I  arrived  here  this  early. 

Mr.  Udall.  There  are  a  few  men  from  New  Jersey,  except  for  a 
Member  here,  who  are  noted  for  the  brevity  of  their  statements. 

Mr.  Daniels.  Mr.  Dorson,  I  heard  the  latter  part  of  your  state¬ 
ment  and  I  looked  briefly  over  the  first  part,  and  I  want  to  assure  you 
that  your  views  will  be  given  very  careful  study  and  consideration  by 
this  committee. 

Mr.  Dorson.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Udall.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Dorson.  We  appreciate  your  attend¬ 
ance  here  this  morning. 

We  will  now  proceed  to  the  testimony  of  Mr.  Clarence  Tarr,  pres¬ 
ident  of  the  National  Association  of  Retired  Civil  Employees.  I  see 
that  you  are  accompanied  by  a  number  of  able  and  outstanding 
members  of  your  staff. 

Mr.  Tarr.  Yes,  I  am,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Udall.  It  is  apparent  that  you  are  going  to  need  a  lot  of 
backup. 


STATEMENT  OF  CLARENCE  M.  TARR,  PRESIDENT,  NATIONAL 
ASSOCIATION  OF  RETIRED  CIVIL  EMPLOYEES;  ACCOMPANIED 
BY  GEORGE  L.  NICHOLS,  FIRST  VICE  PRESIDENT  AND  LEGISLA¬ 
TIVE  REPRESENTATIVE;  J.  0.  BELLENGER,  SECOND  VICE 
PRESIDENT;  AND  JOHN  A.  OVERHOLT,  LEGISLATIVE  COUNSEL 

Mr.  Tarr.  I  am  accompanied  this  morning  by  Mr.  George  Nichols 
and  Mr.  J.  O.  Bellenger,  vice  presidents,  and  Mr.  John  A.  Overholt, 
legislative  counsel. 

Mr.  Udall.  We  are  happy  to  have  you  gentlemen.  I  might  say 
that  your  organization  has  been  most  helpful  to  this  committee. 

Mr.  Tarr.  Mr.  Chairman,  we  thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to 
appear  and  present  the  problems  of  retired  civil  employees  and  their 
dependents  and  survivors.  We  are  most  grateful  to  you  for  your 
courageous  action  last  year  in  approving  a  bill  which  gave  a  much 
needed  annuity  increase  to  retirees  and  survivors  on  the  civil  service 
retirement  roils  and  revised  the  plan  of  automatic  cost-of-living 
increases  to  make  it  more  responsive  in  meeting  the  costs  of  inflation. 
We  came  to  you  then  as  the  “forgotten  people”  in  the  age  of  the 
Great  Society  and  in  some  respects  we  feel  that,  except  in  the  Halls 
of  Congress,  we  are  still  very  much  the  “forgotten  people.” 
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For  many  years,  we  have  advocated  the  principle  that  benefits  for 
active  employees  and  their  dependents  and  survivors  and  benefits  for 
retired  employees  and  the  survivors  should  be  considered  at  the  same 
time,  on  a  package  basis.  We  have  argued,  as  it  is  argued  today, 
that  the  benefits  provided  to  former  employees  and  their  dependents 
and  survivors  are  part  of  the  fringe  benefits  for  the  whole  working 
force.  There  must  be  a  correlation  between  benefits  provided  to 
those  who  have  formerly  retired  and  benefits  promised  employees  who 
are  to  retire  in  the  future.  Otherwise,  how  could  present  employees 
be  assured  that  they  will  not  be  forgotten  as  soon  as  they  leave  the 

working  force?  .  ,  ,, 

Today  we  are  seeking  a  correlation  of  survivor  benefits  under  the 
Civil  Service  Retirement  Act.  Prior  to  April  1,  1948,  there  was  no 
simple  procedure  for  a  retiring  employee  to  provide  survivor  benefits 
for  his  spouse.  There  was  an  option  for  a  joint-survivor  annuity  to 
be  computed  on  an  actuarial  basis  but  it  was  so  complicated  that  few 
retiring  employees  used  it.  Also,  there  was  no  provision  for  an  an¬ 
nuity  for  the  widow  of  an  employee  who  dies  in  service. 

On  April  1,  1948,  Public  Law  426,  80th  Congress,  became  effective, 
and  permitted  a  retiring  employee  to  elect  a  survivor  annuity  foi  his 
spouse  by  taking  a  reduction  of  10  percent  in  his  annuity,  plus  a 
reduction  of  three-fourths  of  1  percent  for  each  year  that  such  spouse 
was  under  the  age  of  60,  the  total  reduction  not  to  exceed  25  peicent. 
The  survivor  annuity  was  fixed  at  50  percent  of  the  unreduced  annuity 
of  the  retiree.  This  law  also  granted  a  survivor  annuity  to  the  widow 
of  each  male  employee  who  died  in  the  service  after  service  of  at  least 
5  years,  computed  on  the  basis  of  half  of  the  amount  of  the  employee 
would  have  received  if  retired  on  full  annuity  at  the  time  of  his 
death.  Also,  this  law  granted  either  a  free  survivor  annuity,  or  an 
annuity  increase  of  25  percent — not  to  exceed  $300  to  each  married 
person  previously  retired.  The  survivor  annuity  was  set  at  halt  of 
the  annuity  of  the  retiree,  limited  to  $600  per  annum.  Two  years 
later,  Public  Law  601,  81st  Congress,  granted  survivor  annuities  to 
those  who  had  chosen  annuity  increases  and  vice  versa,  thus  assuring 
survivor  annuities  to  all  married  retirees  prior  to  April  1  1948,  who 
were  living  on  that  date.  By  a  later  law  in  1958,  the  widows  ot  pie- 
1948  retirees  who  had  died  before  April  1,  1948,  and.  the  widows  of 
employees  who  had  died  with  5  years  or  more  of  service  befoie  April 
1,  1948,  were  granted  annuities. 

Under  Public  Law  310,  81st  Congress,  after  September  30,  1949, 
the  cost  of  a  survivor  annuity  was  modified  by  requiring  a  reduction 
of  only  5  percent  on  the  first  $1,500  of  original  annuity,  plus  10  per¬ 
cent  on  the  remainder,  retaining  the  three-fourths  of  1  percent  reduc¬ 
tion  for  each  year  the  spouse  was  under  60  years  of  age,  and  with  the 
maximum  reduction  limited  to  25  percent.  This  law  was  not  made 
retroactive  to  apply  to  persons  previously  retired. 

Public  Law  854,  84th  Congress,  made  a  drastic  change  m  survivor 
annuities,  effective  October  1,  1956.  Thereafter,  a  retiree  could  elect 
a  survivor  annuity  based  only  on  a  portion  of  his  annuity,  and  suffered 
a  reduction  of  only  2%  percent  on  the  first  $2,400  of  such  portion, 
plus  10  percent  of  the  remainder,  if  any.  The  survivor  annuity  was 
fixed  at  half  of  the  amount  of  annuity  designated  by  the  retiree. 
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Extra  deductions  based  on  the  age  of  the  spouse  were  discontinued. 
This  enabled  a  retiree  to  provide  a  survivor  annuity  of  $1,200,  for  a 
reduction  of  only  $60  per  year  in  original  annuity.  The  provisions  of 
this  law  were  not  made  retroactive  to  apply  to  persons  previously 
retired. 

The  latest  change  in  laws  governing  survivor  annuities  was  made 
in  Public  Law  87-793,  effective  October  11,  1962,  when  the  amount 
subject  to  reduction  at  2%  percent  was  increased  from  $2,400  to 
$3,600,  and  the  amount  of  the  survivor  annuity  was  increased  from 
50  to  55  percent  of  the  base.  This  enabled  a  retiree,  after  that  date, 
to  elect  a  survivor  annuity  of  $1,980  per  year  at  a  cost  of  only  $90 
per  year.  The  provisions  of  this  law  were  not  made  retroactive  to 
apply  to  persons  previously  retired. 

During  these  years  since  1948,  both  salaries  and  annuities  have 
increased  many  times,  but  the  increases  in  salaries  have  been  much 
greater  than  the  increases  in  annuities.  As  a  result,  the  average 
annuities  of  persons  retiring  today  are  much  higher  than  the  average 
of  present  annuities  of  persons  retired  some  years  ago. 

Becaiise  changes  in  survivor  provisions  of  the  law  were  not  made 
retroactive  to  persons  previously  retired,  we  now  find  that  persons 
retired  prior  to  October  1,  1956,  are  suffering  the  loss  of  up  to  25  per¬ 
cent  of  their  annuities  in  order  to  provide  survivor  annuities  of  only 
50  percent  of  their  unreduced  annuities,  while  persons  retired  since 
October  11,  1962,  can  provide  survivor  annuities  up  to  $1,980  per 
annum  for  a  reduction  of  only  2%  percent  of  $3,600,  or  an  annual 
cost  not  to  exceed  $90.  Even  where  the  age  factor  did  not  apply, 
the  man  who  retired  in  1948  who  has  annuity  enough  to  provide  his 
wife  with  a  survivor  annuity  of  $1,800  is  now  suffering  a  reduction  of 
$360,  10  percent  of  $3,600.  The  1948  retiree  pays  four  times  as  much 
as  the  1963  retiree,  but  the  1963  retiree  can  provide  10  percent  more 
in  survivor  annuity.  The  retiree  in  1950  who  lias  a  large  enough 
annuity  to  provide  a  survivor  annuity  of  $1,800  is  suffering  an  annuity 
reduction  of  5  percent  on  $1,500,  and  10  percent  on  $2,100,  a  total 
reduction  of  $285,  more  than  three  times  the  amount  paid  by  t  he  1963 
retiree,  and  can’t  provide  as  much  for  his  spouse.  The  1957  retiree 
who  has  sufficient  annuity  to  provide  a  survivor  annuity  of  $1,800 
for  his  spouse,  is  suffering  a  reduction  of  2%  percent  on  $2,400  and 
10  percent  on  $1,200,  a  total  of  $180.  His  cost  is  double  that  of  the 
1963  retiree,  who  can  provide  10  percent  more  in  survivor  annuity 
for  only  $90  per  year.  The  persons  receiving  the  least  annuities  have 
to  pay  the  most  for  survivor  protection,  and  their  survivors,  who  can 
only  look  for  a  percentage  of  small  annuities,  are  further  penalized 
by  a  lower  percentage  formula. 

There  was  a  similar  problem  under  the  Foreign  Service  retirement 
system.  For  many  years  prior  to  1960,  a  Foreign  Service  officer  was 
permitted  upon  retirement  to  designate  his  wife  to  receive  a  survivor 
annuity  of  half  of  his  unreduced  annuity,  but  he  had  to  elect  to  receive 
for  his  lifetime  only  75  percent  of  this  unreduced  annuity.  He  had  to 
pay  25  percent  of  his  annuity  to  provide  his  wife  with  a  survivor 
annuity  of  50  percent.  In  1960,  a  new  law  changed  this  system  and 
permitted  a  Foreign  Service  retiree  whose  annuity  would  be  at  least 
$4,800  to  provide  his  wife  with  a  survivor  annuity  of  $2,400  per  year, 
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at  a  cost  of  only  $300  per  year — 2%  on  $2,400,  and  10  percent  on 
$2,400 — which  corresponded  to  the  formula  in  effect  at  that  time  under 
the  civil  service  retirement  system.  Also,  this  law  set  a  minimum 
survivor  annuity  of  $2,400  for  the  Foreign  Service  retirement  system. 
The  law  was  not  made  retroactive  for  persons  previously  retired. 

Public  Law  S9-308,  approved  October  31,  1965,  eliminated  these 
inequities  from  the  Foreign  Service  retirement  system.  From  now 
on,  the  annuities  of  former  retirees  who  elected  survivor  annuities  at 
the  cost  of  a  loss  of  25  percent  of  their  annuities,  will  be  recomputed 
on  the  more  liberal  1960  formula  of  $300  per  year  to  provide  survivor 
annuities  of  $2,400.  Also,  survivor  annuities  which  were  under  $2,400 
per  annum  are  not  increased  to  the  new  minimum  of  $2,400  per 
annum.  In  addition,  Public  Law  89-308  gives  a  new  opportunity 
for  former  retirees  who  did  not  elect  survivor  annuities  and  pay  back 
the  costs  for  prior  years  by  monthly  installments  of  $25  deducted 
from  their  annuities.  This  law  is  directly  in  point  for  the  civil  service 
retirement  system. 

There  was  discrimination  against  older  retirees  in  the  matter  of 
costs  imposed  for  the  privilege  of  providing  survivor  annuities  in  the 
Foreign  Service  retirement  system  as  in  the  civil  service  retirement 
system.  It  has  been  eliminated  in  the  Foreign  Service  retirement 
system  and  should  be  eliminated  also  in  the  civil  service  retirement 
system.  There  was  discrimination  against  survivors  of  older  retirees 
in  the  Foreign  Service  retirement  system  as  in  the  civil  service  retire¬ 
ment.  system.  It  has  been  eliminated  in  the  Foreign  Service  retirement 
system  and  should  also  be  eliminated  in  the  civil  service  retirement 
system. 

Costs  are  always  an  important  item  for  consideration  in  connection 
with  proposed  legislation.  We  cannot  give  any  official  figures,  because 
we  do  not  have  the  basic  data  which  would  be  required.  However, 
we  can  present  some  estimates  based  on  the  latest  figures  we  have  been 
able  to  obtain  from  the  Civil  Service  Commission. 

As  of  June  30,  1965,  there  were  171,577  widow  and  widower  survivor 
annuitants  on  the  annuity  rolls,  of  which  72,955  were  widows  and 
widowers  (only  94  widowers)  of  employees  who  died  in  service. 
There  were  157,924  widow  and  widower  survivors  of  former  employees 
who  died  or  retired  prior  to  October  11,  1962,  and  the  total  annuities 
paid  to  them  were  reported  as  $13,125,220  per  month,  or  $157,502,640 
per  year.  This  indicates  that  the  initial  cost  of  bringing  survivor 
annuities  under  the  civil  service  retirement  sj^stem  up  to  the  present 
standard  of  55  percent  of  base  annuities  would  be  10  percent  of  the 
present  total  or  $15,750,264  per  annum.  This  cost  might  rise  slightly 
as  new  survivors  are  added  to  the  rolls,  partially  offset  by  present 
survivors  who  die,  but  will  reduce  annually  before  long,  and  ultimately 
pass  out  altogether. 

Costs  of  the  recomputation  of  reductions  in  annuities  of  retirees 
are  more  difficult  to  estimate,  but  there  are  some  figures  to  go  on. 
On  June  30,  1965,  there  were  on  the  rolls  7,325  persons  who  retired  in 
fiscal  year  1948,  8,423  who  retired  in  fiscal  year  1949,  and  9,693  who 
retired  in  fiscal  year  1950.  From  this  we  estimate  that  there  are  now 
approximately  12,000  former  employees  who  retired  between  April  1, 
1948,  and  September  30,  1949.  This  includes  men  and  women  and 
persons  who  retired  under  conditions  which  prevented  them  from 
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designating  their  spouses  to  receive  survivor  annuities.  Also,  the  high 
cost  at  that  time  deterred  many  from  electing  survivor  annuities. 
Perhaps  one-fourth  of  these  retirees  elected  survivor  annuities,  and 
the  probable  average  increase  they  would  receive  from  recomputation 
would  be  $120  (average  annuity  $1,800,  and  average  reduction  changed 
from  $180  to  $60).  This  would  make  the  cost  of  adjusting  this  group 
$360,000.  From  October  1,  1949,  to  October  1,  1956,  there  were 
93,601  retirees  who  were  still  on  the  rolls  on  June  30,  1965.  It  is  not 
likely  that  more  than  one-third  of  these  elected  survivor  annuities, 
and  we  estimate  the  average  to  be  restored  to  each  through  recomputa¬ 
tion  at  $75  (average  annuity  $2,000,  and  average  reduction  changed 
from  $125  to  $50).  This  would  make  the  cost  of  adjusting  this  group 
$2,340,000.  Between  October  1,  1956,  and  October  11,  1962,  there 
were  approximately  225,736  retirees  who  were  on  the  rolls  on  June 
31,  1965,  and  perhaps  40  percent  of  these  elected  survivor  annuities, 
and  we  estimate  the  average  to  be  restored  through  recomputation  at 
$45  (average  annuity  of  $3,000  designated  as  base  for  survivor  annui¬ 
ties,  and  average  reduction  changed  from  $120  to  $75).  This  would 
make  the  cost  for  this  group  about  $4,063,248.  The  total  cost  of  the 
recomputation  of  annuities  would  be  about  $7,763,248. 

Under  our  estimates,  therefore,  the  total  cost  of  eliminating  these 
gross  inequities  in  the  civil  service  retirement  system  would  be  about 
$23,500,000  and  would  add  less  than  5  percent  to  the  package  bill 
proposed  by  the  President.  This  seems  to  be  a  small  price  for 
eliminating  these  great  inequities. 

We  have  been  waiting  a  long  time  for  adjustments  to  eliminate 
these  inequities  in  the  civil  service  retirement  system.  At  our  re¬ 
quest,  bills  to  correct  these  inequities  have  been  introduced  by 
numerous  Congressmen  during  recent  years.  It  seems  that  there  is 
always  some  other  legislation  that  is  given  the  preference,  and  the 
correction  of  these  inequities  had  to  be  delayed. 

Last  year,  we  were  encouraged  when  we  had  an  invitation  to 
testify  before  the  President’s  Cabinet  Committee  on  Federal  staff 
retirement  systems.  The  invitation  requested  us  to  concentrate  on 
two  or  three  of  the  most  important  changes  we  felt  to  be  necessary 
in  the  retirement  system,  and  we  concentrated  most  of  our  efforts 
on  the  inequities  that  needed  to  be  corrected  in  the  costs  and  amounts 
of  survivor  annuities.  We  were  told  at  that  time  that  the  committee’s 
report  would  be  available  by  December  1,  1965,  and  we  waited 
eagerly  and  hopefully  for  that  report.  In  the  meantime,  Public  Law 
89-308  was  approved  on  October  31,  1965,  correcting  most  of  the 
survivorship  inequities  in  the  Foreign  Service  retirement  system.  It 
was  agonizing  to  see  the  Cabinet  Committee’s  report  delayed  on 
December  1,  1965,  delayed  further  on  January  1,  1966,  still  missing 
on  February  1,  1966,  and  finally  postponed  beyond  March  7,  1966. 
When  we  were  finally  able  to  obtain  a  copy,  we  searched  through  it 
for  recommendations  that  would  apply  to  us,  and  searched  in  vain. 
Our  plea  for  the  correction  of  survivor  inequities  was  not  even  men¬ 
tioned.  The  only  recommendation  concerning  present  retirees  and 
their  dependents  and  survivors  was  commendation  for  the  new  cost- 
of-living  increase  legislation  approved  by  the  Congress  last  year. 
There  was  one  other  recommendation  that  might  apply  to  those  now 
receiving  survivor  annuities  and  to  future  survivors  of  present  retirees, 
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which  would  permit  them  to  remarry  after  age  60  without  loss  of 
their  survivor  annuities,  but  it  is  not  definitely  indicated  in  the  report 
that  this  privilege  would  apply  to  present  survivors. 

We  want  to  back  up  our  President  in  his  efforts  to  keep  expenses 
under  control  during  the  difficult  period  when  we  must  carry  out  mili¬ 
tary  operations  in  southeast  Asia.  We  commend  him  for  his  efforts 
to  bring  about  comparability  in  salaries  as  compared  with  private 
industry  for  the  great  majority  of  employees,  and  holding  the  line 
against  the  threats  of  inflation  at  the  same  time.  Our  people  know 
what  inflation  is — they  have  lived  with  if  for  many  years.  Although 
we  would  be  assured  of  another  increase  sooner  if  runaway  inflation 
were  to  come,  we  don’t  want  the  increase  that  way.  It  is  better  for 
us  to  keep  up  the  purchasing  power  of  our  dollars  than  it  is  to  have  the 
dollars  increased  only  to  fall  short  again  by  the  time  we  receive  the 
increase.  So  we  can  speak  for  all  retirees  and  their  dependents  and 
survivors  when  we  declare  in  favor  of  the  President’s  campaign  against 
inflation.  At  the  same  time,  we  do  not  think  that  adding  5  percent 
to  the  employee  and  retiree  benefit  package,  only  to  correct  gross  in¬ 
equities,  would  contribute  to  inflation. 

Furthermore,  we  point  to  one  statement  in  the  report  of  the  Presi¬ 
dent’s  Cabinet  Committee  on  Federal  Staff  Retirement  Systems,  that 
such  systems  should  be  equitable  and  just.  We  cannot  see  anything 
equitable  or  just  in  the  requirement  that  those  who  retired  after 
dedicated  careers  years  ago  when  salaries  were  smaller  must  now 
continue  to  pay  up  to  10  times  as  much  for  survivor  protection  as 
compared  with  persons  retiring  today,  and  still  be  unable  to  provide 
as  high  a  percentage  of  survivor  benefits.  We  cannot  see  how  it  is 
equitable  or  just  to  correct  inequities  in  the  Foreign  Service  retire¬ 
ment  system.  Equity  and  justice  should  never  be  denied  because 
costs  are  involved,  but  here  we  find  that  the  costs  are  very  moderate, 
and  we  do  not  see  any  reason  for  further  delay  of  these  necessary 
corrections. 

We  plead  for  provisions  to  be  incorporated  in  the  bill  that  you  will 
report  out  after  these  hearings  (1)  to  require  the  recomputation  of 
annuities  of  all  retired  employees  who  retired  on  or  after  April  1, 
1948,  and  prior  to  October  11,  1962,  and  who  elected  annuity  reduc¬ 
tions  in  order  to  provide  survivor  annuities  for  their  spouses,  under 
the  more  liberal  formula  enacted  in  section  1103  of  Public  Law  87- 
793,  which  is  now  applied  to  the  annuities  of  employees  who  retired 
on  and  after  October  11,  1962,  and  (2)  to  increase  by  10  percent  the 
annuities  of  spouse  survivors  of  all  former  employees  who  retired 
prior  to  October  11,  1962.  These  two  provisions  would  go  a  long 
way  to  establish  equity  and  justice  of  survivor  annuities  and  costs 
in  the  civil  service  retirement  system,  and  with  the  Foreign  Service 
retirement  system. 

Thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to  appear.  We  will  be  glad  to  try 
to  answer  any  questions  that  you  may  have. 

Mr.  Udall.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Tarr,  for  a  very  hard-hitting  state¬ 
ment.  I  can  see  that  you  and  your  staff  have  put  a  lot  of  work  and 
effort  into  the  preparation  of  this. 

I  think  you  have  put  your  finger  on  the  facts  and  figures  to  justify 
some  necessary  inequitable  adjustments  in  the  retirement  system. 
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I  am  sure  that  this  statement  will  be  something  all  of  us  will  want  to 
consider  and  keep,  and  it  will  be  a  most  helpful  addition  to  the  record 
of  these  hearings. 

The  gentleman  from  New  Jersey? 

Mr.  Daniels.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  Mr.  Tarr,  I  want  to 
commend  you  and  your  association  for  having  done  your  homework  in 
your  study  and  analysis  of  the  retirement  and  annuity  legislation, 
which  exists  on  the  books  today,  and  in  pointing  out  to  us  the  in¬ 
equities  that  presently  exist. 

I  am  going  to  forgo  asking  any  question,  but  wish  to  assure  you 
that  your  views  will  be  given  very  serious  study  and  consideration. 
The  reason  I  am  forgoing  asking  any  questions  is  because  I  must 
attend  another  very  important  meeting  of  another  subcommittee  of 
the  fidl  committee. 

Mr.  Tarr.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Udall.  The  gentleman  from  New  Jersey  has  certainly  done 
more  toward  the  correction  of  inequities  for  Federal  retirees  in  the 
last  several  years  than  any  Member  of  Congress. 

Mr.  Daniels.  Again,  Mr.  Chairman,  thank  you  for  your  kind 
words. 

Mr.  Tarr.  Since  we  prepared  our  statement,  we  have  a  memo¬ 
randum  here  furnished  by  Mr.  Olsen,  where  the  Civil  Service  listed 
the  probable  costs.  We  stated  we  thought  the  cost  would  be  in  the 
neighborhood  of  $23  to  $25  million,  and  the  Civil  Service  stated  that 
it  will  be  approximately  $26  million. 

Mr.  Udall.  Woidd  you  like  to  have  that  letter  included  in  the 
record? 

Mr.  Tarr.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Udall.  Without  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

(The  above-mentioned  document  follows:) 


U.S.  House  of  Representatives, 

Subcommittee  on  Retirement,  Insurance,  and 

Health  Benefits  of  the  Committee  on 

Post  Office  and  Civil  Service, 
Washington,  D.C.,  March  22,  1966. 

Memo  to  Congressman  Arnold  Olsen. 

In  compliance  with  your  request  of  March  21,  1966,  relative  to  the  costs  of 
H.R.  2645,  the  following  information  has  been  obtained  from  the  Civil  Service 
Commission: 

Costs  in  millions 


1st  year 

Total 

Sec.  1(a).  Recomputation  of  benefits  of  employee-annuitants  currently  on 

i  13.0 

112.0 

Sec.  1(b)(1).  Recomputation  of  benefits  of  survivor-annuitants  currently  on 
rolls_  _  _  -  _  _ _  --  _  _ 

2  12.7 

128.0 

Sec.  1(b)  (2) .  Increase  in  benefits  to  surviving  spouses  of  annuitants  who  die  in 

3.5 

115.7 

26.2 

355.7 

1  Will  decrease  as  retirees  die. 

2  Will  decrease  as  survivors  die. 

3  Will  increase  as  survivors  enter  rolls. 

These  figures,  of  course,  do  not  include  costs  involved  if  the  bill  were  enlarged 
to  cover  survivor  benefits  gratuitously  awarded,  and  which  were  not  provided 
by  an  election  by  the  retiree. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Ralph  J.  Devlin,  Staff  Metnber. 
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Mr.  Udall.  The  gentleman  from  North  Carolina? 

Mr.  Broyhill.  I  don’t  have  any  questions.  I  would  just  like  to 
say  that  this  is  the  most  complete  statement  on  civil  service  retirement 
that  I  have  seen.  I  want  to  compliment  you  on  this.  It  is  clear;  it  is 
to  the  point;  and  is  understandable. 

Mr.  Tarr.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Broyhill.  In  many  of  these  statements  you  see  on  retirement, 
you  just  get  lost  and  can’t  follow  them. 

Mr.  Udall.  This  is  a  very  comprehensive  summary  and  review  of 
all  the  problems.  I  think  you  have  done  a  real  service  to  us  in 
compiling  this  statement. 

Mr.  Tarr.  Thank  you,  again,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Udall.  The  gentlemen  from  Alabama. 

Mr.  Buchanan.  Mr.  Tarr,  I  want  to  join  in  thanking  you  for  this 
excellent  statement.  As  you  know,  I  have  introduced  legislation  to 
accomplish  this  which  you  request,  and  you  may  rest  assured  that 
whatever  lies  within  my  meager  power  to  add  or  to  detract  from  the 
workings  of  the  committee  will  be  done  toward  the  accomplishment 
of  this  request  and  its  incorporation  in  the  legislation  this  year. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  seems  to  me  that  not  only  did  Mr.  Tarr  make  an 
excellent  case  but  a  very  valid  case.  The  facts  are  here  and  they  are 
inescapable. 

Federal  retirees  have  a  unique  problem,  because  they  are  totally 
dependent  on  action  of  this  Government.  They  can’t  receive  social 
security;  they  can’t  receive  the  benefit  of  private  retirement  plans 
from  some  other  outside  private  corporations  where  others  might 
work;  they  are  totally  dependent  on  the  actions  of  this  Government, 
and  therefore  have  a  unique  problem  in  this  area  of  retirement  income. 

We  have  a  unique  responsibility  to  them  as  their  employers,  and 
it  seems  to  me  that  this  Government  has  a  unique  responsibility.  We 
have  a  clear  precedent  for  correcting  the  inequities  that  have  been 
pointed  up  so  clearly  here  in  the  Foreign  Service  retirement  legislation, 
which  was  passed  last  year. 

The  objections  that  1  have  heard  have  to  do  with  the  cost.  We  have 
seen  that,  according  to  the  civil  service  administration  itself,  these 
costs  are  minimal,  considering  that  this  is  a  government  which  spreads 
its  charity  to  the  four  winds  and  which  has  demonstrated  great  and 
laudable  concern  for  the  needs  of  people  anywhere  and  everywhere. 
I  think  the  amount  of  money  that  we  have  invested  in  a  multitude  of 
other  ways,  and  in  people  toward  whom  we  have  a  much  less  direct 
and  clear  responsibility,  is  an  indication  that  we  ought  surely  to  be 
able  to  spend  this  relatively  small  amount  to  correct  clear  injustices 
and  clear  inequities  on  behalf  of  people  for  whom  we  are  directly  and 
completely  responsible.  So  I  think  the  cost  is  not  a  legitimate  argu¬ 
ment  against  this  thing. 

The  recomputation  problems  have  been  mentioned  as  some  great 
difficulty  here,  but,  in  a  computerized  government  in  the  electronic 
age,  I  can’t  believe  that  these  simple  formulas  would  be  difficult  to 
achieve.  Indeed,  I  believe,  if  I  had  a  high  school  mathematics  class 
and  a  couple  of  dozen  pencils,  I  could  get  it  done  myself.  Conse¬ 
quently,  I  can’t  see  any  valid  reason  why  this  shouldn’t  be  incorpo¬ 
rated  in  legislation  passed  this  year.  You  gentlemen  have  my  assur¬ 
ance  that  I  will  do  everything  in  my  power  to  see  that  this  is  the  case. 
I  want  to  thank  you. 
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Mr.  Tarr.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Buchanan.  We  are  certainly  grateful 
for  the  help  you  have  given  us  in  the  past  and  for  these  kind  statements 
this  morning. 

Mr.  Nichols.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  say  that,  in  the  1st  session 
of  the  89th  Congress,  approximately  25  bills  were  introduced  in  the 
House  and  several  in  the  Senate. 

Mr.  Udall.  The  gentleman  from  Alabama  is  very  persuasive. 

We  will  now  hear  from  our  colleague,  Mr.  James  G.  Fulton,  a 
Member  of  Congress  from  Pennsylvania. 

STATEMENT  BY  HON.  JAMES  G.  FULTON,  A  REPRESENTATIVE 
IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE  STATE  OF  PENNSYLVANIA 

Mr.  Fulton.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  most  grateful  to  you  and  the 
members  of  your  subcommittee  for  giving  me  the  opportunity  of 
appearing  here  again  this  year.  I  strongly  support  legislation  that 
will  achieve  for  our  dedicated  Federal  employees  full  pay  compara¬ 
bility  with  their  counterparts  in  private  industry. 

I  believe  you  will  recall  that  I  have  been  appearing  regularly  before 
this  committee  every  year,  and  have  favored  each  year  the  compara¬ 
bility  principle  which  was  enacted  in  1962.  Last  year  this  outstanding 
committee  reported,  and  the  House  overwhelmingly  passed,  a  bill 
that  went  far  toward  achieving  up-to-date  pay  comparability  for  all 
Federal  workers.  Unfortunately,  in  the  closing  hours  of  the  session 
last  year  the  House  was  forced  to  recede  from  its  earlier  action  and 
we  had  to  accept  the  watered-down  version  of  pay  increases,  as 
handed  to  us  by  the  other  body.  Consequently,  our  fine  postal 
workers  and  Federal  employees,  who  must  look  to  this  Congress  for 
their  economic  welfare  and  progress,  again  have  found  themselves 
short  changed  with  the  comparability  principle. 

You  will  recall,  also,  the  many  promises  that  were  made  last  year, 
both  on  the  House  floor  and  in  the  other  body,  that  this  year  things 
would  be  different  and  that  early  action  would  be  taken  to  provide 
the  necessary  salary  adjustments  that  would  bring  all  our  postal 
workers  and  Federal  employees  up  to  full  comparability. 

I  submit  to  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  now  is  the  time  when  we 
here  in  this  Congress  must  honor  not  only  our  commitments  of  last 
year,  but  we  must  also  honor  and  give  real  meaning  to  the  legislative 
commitment  of  full  comparability  that  this  Congress  enacted  in  1962. 
Congress  made  the  solemn  promise  of  real  comparability,  and  I 
intend  fully  to  live  up  to  this  promise  and  basic  commitment,  as  a 
matter  of  fairness  and  integrity. 

I  simply  cannot  support  any  position  other  than  full  comparability. 
I  am  vigorously  opposed  to  requiring  Federal  employees  to  help 
finance  our  tremendous  defense  effort  and  all  other  vast  Federal 
spending  programs  by  requiring  them  to  work  for  wages  below  those 
being  paid  in  private  industry  today. 

I  discard  completely  the  notion  that  the  proposed  3.2  percent 
arbitrary  wage-price  guidelines  should  apply  to  a  group  of  Govern¬ 
ment  employees  who  are  only  attempting  to  catch  up  to  the  wage 
levels  currently  being  paid  for  similar  types  and  levels  of  work  in 
private  industry.  If  any  such  guidelines  are  to  be  applied,  they 
should  be  imposed  only  after  comparability  is  achieved. 
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Mr.  Chairman,  I  sincerely  feel  that  the  very  least  Congress  should 
do  this  year  is  to  grant  our  good  postal  workers  and  Federal  employees 
the  minimum  of  a  7-percent  wage  and  salary  increase.  I  repeat  that 
we  in  Congress  have  a  deep  and  a  binding  commitment  to  our  U.S. 
postal  workers  and  Federal  employees.  We  must  discharge  our 
obligation  as  promptly  as  possible,  and  the  time  is  now. 

With  your  permission,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  quote  from 
a  letter  I  recently  received  from  Mr.  Mike  Mlay,  57  Sampson  Avenue, 
Pittsburgh  5,  Pa.: 

I  am  again  writing  in  behalf  of  the  postal  employees  and  a  proposed  pay  raise. 
The  President  recommended  a  3.2-percent  total.  I  think  that  there  should  be 
something  done  about  the  rising  cost  of  food  prices.  How  can  anybody  hold 
down  wages  to  a  scale  of  3.2  percent  when  the  price  of  pork  went  up  33  percent, 
the  price  of  lunch  meat  went  up  about  18  percent,  and  the  price  of  beef  went  up 
about  10  percent,  and  chickens  went  up  about  15  percent.  Just  today  bread 
went  up  2  cents  a  loaf  and  that  comes  out  of  6%  percent. 

It  has  been  well  stated  in  the  issue  of  the  Federal  Times  of  March  23, 
1966: 

The  Federal  worker  has  been  selected  to  be  a  one-man  Army  in  the  war  against 
inflation.  This  is  obvious  from  a  quick  look  at  the  pay  raise  proposal  by  the 
President.  Not  only  is  it  too  little,  but  its  effective  date  is  too  late. 

One  factor  is  certain — the  proposed  rate  won’t  contribute  much  to  inflation. 
But,  it  won’t  contribute  much  to  morale  either. 

The  administration’s  avowed  aim  is  to  narrow  the  gap  between  industrial  pay 
and  Government  pay.  A  raise  such  as  the  one  now  being  considered  is  not  going 
to  achieve  this  aim. 

The  Government  ought  to  be  a  leader  in  employee  relations.  There  is  no  reason 
why  it  should  not  set  patterns  which  could  be  used  by  private  organizations. 

The  1962  Federal  Salary  Reform  Act  committed  the  Government  to  the  prin¬ 
ciple  of  comparability.  Little  has  been  done  since  that  time  to  bring  about  this 
equality  of  pay.  We  believe  the  increase  as  now  proposed,  will  serve  only  to 
widen  the  gap.  _  ,  . 

These  are  good  times  from  an  economic  standpoint.  Industry  is  reflecting 
profits  that  set  records  each  time  they  are  announced.  Workers  in  the  private 
sector  of  the  economy  have  reaped  major  gains  in  salary  and  benefits. 

If  the  threat  of  inflation  is  real,  then  it  ought  to  be  attacked  on  a  broad  front 
across  the  whole  economy.  It  is  unfair  to  expect  the  Government  worker  to  bear 
the  brunt  of  the  cuts  while  the  civilian  economy  expands  around  him  and  forces 
down  his  standard  of  living. 

On  March  7,  1966,  Congress  received  a  message  from  the  President  of 
the  United  States,  House  Document  No.  402.  This  message  offered 
recommendations  regarding  pay,  retirement,  and  other  benefits. 

As  an  example  this  administration  offer  would  establish  pay  scales 
for  PFS-4  postal  clerks  from  $5,305  to  $7,230  inclusive,  an  increase  of 
$124  to  $168  annually,  for  steps  1  to  12  inclusive.  These  figures  are 
based  on  February— March  1965  and  offer  a  2.4-percent  pay  increase,  for 
PFS-4  postal  employees  and  does  not  provide  true  comparability. 
This  offer  would  be  effective  January  1,  1967.  The  enactment  of  this 
Administration  offer  would  be  a  grave  injustice  to  all  postal  and 
Federal  employees  and  would  only  compound  pay  losses  that  could 
never  be  recovered. 

I  support  H.R.  12094  by  Congressman  Paul  Krebs.  This  bill 
would  grant  a  7-percent  across-the-board  pay  increase  for  all  postal 
and  Federal  employees,  effective  July  1,  1966.  Just  for  comparison 
I  offer  the  following  observation:  Under  the  Krebs  bill  (H.R.  12094)  a 
PFS  level  4  postal  clerk  would  receive  from  $5,544  to  $7,557  inclusive, 
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an  increase  of  $363  to  $495  annually,  for  steps  1  to  12  inclusive.  This 
bill  would  be  effective  much  sooner  than  the  administration  offer  and 
would  help  to  rectify  some  of  the  injustices  to  Federal  employees. 

As  we  all  know  the  principle  of  pay  comparability  has  been  in  exist¬ 
ing  law  since  October  1962,  but  has  never  been  implemented.  Since 
this  is  a  commitment  by  Congress  it  should  be  enforced. 

I  am  sure  that  the  members  of  this  subcommittee  are  familiar  with 
the  following  items  I  will  discuss:  In  the  message  from  the  President  of 
the  United  States,  letter  of  transmittal  to  the  Congress  of  the  United 
States,  House  Document  No.  402,  I  note  the  following: 

“Among  the  many  blessings  which  Americans  can  count  is  a  corps  of 
Federal  civil  servants  that  is  unequaled  anywhere  in  the  world.  Hon¬ 
est,  intelligent,  efficient,  and,  above  all,  dedicated,  these  men  and 
women  represent  a  national  resource  and  a  national  asset. 

“America  expects- much  of  these  public  servants.  We  have  made 
vigorous  demands  on  their  time  and  energy.  We  have  exacted  from 
them  high  standards  of  work  and  conduct.  We  established  the 
principle  that  Government  workers  are  entitled  to  a  pay  scale  which 
compares  favorably  with  pay  in  private  industry.”  (Note. — I  agree 
with  most  of  this  statement.  However,  although  the  principle  was 
established  in  October  1962,  it  has  not  been  enforced.) 

“We  have  been  true  to  the  principle  of  comparability.”  (According 
to  BUS  statistics  and  elsewhere,  true  comparability  does  not  and  will 
not  exist  under  the  recent  pay  offer  by  the  executive  branch.) 

“In  the  brief  period  since  I  have  been  President,  employees  of  the 
Federal  Government  have  enjoyed  pay  increases  amounting  to  nearly 
12  percent.  These  increases  have  done  much  to  close  the  gap  between 
compensation  for  Government  employees  and  those  in  private  enter¬ 
prise.”  Again  I  must  disagree.  My  interpretation  of  the  phrase 
“These  increases  have  done  much  to  close  the  gap,”  certainly  means 
that  comparability  has  not  been  reached  and  the  gap  has  not  been 
closed. 

During  the  recent  meeting  of  the  AFL-CIO  Executive  Council  a 
pledge  of  full  support  was  made  to  its  affiliated  postal  and  Government 
employee  unions  in  their  efforts  to  secure  true  pay  comparability  with 
private  industry.  The  council  stated  “We  are  concerned  over  the 
failure  of  the  administration  to  propose  to  Congress  measures  to 
achieve  full  current  comparability  between  private  industry  and 
Federal  Government  salaries  paid  to  postal  and  other  Federal  workers.” 

In  addition  the  council  said  “We  firmly  believe  that  the  Federal 
Government,  the  largest  single  employer  in  the  Nation,  must  make 
certain  that  its  employees  enjoy  every  economic  and  social  advance  our 
country  makes.”  The  administration  has  stated  that  Government 
workers  are  en  titled  to  a  pay  scale  which  compares  favorably  with  pay 
in  private  industry.  We,  Congress,  have  agreed  that  we  believe  in 
true  comparability  in  pay  for  Federal  employees,  by  the  enactment  of 
Public  Law  87-793  in  October  1962.  The  administration  have  stated 
they  favor  the  principle  of  comparability  but  have  never  recommended 
or  supported  salary  scales  that  would  enforce  this  committment. 
Since  many  plaudits  and  compliments  have  been  given  Federal  em¬ 
ployees,  I  know  they  would  appreciate  a  7-percent  pay  increase,  as 
included  in  the  Krebs  bill,  effective  July  1,  1966.  I  urge  the  sub¬ 
committee  to  support  and  vote  for  H.R.  12094.  I  will. 
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May  I  also  take  this  opportunity  to  speak  in  behalf  of  the  needs 
of  677,000  retirees  and  survivors  currently  on  the  retirement  rolls  of 

the  Civil  Service  Commission.  „ 

These  people  have  been  described  as  the  “forgotten  people  ol 
America.  And,  in  a  very  real  sense,  this  is  true. 

1  have  reviewed  the  President’s  statement  to  the  Congress  of  March 
7,  1966,  and  the  brief  of  the  report  of  the  Cabinet  Committee  on 
Federal  Staff  Retirement  Systems.  I  can  see  very  little  in  these 
recommendations  that  will  benefit  past  Government  letiiees  or 

their  survivors.  .  . 

In  the  package  bill  you  are  now  considering,  1  especially  ask  an 
amendment  by  this  subcommittee  and  propose  recomputation  of 
annuities  to  give  parity  to  past  retirees  with  present  workers  on  the 
cost  of  providing  survivor  annuities. 

Why  should  past  retirees  have  to  pay  up  to  10  times  more  to 
protect  their  spouses  after  their  deaths? 

Pennsylvania  ranks  third  in  the  number  of  retirees  within  the 
Nation. '  This  correction  is  important  to  us.  . 

I  wish  also  to  call  your  attention  to  the  25  or  more  bills  introduced 
in  the  first  session  'of  this  Congress  to  correct  this  disparity.  I 
strongly  urge  prompt  and  effective  consideration  to  benefit  past 
retirees,  as  this  is  only  fairness  and  justice  to  these  fine  U.S.  retirees. 

Gentlemen,  again  1  thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to  speak  in 
behalf  of  our  retired  civil  service  employees. 

Mr.  Udall.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Fulton,  for  your  helpful  testimony. 
Our  next  witness  is  the  gentleman  from  Virginia,  Hon  Joel  I. 
Broyliill,  a  former  member  of  this  committee,  who  has  had  a  great 
interest  in  this  subject  over  the  years. 

STATEMENT  BY  HON.  JOEL  T.  BROYHILL,  A  REPRESENTATIVE 
IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE  STATE  OF  VIRGINIA 

Mr.  Broyhill.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  welcome  the  opportunity  to 
appear  before  this  committee  to  present  my  views  on  pending  legisla¬ 
tion  concerned  with  Federal  employee  compensation. 

The  Federal  Government  is  now  served  by  more  than  2.5  million 
civilian  employees  who  each  day  find  their  responsibilities  mci  easing 
as  the  actions  of  the  Government  affect  more  and  more  the  people  ol 
this  Nation  and  the  world. 

The  primary  responsibility  for  the  well-being  of  these  employees 
rests  upon  Congress,  and  this  is  a  very  heavy  responsibility  indeed. 
The  findings  of  this  committee  in  the  course  of  these  hearings  and  tlie 
decisions  it  reaches  are,  therefore,  of  great  importance. 

The  overriding  task  of  this  committee  is  to  determine  a  just  and 
equitable  pay  increase  for  classified,  postal,  and  certain  other  I  edei  at 
employees.  This  is  a  complex  and  difficult  problem.  It  always  is. 

There  is  one  basic  decision,  however,  that  the  committee  does  not 
have  to  reach  this  year.  It  is  whether  there  should  be  a  pay  raise  at  all. 

The  belief  that  an  increase  in  compensation  is  both  necessary  and 
justified  is  shared  by  almost  everybody— Members  of  Congress  the 
administration,  employee  organizations,  and,  of  course,  the  T  ederal 
employees  themselves.  Whereas  I  feel  the  administrations  pioposa 
is  far  less  than  what  is  needed,  I  reluctantly  support  this  measure 
for  I  believe  it  is  the  best  possible  legislation  obtainable  at  this  tune. 
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Id  addition  to  supporting  this  proposed  increase  for  our  active 
Federal  employees,  I  sincerely  hope  the  committee,  in  its  wisdom,  will 
also  address  itself  to  the  more  than  677,000  retirees  currently  on  the 
retirement  rolls.  I  urge  my  colleagues  on  this  committee  to  include  a 
provision  to  allow  a  recomputation  to  give  parity  to  past  retirees 
with  present  workers  on  the  cost  of  providing  survivor  annuities. 
As  a  number  of  our  colleagues  have  pointed  out,  I  believe  this  inequity 
is  among  the  most  glaring  and  should  be  corrected  at  once. 

I  further  urge  that  my  colleagues  give  favorable  consideration  to 
the  recommendation  made  by  Mr.  Henry  J.  Stoffer,  president  of  the 
National  League  of  Postmasters.  In  essence,  this  would  provide  that 
a  postmaster  or  supervisor  should  not  receive  less  salary  than  those 
he  supervises.  The  widsom  of  this  provision  is  obvious  and  its  im¬ 
plementation  is  long  overdue. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to  speak  in  behalf 
of  our  deserving  workers  in  the  Federal  service. 

Mr.  Udall.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Broyhill.  We  appreciate  your 
appearance  here  today.  Our  next  witness  is  our  colleague,  Mr. 
Claude  Pepper,  a  Member  of  Congress  from  Florida. 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  CLAUDE  PEPPER,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN 
CONGRESS  FROM  THE  STATE  OF  FLORIDA 

Mr.  PErPER.  Mr.  Chairman,  my  name  is  Claude  Pepper,  Repre¬ 
sentative,  of  Florida.  My  interest  concerns  the  677,000  Federal 
retirees  and  survivors.  In  the  last  session  of  the  Congress,  I  presented 
facts  and  statements  in  their  behalf. 

In  this  hearing  I  wish  to  support  a  recomputation  relating  to  costs 
of  protecting  former  retirees’  spouses. 

Let  us  look  at  the  picture  of  four  retirees,  each  of  whom  has  a  basic 
annuity  of  $3,600  but  retired  at  different  dates  and  each  electing  a 
survivor  annuitant. 


Date  of  retirement 

Charge 

against 

annuity 

Amount 
received 
by  survivor 

1.  Since  Oct.  11,  1962 _ _ _ 

$90 
180 
i  285 
i  360 

$1,  980 
1,800 
1,800 
1,800 

2.  Oct.  1,  1956,  to  Oct.  11,  1962 _ 

3.  Oct.  1,  1949,  to  Sept.  30,  1956 _ _ _ _ _ 

4.  Apr.  1, 1948,  to  September  1949. . . . .  . 

1  Nos.  3  and  4  would  also  be  charged  94  of  1  percent  of  basic  annuity  for  each  year  their  wives  were  under 
60  years  of  age  at  date  of  retirement. 


The  cost  of  providing  annuity  to  survivor  under  Nos.  2,  3,  and  4 
had  not  been  adjusted  when  this  law  was  liberalized.  This  means 
these  four  retirees  are  still  paying  the  amounts  shown  above  for  the 
identical  benefit,  yet  No.  1,  whose  widow  will  receive  $180  per  year 
more  than  the  other  3,  is  paying  much  less. 

You  are  urged  to  include  in  this  “package  bill”  a  recomputation  of 
reduction  in  retiree  annuity  under  the  more  liberal  1962  formula  (2  p2 
percent  on  up  to  $3,600  of  annuity,  and  10  percent  on  the  remainder 
and  increase  survivor  annuities  to  55  percent  of  retiree  annuities  at 
time  of  death,  will  correct  this  inequity. 
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I  really  wonder  if  Members  of  this  Congress  realize  or  know  this 
disparity  exists.  Surely  it  is  long  past  due  for  correction. 

Thousands  upon  thousands  of  our  retirees  and  the  survivors  would 
benefit  by  making  the  correction. 

In  Florida  we  have  more  than  36,000  of  the  677,000  retirees.  There 
are  near  8,000  in  the  Miami  area.  Correction  of  this  disparity  would 
be  simple  justice. 

May  I  conclude  with  an  urgent  request  that  we  do  something  about 
it  now  for  these  former  servants  of  our  Government. 

Thank  you  for  hearing  me. 

Mr.  Udall.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Pepper.  We  appreciate  hearing  from 
you  on  this  proposal.  The  next  witness  is  Mr.  John  J.  Murphy, 
president,  National  Customs  Service  Association.  You  may  proceed 
Mr.  Murphy. 

STATEMENT  OF  JOHN  J.  MURPHY,  PRESIDENT,  NATIONAL 
CUSTOMS  SERVICE  ASSOCIATION 

Mr.  Murphy.  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee,  my 
name  is  John  J.  Murphy,  I  am  president  of  the  National  Customs  Serv¬ 
ice  Association.  The  National  Customs  Service  Association  is  an 
independent  organization  of  employees  of  the  customs  service  at  all 
levels  and  in  all  occupations.  We  have  local  branches  and  members 
at  large  throughout  the  mainland  United  States  and  in  Alaska, 
Hawaii,  Puerto  Rico,  and  the  Virgin  Islands.  We  have  members, 
also,  in  foreign  countries  where  there  are  U.S.  customs  facilities. 

We  are  the  only  organization  that  has  veen  accorded  formal  national 
recognition  under  Executive  Order  10988  by  both  the  Treasury  De¬ 
partment  and  the  Bureau  of  Customs  as  representative  of  employees 
of  the  customs  service. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  appear  before  you 
to  present  our  views  on  the  need  for  a  salary  adjustment  for  Federal 
employees  and  to  comment  on  fringe  benefit  legislation  now  before 
you.  We  wish  to  thank  Congressmen  Udall  and  Daniels  for  holding 
these  joint  hearings.  We  appreciate  the  action  of  the  many  Members 
who  have  sponsored  legislation  to  bring  about  salary  increases  and 
other  benefits. 

Mr.  Chairman,  our  statement  will  be  brief  as  we  wish  to  avoid 
repeating  what  has  already  been  said.  We  will  limit  ourselves  to 
making  a  few  points : 

1.  Pay:  In  our  view  a  pay  adjustment  of  not  less  than  3.5  percent 
across  the  board,  effective  March  1,  1966,  is  fully  justified.  To  our 
mind,  Federal  employees  are  now  more  than  2  years  behind  compara¬ 
bility  and  for  all  practical  purposes  the  fine  concept  of  comparability 
is  but  a  myth.  We  do  not  believe  that  a  pay  increase  at  this  time  will, 
in  any  manner,  violate  economic  guideposts.  The  guideposts,  as  we 
understand  them,  are  to  limit  salary  raises  above  a  certain  level. 
This  level  is  the  comparability  not  yet  achieved  by  Federal  employees. 

2.  Retirement:  We  strongly  support  the  proposal  to  permit  retire¬ 
ment  without  age  penalty  at  age  55  with  30  years  of  service.  We 
believe  that  service  rather  than  age  should  determine  retirement  and 
look  forward  to  eventually  having  full  retirement  after  30  years’ 
service  at  any  age. 
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We  cannot  support,  in  its  present  form  the  proposal  that  the 
Government  be  permitted  to  retire  employees  at  age  55.  We  believe 
that  there  are  other  means  at  the  command  of  management  to  solve 
the  problem  of  employees  whose  performance  may  be  marginal.  Un¬ 
less  there  are  some  meaningful  review  and  appeal  provisions,  we  fear 
possible  abuse  of  the  compulsory  retirement  option. 

3.  Health  benefits:  We  favor  the  recommendation  that  the  Gover- 
ment  and  the  employee  share  equally  the  cost  of  the  health  insurance 
program.  This  is  equitable  to  all  concerned  and  is  a  long-overdue  im¬ 
provement  in  the  plan.  It  is  our  hope  that  the  Government’s  share 
will  be  increased  in  the  future  to  bring  it  more  in  line  with  private 
industry  practices. 

4.  Life  insurance:  We  strongly  support  H.R.  11879,  introduced  by 
Congressman  Daniels,  a  bill  that  will  make  many  needed  changes  in 
the  present  retirement  law.  We  feel  that  the  recommendations  made 
by  the  President’s  Cabinet  Committee  are  completely  inadequate. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  greatly  appreciate  this  opportunity  to  present 
our  views,  and  wish  to  express  our  gratitude  to  you  and  the  members 
of  the  committee  for  your  patience  and  sympathetic  understanding. 
Thank  you. 

Mr.  Udall.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Murphy.  Your  presentation  has 
been  most  helpful.  Our  next  witness  today  is  Mr.  Russell  M. 
Stephens,  president,  American  Federation  of  Technical  Engineers. 

STATEMENT  OF  RUSSELL  M.  STEPHENS,  PRESIDENT,  AMERICAN 
FEDERATION  OF  TECHNICAL  ENGINEERS 

Mr.  Stephens.  Good  morning,  Chairman  Udall,  and  members  of 
the  Subcommittees  on  Compensation  and  Retirement,  Insurance, 
and  Health  Benefits. 

For  purposes  of  identification  my  name  is  Russell  M.  Stephens.  I 
am  national  president  of  the  American  Federation  of  Technical 
Engineers,  AFL-CIO,  with  offices  at  900  F  Street  NW.,  Washington, 
D.C.  Our  union  was  chartered  the  AFL  in  1918  and  since  that  time 
we  have  represented  professional  engineering,  technical,  and  scientific 
personnel  employed  in  private  industry  and  in  public  agencies, 
including  the  Federal  Government.  Among  the  employees  of  the 
Federal  Government  whom  we  represent  are  persons  employed  in 
the  occupations  stated  above  in  various  industrial  facilities  of  the 
Federal  Government.  These  are  the  men  who  provide  designs  and 
plans  for  the  construction  of  naval  vessels,  guided  missiles,  electronic 
gear,  and  much  of  the  hardware  required  by  our  defense  effort.  In 
addition  we  represent  engineering  and  technical  personnel  associated 
with  the  planning  of  reclamation  projects,  public  works,  and  other 
necessities  of  American  life. 

Our  organization,  like  others  in  the  American  labor  movement 
applauded  the  enactment  of  the  Federal  Employees’  Salary  Reform 
Act  of  1962,  Public  Law  S7-793,  and  the  sensible  approach  to  Federal 
salary  fixing  that  had  been  recommended  by  the  Kennedy  admin¬ 
istration.  Indeed,  we  still  support  the  basic  principle  enunciated 
in  that  act,  of  salary  comparability  with  private  industry  scales. 
This  method,  if  properly  utilized,  is  adaptable  to  changing  economic 
conditions  of  the  marketplace  and  would  reflect  both  cost-of-living 


FEDERAL  SALARIES  AND  FRINGE  BENEFITS 


369 


adjustments  and  productivity  improvements.  We  are,  however, 
disheartened  over  the  fact  that  we  are  now  in  the  year  1966,  nearing 
the  fourth  anniversay  of  the  comparability  principle,  and  as  yet 
there  has  been  no  real  catch-up.  The  administration  has  again  this 
year  asked  its  employees  to  wait  until  economic  conditions  change 
before  there  can  be  a  real  catch-up  to  bring  them  on  a  par  with  private 
industry.  I  must  admit  that  as  a  labor  leader  I  have  yet  to  be 
convinced  that  the  administration’s  wage  guidelines  are  fair  and 
equitable  to  the  worker,  as  long  as  there  are  no  controls  over  high 
executive  salaries  and  no  control  over  prices  except  in  isolated 
instances.  But  it  is  not  my  intention  at  this  hearing  to  debate 
the  equity  of  the  guidelines.  I  do,  however,  wish  to  point  out  that 
irrespective  of  the  policy  of  wage  fixing  as  the  guidelines  would 
suggest,  employees  already  suffering  inequities  as  proven  by  the 
Government’s  own  figures  in  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  salary 
survey,  have  the  right  to  a  catch-up  with  their  counterparts  in  private 
industry  before  any  controls  should  be  imposed.  I  might  add,  that 
if  this  Congress  should  enact  legislation  that  would  bring  the  Federal 
employee  up  to  comparability  based  upon  the  latest  BLS  survey, 
the  employees  would  still  be  behind  prevailing  rates  because  the 
latest  survey  is  now  a  year  out  of  date.  Then  again,  the  adminis¬ 
tration  proposal  that  any  change  in  salary  schedule  be  deferred 
until  January  1,  1967,  puts  the  Federal  employee  an  additional 
year  behind. 

The  administration  has  recommended  a  salary  adjustment  which 
would  average  out  at  2.85  percent  increase.  The  administration’s 
recommendation  is  that  the  2.85  percent  available  for  such  increase 
be  scheduled  on  a  sliding  scale  so  as  to  bring  the  middle  and  upper 
grade  employees  who  suffer  the  greatest  inequity  in  comparability 
a  little  closer  to  the  final  realization  of  the  intent  of  Congress  and  its 
pledge  to  Federal  workers  in  1962.  Various  witnesses  before  this 
committee  have  suggested  that  the  2.85  percent  increase  be  appor¬ 
tioned  on  a  flat  percentage  basis.  I  must  agree  with  them  that  the 
lower  paid  Federal  employees  require  at  least  the  2.85  percent  in  order 
to  maintain  their  families  properly  without  country  club  living  and 
luxuries.  I  would  not  subscribe  to  the  theory  that  employees  in  the 
middle  and  upper  grades  should  receive  any  less  of  an  increase  than 
the  percentage  figure  recommended  by  the  administration.  Our 
members  are  all  aware  of  our  struggle  in  Vietnam  and  the  tremendous 
cost  to  the  Government  imposed  by  that  struggle.  No  hardship  is 
too  great  a  penalty  for  the  preservation  of  our  freedom,  and  our 
members  are  willing  to  assist  their  Government  in  its  fight  against 
inflationary  trends.  Many  of  our  engineering  and  technical  personnel 
are  classified  in  the  middle  and  upper  grades  of  the  salary  schedule 
and  we  feel  that  as  a  minimum  we  deserve  no  less  than  what  the 
administration  has  proposed  and  we  trust  that  this  committee  will 
keep  this  in  mind. 

Only  last  week,  reported  in  the  Federal  Register  of  March  17,  1966, 
under  the  authority  of  section  504  of  the  Federal  Salary  Reform  Act 
of  1962,  the  Civil  Service  Commission  increased  the  minimum  salary 
rates  and  rate  ranges  for  GS-6,  GS-7,  GS-8,  and  GS-9  professional 
engineers  and  architects,  certain  scientific  series  and  a  limited  number 
of  technician  disciplines  in  order  to  recruit  personnel  in  these  positions. 
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These  are,  generally  speaking,  the  entrance  rates  in  these  classifica¬ 
tions,  the  grade  level  being  dependent  upon  the  degree  of  formal 
education,  whether  the  employee  holds  a  bachelor’s,  master’s,  or  doctor 
of  philosophy  degree,  and  the  years  of  experience  of  the  employee. 
This  increase  in  minimum  rates  was  made  necessary  to  compete  with 
private  industry  for  the  services  of  this  type  of  worker  and  clearly 
illustrates  the  disparities  between  the  salaries  offered  by  private 
industry  and  those  by  the  Federal  Government.  The  same  disparity 
is  true,  but  to  a  larger  degree,  with  respect  to  employees  at  higher 
levels,  but  recruitment  is  not  generally  done  at  the  higher  levels; 
therefore  professional  engineers,  scientists,  and  technicians  above 
GS-9  must  suffer  a  great  inequity  as  compared  to  his  counterpart  in 
private  industry. 

Our  organization  has  for  many  years,  along  with  other  AbL-CIU 
unions  of  the  Government  Employes’  Council,  advocated  the  right  of 
Federal  employees  to  retire  without  reduction  of  annuities  after  30 
years  of  service  at  55  years  of  age.  We  were  elated  to  hear  the  Chair¬ 
man  of  the  Civil  Service  Commission  in  testimony  before  this  com¬ 
mittee  advocate  such  a  principle.  We  do  not  endorse  the  advocacy  of 
the  administration,  however,  that  hand  in  hand  with  such  policy  a 
provision  be  added  permitting  agencies  of  the  Federal  Government  to 
automatically  force  the  retirement  of  employees  at  GS-13  and  above 
at  age  55  against  their  will.  This  is  especially  onerous  in  that  no 
recommendation  has  been  made  which  would  establish  a  procedure 
whereby  an  employee  could  appeal  such  forced  retirement.  We  do 
advocate  the  proposal  of  the  administration  that  social  security  credits 
be  granted  to  Federal  employees  who  have  not  worked  long,  enough 
under  the  civil  service  retirement  system  to  obtain  a  vested  interest. 

We  also  are  happy  to  endorse  the  proposal  made  by  the  administra¬ 
tion  to  up-date  the  Government’s  contribution  to  the  health  insurance 
program.  In  these  days  of  rising  hospital  and  surgical  costs,  it  is 
necessary  that  employees  be  covered  by  an  adequate  health  benefits 
program.  The  rising  costs  of  the  program,  however,  have  made  it 
very  difficult  for  the"  Federal  employee  to  pay  his  share  of  the  costs 
and  the  administration’s  recommendation  to  relieve  the  employees  of 
a  greater  portion  of  this  obligation  is  indeed  an  excellent  suggestion. 
Chairman  Macy  testified  to  a  great  extent  on  this  item.  We  endorse 
in  principle  all  that  he  said,  but  with  one  reservation.  In  many  of 
our  union  contracts,  health  benefits  are  provided  by  private  employers 
at  no  cost  whatsoever  to  the  employees.  In  order  to  move  in  part  in 
the  direction  of  comparability,  we  would  suggest  that  the  Govern¬ 
ment’s  share  of  health  benefits  programs  be  increased  to  50  percent. 

Last  year  when  the  Congress  enacted  Public  Law  89-301  it  wrote 
into  the  law  the  following  d eclaration  of  policy: 


To  the  maximum  extent  practicable,  the  head  of  any  department,  independent 
establishment,  or  agency,  including  Government  owned  or  controlled  corporations, 
or  of  the  municipal  government  of  the  District  of  Columbia,  or  the  head  of  anj 
legislative  or  judicial  agency  to  which  this  title  applies,  shall  schedule  the  time  to 
be  spent  by  an  officer  or  employee  in  a  travel  status  away  from  his  official  duty 
station  within  the  regularly  scheduled  workweek  of  such  officer  or  employee. 

We  still  find  that  many  employees,  despite  the  above,  are  still  re¬ 
quired  to  travel  on  behalf  of  their  agencies  during  their  off-duty  hours. 
At  one  location  where  we  represent  the  engineers  and  technicians  and 
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where  we  have  exclusive  recognition  under  Executive  Order  10988,  the 
employees  were  even  denied  their  subsistence  pay  because  they  did 
not  return  to  their  home  location  from  a  European  assignment  over 
an  off-duty  weekend. 

With  respect  to  overtime  pay,  we  still  find  that  because  of  an  out¬ 
dated  procedure  engineers  and  technicians  in  the  nonsupervisory 
levels  receive  less  than  straight  time  earnings  for  working  beyond  the 
40-hour  week.  At  the  present  time,  time  and  one-half  penalty  pay 
is  afforded  to  employees,  with  the  maximum  hourly  compensation 
being  based  upon  the  first  step  of  the  GS-9.  We  recommend  that  this 
be  amended  to  increase  the  maximum  level  on  which  full  time  and 
one-half  is  paid  to  the  minimum  of  the  GS-12  grade. 

I  am  indeed  grateful  to  have  had  the  opportunity  to  express  the 
views  of  our  federation  before  this  distinguished  committee.  I  ha"\  e 
full  confidence  that  you  will  give  earnest  consideration  to  my  state¬ 
ment.  Thank  you.  .  . 

Mr.  Udall.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Stephens,  for  your  interesting  and 
helpful  presentation.  The  final  witness  today  is  Mr.  Charles  A. 
Caffrey,  chairman,  Council  of  Federal  Professional  Organizations. 

STATEMENT  OF  CHARLES  A.  CAFFREY,  CHAIRMAN,  COUNCIL 
OF  FEDERAL  PROFESSIONAL  ORGANIZATIONS 

Mr.  Caffrey.  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  subcommittee, 
I  am  Charles  A.  Caffrey,  chairman  of  the  Council  of  Federal  Profes¬ 
sional  Organizations.  I  am  here  today  to  speak  on  behalf  of  the 
professionals  in  the  Federal  Government — to  delineate  their  problems, 
give  voice  to  their  needs  and  to  ask  for  that  which,  I  feel,  is  only 

right  and  just.  .  .  . 

"The  council  is  a  relatively  new  association.  Yet  in  the  short  b 
months  of  its  existence  it  has  drawn  into  the  circle  of  its  deliberations 
professional  organizations  from  among  the  following  Federal  agencies. 
Federal  Aviation  Agency,  Federal  Trade  Commission,  Interstate 
Commerce  Commission,  National  Aeronautics  and  Space  Administra¬ 
tion,  National  Labor  Kelations  Board,  and  the  U.S.  Patent  Office. 

We  feel  the  council  can  speak  on  the  matter  under  consideration 
by  this  committee  not  only  for  the  4,000  professionals  who  make 
up  the  membership  of  these  organizations  but  also  for  the  tens  of 
thousands  of  other  Federal  professionals  who,  as  yet,  have  no  one  to 
represent  them  before  this  body. 

We  will  not  belabor  our  testimony  with  statistics  which  undoubt¬ 
edly,  you  have  heard  repeated  again  and  again  during  these  past  weeks 
of  hearings.  We  pause  only  to  mention  that  these  figures,  gathered 
at  great  expense  by  the  Government’s  own  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics, 
tell  a  story  and  define  an  inequity  far  more  clearly  and  graphically 
than  anything  that  can  be  said  here.  Our  testimony,  in  truth,  is 
mere  counterpoint  to  the  theme  developed  so  completely  in  the  Bureau 
of  Labor  Statistics  tables.  If  this  be  the  case,  it  might  be  asked  why 
we  are  here  seeking  your  attention.  We  have  come  because  past 
experience  has  shown  that  facts,  no  matter  how  clear,  are  often  sub¬ 
merged  in  a  flood  of  words  from  those  who  find  those  facts  unpleasant, 
because  too  often  the  well  organized  and  therefore  powerful  repre¬ 
sentatives  of  the  more  numerous  lower  grades  have  achieved  that 
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which  flies  in  the  face  of  equity,  and  this  usually  at  the  expense  of  the 
middle  and  upper  grades  and,  finally,  because  there  has  been  a  dearth 
of  those  who  would  speak,  unequivocally,  for  the  Federal  profes¬ 
sionals.  These  are  the  reasons  for  our  existence;  these  are  the  reasons 
why  we  are  present  today  to  state  the  obvious. 

Here  then  is  what  we  consider  to  be  obvious:  First,  Federal  em¬ 
ployees  in  the  middle  and  upper  grades,  the  bulk  of  whom  are  the 
professionals  we  represent,  are  being  paid  at  rates  significantly  less 
than  their  equivalents  outside  of  Government.  Second,  the  degree 
of  this  disparity  is  steadily  increasing,  year  by  year,  to  the  point 
where  true  comparability  seems  almost  unattainable.  Third,  the 
greater  the  difference  between  industry  and  Government  pay  scales, 
the  greater  the  difficulty  in  obtaining  and  retaining  sufficient  pro¬ 
fessionals  for  Federal  service — a  difficulty  all  too  apparent  even  now 
in  some  agencies.  Fourth,  the  inevitably  requested  “across  the 
board”  pay  increases  do  not  mitigate  the  comparability  problem; 
they  rather  magnify  it,  since  they  engender  a  frustration  and  dis¬ 
satisfaction  among  Federal  professionals  that  materially  enhances 
the  desirability  of  non-Government  jobs. 

We  come  before  you,  therefore,  in  basic  support  of  the  President’s 
pay  recommendations.  We  do  this  not  because,  if  enacted,  they  will 
achieve  comparability,  since  they  obviously  will  not;  nor  because  they 
will  even  take  a  significant  step  toward  comparability  achievement, 
since  they  will  not  do  this  either.  We  seek  enactment  of  the  Presi¬ 
dent’s  recommendations  in  the  single  hope  that  by  doing  so  at  least 
the  concept  of  comparability  can  be  kept  alive;  that  Congress,  thereby, 
will  reaffirm  its  intent,  someday,  to  make  right  that  which  cries  out 
for  remedy. 

Some  have  come  before  you  and  said  that  comparability  is  dead. 
If  so,  then  the  cancer  of  mediocrity  and  uniformity  which  caused  this 
demise  will  surely  work  its  way  through  the  proud  edifice  of  Federal 
service  and  finally  render  it  incapable  of  excellence.  All  of  us,  Gov¬ 
ernment  worker  and  non-Government  worker  alike,  will  be  the  ulti¬ 
mate  victims  of  this  glorification  of  sameness. 

It  is  not  much  that  we  ask.  In  actuality,  it  is  little  more  than  a 
showing  of  good  faith.  The  President  submitted  his  proposals  as 
being  reasonable,  desirable,  and  within  the  wage-price  guidelines  he 
has  established.  We  hasten  to  point  out  that  it  is  manifestly  unfair 
and  amounts  to  discrimination  to  apply  such  guidelines  to  those  whose 
salaries  are  universally  recognized  as  being  far  less  than  they  should 
be.  Nevertheless,  being  mindful  of  the  realities  of  the  world  situa¬ 
tion,  we  feel  it  incumbent  upon  us  as  patriotic  citizens  to  acquiesce  to 
the  President’s  proposals,  even  though,  in  principle,  we  feel  that  much 
more  substantial  increases  in  the  middle  and  upper  grades  are  justi¬ 
fied.  So  it  is  that  we  beg  your  favorable  consideration  of  his  proposals 
and  request  the  inclusion  of  a  graduated  pay  raise  scale  in  any  bill 
that  you  recommend. 

Parenthetically,  I  would  like  to  add  the  council’s  voice  to  that  of 
others  who  have  appeared  before  you  and  urge  the  adoption  of  an 
earlier  effective  date  than  the  proposed  January  1,  1967.  July  1, 
1966,  is  much  to  be  preferred. 

Additionally,  regarding  the  fringe  benefits,  the  council  finds  merit 
in  and  wholeheartedly  supports  optional  retirement  at  age  55  with 
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30  years’  service.  We  do  feel,  however,  that  insofar  as  the  forced 
retirement  provisions  are  concerned,  adequate  safeguards  such  as  a 
showing  of  good  cause  and  appeal  rights  should  be  provided. 

In  conclusion  then,  let  this  be  said — -the  professionals  in  Government 
for  far  too  long  have  been  put  off  with  promises  of  comparability.  It 
may  be  that  we  cannot  expect  at  this  time  the  fulfillment  of  these 
promises.  Surely,  however,  it  is  not  too  much  to  expect  that  there  be 
some  “payment  on  account.”  This  is  all  that  we  seek. 

Mr.  Udall.  We  appreciate  having  you  appear  before  the  subcom¬ 
mittee  today,  Mr.  Caffrey. 

The  Chair  has  statements  from  the  gentleman  from  California, 
Mr.  Dyal,  and  the  gentleman  from  Utah,  Mr.  Burton.  Without 
objection,  they  will  appear  in  the  record  of  these  hearings  at  this 
point. 

(The  statements  referred  to  follow:) 

Statement  of  Hon.  Kenneth  W.  Dyal,  a  Representative  in  Congress 
From  the  State  of  California 

Mr.  Chairman,  my  name  is  Ken  W.  Dyal,  Representative  of  the  33d  Congres¬ 
sional  District.,  California.  My  interest  concerns  the  677,000  or  more  federal 
retirees  and  survivors.  Cost-of-living  increases  hurt  our  Federal  retirees  with 
fixed  incomes.  Thousands  of  our  Government  retirees  have  very  low  annuities. 
This  is  due  to  two  causes;  the  first  being  increases  in  living  costs  and  the  other 
being  charges  against  their  annuities.  . 

The  National  Association  of  Retired  Civil  Employees  is  the  champion  ot  these 
former  Federal  workers.  They  have  asked  the  Congress  through  the  years  to 
introduce  bills  in  their  behalf.  They  are  just  as  much  interested  in  being  fair 
to  the  Federal  Government  as  they  are  to  the  retirees.  We  are  presently  con¬ 
sidering  a  package  bill  to  aid  the  Federal  worker  and  the  retiree.  I  urge  that  a 
section  of  this  package  bill  include  a  recomputation  of  the  cost  to  former  federal 
retirees  who  in  some  cases  pay  as  much  as  10  times  more  than  today  s  retirees  to 
protect  their  spouses.  Numerous  bills  covering  this  objective  were  introduced 
in  the  first  session  of  this  Congress.  My  bill  is  H.R.  4162. 

A  section  of  the  “package  bill’’  to  recompute  the  reduction  m  retiree  annuity 
under  the  more  liberal  1962  formula  (two  and  a  half  percent  on  up  to  $3,600  of 
annuitv  and  10  percent  on  the  remainder)  and  to  increase  survivor  annuities 
to  55  ‘percent  of  retiree  annuities  at  the  time  of  death  will  correct  inequities. 
In  California  we  have  over  75,000  Federal  retirees — now  more  than  10  percent 
of  all  Federal  retirees.  So  you  can  easily  see  the  reason  for  my  great  concern 
and  interest  in  these  deserving  folks. 

As  I  stated  last  year  before  this  committee,  California,  because  of  its  climate 
and  congenial  environment,  is  the  goal  of  many  retirees.  While  it  is  true  there 
is  a  heavy  concentration  of  retirees  in  California,  I  plead  consideration  for  these 
people  regardless  of  their  retirement  residence. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  for  permitting  me  to  offer  this  statement  concern¬ 
ing  this  urgently  needed  corrective  legislation. 

Statement  of  Hon.  Laurence  J.  Burton,  a  Representative  in  Congress 

From  the  State  of  Utah 


Mr.  Chairman,  I  appreciate  the  privilege  of  appearing  before  this  subcom¬ 
mittee  to  speak  in  support  of  the  legislative  program  of  the  National  Association 

of  Retired  Civil  Employees.  .  ,  ,  ,  ,  .  _ _ 

There  is  rising  alarm  in  this  country  regarding  the  unmistakable  spiraling  ot 
livin'*  costs.  This  is  a  matter  of  concern  to  all  of  us.  Every  housewife  is  feeling 
it  when  she  goes  to  the  grocery  store.  Every  breadwinner  is  aware  of  it  when  it 

comes  time  to  make  the  paycheck  cover  the  bills.  .  .  ...  , 

But  the  groups  that  have  the  greatest  cause  for  alarm  at  rising  living  costs 
are  those  who  have  fixed  incomes  and  little  opportunity  to  make  their  earnings 
increase  to  meet  the  costs.  One  such  group  is  made  up  of  those  who  are  retired 
on  fixed  incomes,  and  this  group  is  deserving  of  help. 
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One  area  of  particular  concern  for  the  retired  civil  employee  is  that  of  survivor 
benefits.  It  is  reasonable  that  the  retired  worker  should  desire  to  provide  for 
benefits  to  take  care  of  widows  or  other  dependents  in  the  event  of  the  retiree’s 
death.  Those  who  have  retired  from  civil  service  positions  in  recent  years  are 
able  to  do  this  at  a  rather  reasonable  cost — two-and-a-half  percent  deduction 
from  their  annuities.  But  many  persons  who  retired  more  than  10  years  ago 
still  are  able  to  provide  survivor  benefits  only  by  a  25-percent  deduction.  In 
addition,  survivors  of  former  employees  who  retired  before  October  11,  1962, 
receive  only  half  the  annuity  paid  to  the  spouse.  Survivors  of  more  recent 
retirees  receive  10  percent  more. 

The  requests  of  the  National  Association  of  Retired  Civil  Employees  are  that 
(1)  annuities  of  all  persons  who  retired  before  October  11,  1962,  and  who  elected 
to  provide  survivor  annuities  be  recomputed  to  give  them  the  benefit  of  the 
more  liberal  formula  authorized  since  that  date,  of  two-and-a-half  percent  on 
up  to  $3,600  of  annuity,  and  10  percent  on  the  remainder;  (2)  annuities  of  sur¬ 
vivors  of  former  employees  who  are  now  receiving  or  are  eligible  for  less  than 
55  percent  of  the  annuities  of  the  former  employee,  be  recomputed  to  provide 
55  percent  of  the  annuities  at  the  time  of  death  of  the  retiree.  The  association 
also  favors  an  increase  in  the  percentage  of  the  survivor  annuity  to  be  awarded 
to  all  present  survivor  annuitants  as  well  as  those  who  will  become  survivor 
annuitants  in  the  future. 

Mr.  Chairman,  these  seem  to  me  most  reasonable  requests,  and  I  urge  that 
your  committee  take  favorable  action  on  the  association’s  program. 

Mr.  Udall.  At  this  time,  without  objection,  the  following  letters 
which  have  been  submitted  will  be  inserted  in  the  record. 

(The  letters  referred  to  follow:) 


U.S.  House  of  Representatives, 
Subcommittee  on  Compensation  of  the 
Committee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service, 

Washington,  D.C.,  March  17,  1966. 

Hon.  John  W.  Macy,  Jr., 

Chairman,  U.S.  Civil  Service  Commission, 

Washington,  D.C. 


Dear  Mr.  Chairman  :  During  the  course  of  the  pay  hearings,  a  number  of 
employee  organization  witnesses  have  complained  about  the  failure  of  the  admin¬ 
istration  to  put  into  effect  the  additional  uniform  allowance  provided  by  the 
1965  Pay  Act. 

Typical  of  the  complaints  was  the  testimony  of  Mr.  Nathan  Wolkomir  on 
March  14,  which  I  presume  you  have  reviewed. 

Several  committee  members  have  voiced  disappointment  and  concern,  and 
there  is  some  talk  of  inserting  strong  language  in  the  current  bill  or  in  the  report. 

It  would  be  very  helpful  to  me  if,  before  the  hearing  record  closes,  I  could 
have  a  letter  report  from  you  explaining  why  the  employees  have  not  received 
the  benefit  of  this  additional  allowance  and  what  action  is  planned  to  make  it 
effective. 

Sincerely  yours, 


Morris  K.  Udall,  Chairman. 


U.S.  Civil  Service  Commission, 
Washington,  D.C.,  March  23,  1966. 

Hon.  Morris  K.  Udall, 

Chairman,  Subcommittee  on  Compensation, 

Committee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service, 

House  of  Representatives,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Udall:  This  is  in  reply  to  your  letter  of  March  17,  196  regarding 
the  increase  in  the  maximum  uniform  allowance  which  was  provided  by  the  Federal 
Employees’  Salary  Act  of  1965. 

This  is  a  subject  over  which  the  Civil  Service  Commission  has  no  urisdiction. 
The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  issues  regulations  implementing  the  law. 

It  is  apparently  the  administration  of  the  allowance  by  the  Post  O  ce  Depart¬ 
ment  which  has  led  to  the  complaints  voiced  by  witnesses  appearing  before  your 
committee.  We  understand  that  you  have  asked  that  Department  to  furnish 
information  on  the  subject  directly.  I  believe  that  I  can  add  nothing  to  what 
the  Department  will  report. 
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A  member  of  the  Commission’s  staff  has  inquired  informally  about  the  situation 
in  two  other  agencies  which  pay  uniform  allowances.  We  find  that  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  has  changed  its  departmental  regulations  to  reflect  the  new 
maximum  permitted  by  the  law.  That  Department  has  found  the  increased 
rate  necessary  to  cover  the  cost  of  uniforms  for  some  of  its  employees.  The 
General  Services  Administration,  on  the  other  hand,  while  it  authorizes  allowances 
which  are  adequate  to  cover  the  cost  of  uniforms  prescribed  for  craftsmen, 
custodial  workers,  vehicle  drivers,  and  certain  other  employees,  has  not  had  to 
establish  rates  as  high  as  the  old  maximum.  The  General  Services  Administration 
reviews  the  allowance  rates  annually,  on  the  basis  of  the  cost  of  prescribed 
uniforms. 

The  General  Services  Administration  does  not  pay  an  allowance  to  guards.  It 
furnishes  the  uniforms  to  the  employees,  maintains  them,  and  replaces  them 
as  necessary. 

Sincerely  yours, 


John  W.  Macy,  Jr.,  Chairman. 


Post  Office  Department, 

Assistant  Postmaster  General, 

Bureau  of  Personnel, 
Washington,  D.C.,  March  23,  1966. 

Hon.  Morris  K.  Udall, 

Chairman,  Subcommittee  on  Compensation, 

House  of  Representatives,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman  :  During  the  course  of  the  hearing  you  have  been  conduct¬ 
ing  on  pay  legislation  this  year,  some  witnesses  have  brought  to  your  attention  the 
fact  that,  as  of  this  date,  the  Post  Office  Department  has  not  increased  the  mone¬ 
tary  allowance  authorized  to  certain  employees  required  to  wear  a  prescribed 
uniform.  Under  the  provisions  of  Public  Law  89-301,  enacted  October  1965, 
agency  heads  were  authorized  to  spend  for  each  employee  for  uniform  purchases 
a  maximum  of  $125  a  year  in  lieu  of  the  former  maximum  of  $100  a  year. 

Since  enactment  of  Public  Law  89-301  we  have  given  much  attention  to  the 
most  equitable  and  efficacious  means  of  implementing  the  increased  authority 
granted  by  Congress. 

We  have  held  a  series  of  meetings  with  representatives  of  employee  organiza¬ 
tions  and  with  key  members  of  the  uniform  manufacturing  and  retailing  industry 
to  review  such  matters  as  alternative  means  of  uniform  acquisition,  prices  for 
uniforms,  methods  of  precluding  disciplinary  problems  arising  out  of  the  current 
allowance  system,  etc.  Because  any  change  would  have  a  most  profound  effect 
on  employees  and  the  uniform  industry  we  wished  to  thoroughly  air  all  of  the 
issues.  These  meetings  produced  a  number  of  significant  facts  for  review  as  to 
industry  ethics,  licensing  of  vendors,  price  restraint,  contracting  for  certain 
garments,  reimbursement  procedures,  quality  control,  standardization  of  uniforms, 
and  administrative  costs.  These  matters  are  now  being  analyzed  to  determine 
what  changes  we  will  undertake. 

During  the  course  of  these  meetings,  we  repeatedly  assured  our  employee 
organizations  that  we  wished  to  negotiate  with  them  an ‘adjustment  which  would 
be  fair  and  sound  both  to  the  employee  and  his  Government  and  that  such 
negotiations  would  be  taken  up  as  part  of  the  negotiations  of  our  national  agree¬ 
ment  which,  incidentally,  are  now  underway. 

I  believe  our  discussions  with  the  leaders  of  the  uniform  industry  and  em¬ 
ployee  representatives  on  the  administration  of  the  uniform  allowance  program 
have  been  of  tremendous  value  and  basic  to  any  negotiations  on  adjustment  of 
the  allowance.  While  the  law  authorizes  the  Postmaster  General  to  set  the  maxi¬ 
mum  allowance  appropriate  for  each  category  of  uniformed  employee,  as  a  matter 
of  past  practice  we  have  established  the  precedent  of  discussing  the  matter  with 
employee  representatives  to  reach  an  accord  on  the  amount  of  the  allowance. 

As  an  indication  of  our  sincerity  in  this  regard,  our  supplemental  appropria¬ 
tion  request,  now  pending  before  Congress  includes  additional  funds  to  provide 
for  an  increased  expenditure  in  the  uniform  allowance  program  this  fiscal  year. 

Employee  organizations  will  be  notified  this  week  that  we  are  ready  to  nego¬ 
tiate  the  uniform  allowance  with  them.  I  cannot  advise  at  this  point  what  the 
results  of  the  negotiations  will  be.  I  do  believe,  however,  that  an  adjustment 
is  clearly  in  order  for  the  new  employee. 
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We  appreciate  your  bringing  to  our  attention  your  great  concern  over  the 
uniform  allowance' program  and  I  will  inform  you  of  the  results  of  our  new  nego¬ 
tiations. 

Sincerely  yours, 

(Signed)  Richard  J.  Murphy, 

Assistant  Postmaster  General. 


U.S.  House  of  Representatives, 
Subcommittee  on  Compensation  of  the 
Committee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service, 

W  ashington,  D.C.,  March  21,  1966. 

Hon.  Wilbur  D.  Mills, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means, 

House  of  Representatives,  Washington,  1).C. 


Dear  Mr.  Chairman:  In  accordance  with  our  informal  conversation  on 
March  7,  with  respect  to  the  President’s  1966  Federal  employees’  salary  message, 
I  am  enclosing  for  your  information  a  committee  print  embodying  the  President’s 
proposals  which  I  have  had  prepared  for  consideration  by  all  parties  concerned. 

I  have  not  yet  introduced  a  bill  to  carry  out  the  President’s  recommendations, 
because  both'  the  language  and  the  principles  involved  have  not  yet,  in  my 
judgment,  been  firmed  up  sufficiently  for  that  purpose.  The  committee  print  is 
a  tentative  draft,  from  which  our  committee  members  will  work  toward  a  clean 
bill  to  be  introduced,  and  I  hope  it  will  serve  your  purposes  as  well. 

That  part  of  the  President’s  recommendations  which  would  provide  social 
security  protection  for  Federal  employees  is  contained  in  part  V,  beginning  at 
page  69  of  the  committee  print.  Although  part  V  covers  only  nine  pages,  I 
think  you  will  agree  that  it  is  a  key  principle  of  the  President’s  recommendations. 
Therefore  I  will  very  much  appreciate  your  considering  it,  particularly  from  the 
standpoint  of  whether  or  not  your  committee  would  have  any  objection  if  our 
committee  were  to  include  this  feature  along  with  the  entire  Federal  employee 
package  recommended  by  the  President. 

We  would  want,  of  course — if  your  committee  has  no  objection — to  have  the 
advice  and  assistance  of  your  committee  staff  in  our  own  study  of  this  social 
security  feature,  in  preparing  for  the  markup  of  a  bill  to  be  introduced,  and  in  the 
writing  of  that  part  of  a  committee  report  dealing  with  part  V.  The  committee 
print  was  received  from  the  printer  over  the  weekend,  during  my  absence,  and  I 
am  informed  that  copies  have  already  been  sent  the  chief  counsel  of  your  com¬ 
mittee  and  Air.  Saperstc-in  of  the  Social  Security  Administration. 

Today  I  was  informed  of  the  Speaker’s  interest  in  early  consideration  of  this 
whole  measure,  so  I  have  scheduled  our  subcommittee  executive  sessions  for 
markup  of  a  bill  on  Wednesday  and  Thursday  of  this  week,  March  23  and  24. 
We  hope  to  be  able  to  report  a  bill  for  consideration  by  the  full  Committee  on 
Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  in  executive  session  next  Tuesday,  March  29,  so 
that  the  bill  may  be  reported  promptly  to  the  House. 

With  deep  appreciation  for  your  cooperation  and  assistance,  I  am, 


Sincerely  yours, 


Morris  K.  Udall,  Chairman. 


House  of  Representatives, 

Committee  on  Ways  and  Means, 

Washington,  D.C.,  March  22,  1966. 

Hon.  Morris  K.  Udall, 

Chairman,  Subcommittee  on  Compensation  of  the  Committee  on  Post  Office  and 
Civil  Service,  House  of  Representatives. 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman:  Pursuant  to  your  request  in  your  letter  dated  March  21, 
the  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means  met  this  afternoon  to  consider  part  V  of 
your  committee  print  dated  March  19,  1966. 

After  some  discussion,  it  was  decided  that  Mr.  Byrnes,  Air.  Keogh,  Air.  Broy- 
hill,  and  I  would  each  introduce  in  the  House  today,  if  time  permits,  bills  which 
would  embody  part  V  of  your  committee  print.  The  Committee  on  Ways  and 
Means  felt,  as  you  indicated  in  your  letter,  that  the  matters  covered  in  part  V 
are  within  the  jurisdiction  of  this  committee  and  should  be  handled  by  this 
committee. 
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I  am  sure  you  are  aware  of  the  fact  that  our  committee  directed  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  and  the  Civil  Service  Commission  some 
time  ago  to  study  the  subject  of  the  coverage  of  civil  service  employees  under  the 
social  security  system.  A  joint  report  dated  March  13,  1965,  was  submitted  to 
our  committee  on  this  subject.  However,  the  Department  of  Health,  Education, 
and  Welfare,  in  connection  with  our  consideration  of  the  matter  last  year,  re¬ 
quested  that  we  take  no  action  until  the  special  Cabinet  Committee  had  com¬ 
pleted  its  review  of  the  matter.  On  March  7  of  this  year,  the  report  of  the  Presi¬ 
dent’s  Cabinet  Committee  on  Federal  Staff  Retirement  Systems  was  made  public. 
The  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means  has  not  had  time  to  review  this  report. 
There  are  many  problems  of  relationship  of  the  two  systems  of  which  this  com¬ 
mittee  has  taken  note  in  the  past,  and  the  view  was  expressed  that  we  would 
prefer  to  act  overall  rather  than  on  a  piecemeal  basis. 

While  this  is  not  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means, 
in  our  discussions  today  it  was  also  decided  that  we  should  alert  you  to  the  fact 
that  the  proposal  in  your  committee  print,  relative  to  insuring  that  civil  service 
benefits  shall  be  no  less  than  the  social  security  benefits  that  would  have  been 


payable  if  the  Federal  employment  had  been  covered  by  social  security,  is  an 
area  that  you  should  consider  with  some  caution.  Our  reason  for  this  is  the  experi¬ 
ence  under  a  similar  provision  which  is  contained  in  the  Railroad  Retirement  Act, 
which  is  also  not  within  our  jurisdiction.  In  the  Railroad  Retirement  Act  provi¬ 
sions,  any  general  change  which  we  make  in  social  security  benefits  has  an  effect, 
due  to  the  automatic  features  of  the  Railroad  Retirement  Act,  on  railroad  retire¬ 
ment  benefits.  This,  to  say  the  least,  has  become  somewhat  awkward  to  us 
because  we  are  very  concerned  that  we  might  affect  railroad  retirement  benefits 
in  such  a  way  as  to  have  an  adverse  impact  upon  the  actuarial  soundness  of  that 
system.  We'  believe  that  you  should  consider  any  potential  problems  along  this 
line  which  might  be  created  should  such  an  automatic  provision  be  put  into  your 
bill  relative  to  a  change  in  civil  service  benefits  due  to  any  future  general  change 
which  we  might  make  in  social  security  benefits. 

We  are  most  appreciative  of  your  consideration  in  bringing  these  provisions 
which  are  within  our  jurisdiction  to  our  attention. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Wilbur  D.  Mills,  Chairman. 


House  of  Representatives, 
Washington,  D.C.,  March  24,  1966. 

Hon.  Morris  K.  Udall, 

Chairman,  Subcommittee  on  Compensation, 

House  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Committee, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman:  I  would  like  to  express  my  interest  in  the  hearings  being 
conducted  by  your  committee  regarding  the  compensation  of  Federal  employees. 

It  is  the  opinion  of  many  of  my  constituents  and  myself  that  the  standards  set 
forth  in  the  Federal  Pay  Act  of  1962  have  not  been  met.  One  group  in  particular, 
the  Postal  Union  of  Providence,  R.I.,  has  expressed  its  opposition  to  the  proposals 
for  compensation  of  those  in  the  lower  grades  and  the  inadequate  contribution  of 
the  Federal  Government  toward  hospital  premiums. 

I  would  greatly  appreciate  your  committee’s  consideration  of  these  matters. 


With  warmest  regards,  I  remain, 
Yours  sincerely, 


Fernand  J.  St  Germain, 

Member  of  Congress. 


Mr.  Udall.  There  being  no  further  witness  scheduled,  we  will 
stand  adjourned,  subject  to  the  call  of  the  Chair. 

(Whereupon,  at  10:22  a.m.,  the  hearing  was  adjourned.) 
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THE  FEDERAL  SALARY  AND  FRINGE  BENEFITS  ACT 

OF  1966 


WEDNESDAY,  APRIL  20,  1966 

U.S.  Senate, 

Committee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service, 

Washington,  D.C. 

The  committee  met  at  10  a.m.,  pursuant  to  call,  in  room  6202,  New 
Senate  Office  Building,  Senator  A.  S.  Mike  Monroney  (chairman  of 
the  committee)  presiding. 

Present:  Senators  Monroney,  Yarborough,  Randolph,  Hartke, 
Brewster,  Carlson,  Simpson,  and  Boggs.  _ 

Staff  members  present:  John  M.  Burzio,  Staff  Director  David 
Minton,  General  Counsel;  and  Frank  A.  Paschal,  LeGrand  A.  Rouse 
II,  and  Hugh  B.  Key  II,  professional  staff  members. 

The  Chairman.  The  Committee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service 
will  be  in  session. 

This  hearing  is  convened  to  hear  testimony  on  H.R.  14122,  the 
Federal  Salary  and  Fringe  Benefits  Act  of  1966.  This  bill,  as  passed 
by  the  House  of  Representatives,  provides  a  2.9-percent  increase  in 
salary,  enactment  of  30-year  retirement  at  age  55,  increased  Govern¬ 
ment  contributions  to  the  Government  employees  health  insurance 
program,  and  certain  other  improvements  in  the  characteristics  of 

Federal  employment.  _  . 

Of  major  importance  to  the  administration  and  this  Congress 
is  the  recognition  of  certain  principles  of  economic  growth  which 
have  in  recent  years  been  called  wage-price  guideposts.  We  all 
know  that  the  House  of  Representatives  made  every  effort  to  devise 
legislation  in  harmony  with  the  administration’s  recommendations. 

"This  committee  will  make  the  same  effort.  We  did  so  in  1965. 
We  are  aware  of  the  effect  which  rapid  increases  in  wages  and  prices 
can  have  on  the  American  economy.  We  are  also  aware  of  the  needs 
of  our  Federal  employees  and  the  necessity  of  fair  and  attractive 
salaries  and  fringe  benefits. 

It  is  my  hope  that  these  hearings  can  be  completed  as  soon  as 
possible  so  that  the  committee  can  begin  executive  discussions  on 
this  bill  and  the  suggestions  recommended  in  these  hearings.  I 
strongly  urge  all  our  witnesses  to  express  themselves  as  briefly  and 

succinctly  as  possible.  . 

Any  written  statements  submitted  by  a  witness  will  be  printed 
in  full  in  the  record.  I  do  not  wish  to  discourage  fair  deliberation 
by  our  witnesses  or  adequate  examination  of  the  issues  bv  our  members, 
but  I  am  sure  we  all  agree  that  getting  a  good  pay  bill  enacted  early 
is  of  primary  importance.  _ 

Our  distinguished  ranking  minority  member,  Senator  Carlson, 
has  a  serious  committee  conflict  and,  in  order  to  allow  him  to  leave 
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when  it  is  necessary,  I  would  like  to  have  him  make  whatever  opening 
statement  he  would  like  to  make  in  this  important  matter. 

Senator  Carlson.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

All  I  want  to  say  is  I  appreciate  our  Chairman’s  calling  early 
hearings  on  H.R.  14122,  which  is  the  Federal  Salary  and  Fringe 
Benefits  Act  of  1966,  and  I  want  to  assure  you  that  I  will  cooperate 
in  any  way  I  can  to  get  hasty  action  on  it.  I  do  regret  this  morning 
that  Secretary  McNamara  is  testifying  before  the  Senate  Foreign 
Relations  Committee  on  a  very  important  matter.  I  am  a  member 
of  that  committee  a,nd,  if  I  walk  out,  I  hope  you  and  those  interested 
in  this  legislation  will  understand. 

The  Chairman.  Our  first  witness  is  the  Honorable  John  W.  Macy, 
Jr.,  Chairman  of  the  U.S.  Civil  Service  Commission. 

DWffl  you  please  step  forward  and  introduce  the  gentlemen  accom¬ 
panying  you. 

STATEMENT  OF  JOHN^  W.  MACY,  JR.,  CHAIRMAN,  U.S.  CIVIL 

SERVICE,  ACCOMPANIED  BY  0.  GLENN  STAHL,  DIRECTOR, 

BUREAU  OF  POLICIES  AND  STANDARDS;  ROBERT  F.  MILKEY 

PAY  SYSTEMS,  BUREAU  OF  POLICIES  AND  STANDARDS;  AND 

ANDREW  E.  RUDDOCK,  DIRECTOR,  BUREAU  OF  RETIREMENT 

AND  INSURANCE 

Mr.  Macy.  Thank  you.  I  am  accompanied  by  Mr.  Glenn  Stalil" 
Director  of  the  Bureau  of  Policies  and  Standards;  Mr.  Robert  F‘ 
Milkey,  from  the  same  Bureau;  and  Mr.  Andrew  E.  Ruddock,  Director 
of  the  Commission’s  Bureau  of  Retirement  and  Insurance,  in  view  of 
the  broad  coverage  of  this  bill.  They  will  remain  behind  me  for  my 
first  statement,  and  I  will  call  them  into  action  in  the  event  questions 
necessitate  their  assistance. 

Senator  Boggs.  Would  you  yield  a  second  so  I  may  make  apologies 
to  our  distinguished  witness  this  morning,  Mr.  Macy  and  other  wit¬ 
nesses,  and  ask  the  permission  of  the  Chairman  of  the  committee  to  be 
excused  briefly.  I  have  three  committee  meetings  at  10  o’clock. 
One  is  agriculture  and  we  are  in  executive  session  acting  on  some 
legislation  on  the  committee  and  it  is  essential  to  make  a  quorum.  I 
will  be  back  as  soon  as  I  can. 

The  Chairman.  We  appreciate  your  coming  by. 

Senator  Yarborough.  As  you  know,  in  the  Senate  Appropriations 
Committee,  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  is  testifying  over  there.  I 
don’t  think  anything  else  could  pull  me  away,  except  the  pay  raise  for 
Federal  employees. 

The  Chairman.  We  appreciate  your  being  here. 

You  may  proceed,  Mr.  Macy. 

Mr. .  Macy.  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee,  I 
appreciate  this  opportunity  to  open  your  hearings  on  1966  proposals 
for  Federal  employee  pay  and  benefits.  As  I  have  said  on  similar 
occasions  in  the  past,  I  regard  this  as  a  most  important  area  of  Federal 
management. 

With  your  permission  I  would  like  to  include  in  the  hearings  at  this 
point  the  message  of  the  President  on  March  7,  1966.  It  features  the 
Presidential  program  and  recommendations. 
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The  Chairman.  It  will  be  included  in  the  committee  record  but  not 
in  the  printed  hearings. 

Mr.  Macy.  Thank  you,  sir. 

I.  GROSS  COMPENSATION 

The  proposals  before  you  affect  both  salary  and  supplementary 
benefits,  which  are  the  elements  of  gross  compensation  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment’s  personnel.  I  should  like  to  emphsize  at  this  point  the  inter¬ 
relationship  of  all  forms  of  compensation  and  the  necessity  from  now 
on  for  considering  the  effect  on  gross  compensation  whenever  a  change 
is  proposed  in  any  of  its  elements. 

With  supplemental  benefits  becoming  an  ever  larger  portion  of  the 
whole,  in  Government  as  in  industry,  we  can  no  longer  dissociate 
salary  and  other  elements  of  total  compensation.  An  increase  in 
salary  schedules,  for  example,  does  not  affect  only  direct  expenses  for 
salaries  of  employees  on  the  rolls.  It  automatically  raises  rates  of 
premium  pay,  the  Government’s  contribution  for  retirement  and  in¬ 
surance,  the  high  5-year  average  salaries  and  thereby  the  annuities 
of  employees  who  will  be  retiring,  the  lump  sum  leave  liability  of  the 
Government,  and  the  severance  pay  of  employees  who  may  be  in¬ 
voluntarily  separated.  Over  the  years,  these  expenditures  and  lia¬ 
bilities  mount  into  the  billions. 

I  suggest  that  we  hold  this  underlying  factor  in  mind  as  I  address 
myself,  first,  to  the  proposed  adjustment  of  Federal  statutory  salary 
schedules  set  forth  by  the  Congress  in  relation  to  policies  and  pro¬ 
cedures  of  the  Federal  Salary  Reform  Act  of  1962. 

II.  ADJUSTMENT  OF  STATUTORY  SALARY  SCHEDULES 

Present  Classification  Act  salaries  are  somewhat  above  or  equiva¬ 
lent  to  1964  private  enterprise  salary  levels  at  the  lower  grades,  up 
through  GS-5;  they  then  gradually  drop  back  below  private  enter¬ 
prise  levels  at  the  middle  and  upper  GS  grades. 

The  adjustment  that  was  proposed  by  the  President  would  maintain 
full  comparability  at  grades  up  through  GS-5,  bringing  these  salaries 
up  to  private  enterprise  levels  most  recently  reported  by  the  Bureau 
of  Labor  Statistics  last  November.  Above  GS-5,  where  comparability 
was  not  attained  in  the  1965  pay  legislation,  the  proposed  schedule 
would  move  toward,  but  not  all  the  way  up  to,  private  enterprise 
salaries. 

From  grade  GS-9  through  grade  GS-14,  the  proposed  increases 
amount  to  about  three-eights  or  37%  percent  of  the  difference  between 
present  Federal  and  private  enterprise  rates.  The  increases  become 
greater  at  the  higher  grades  in  this  span,  where  the  differences  are 
greater.  The  proposed  increases  become  smaller  again  at  GS-16, 
GS-17,  and  GS-18,  however,  because  present  salaries  are  already 
close  to  level  V  of  the  Federal  executive  salary  schedule. 

The  reason  for  this  pattern  of  increases,  in  addition  to  the  effect  of 
the  pattern  of  current  rates,  is  that  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics 
report  released  in  November  1965,  shows  greater  increases  in  private 
enterprise  pay  for  professional  and  administrative  occupations  than 
for  clerical  workers.  This  has  been  a  continuing  trend  over  the  past 
4  years. 
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The  1965  BLS  report  summarizes  the  4-year  trend  of  private 
company  pay  rates  for  three  occupational  groupings  as  follows : 


Increase  in  salaries,  1961-65  Percent 

Clerical _ 10.  6 

Lower  professional  and  administrative _ 13.  7 

Higher  professional  and  administrative _  15.  2 


The  Civil  Service  Commission-Bureau  of  the  Budget  comparisons 
of  Federal  salary  levels  with  the  latest  BLS  findings  in  private  firms 
take  this  trend  into  account.  To  do  so  involves  changing  slightly 
the  pattern  of  grade-to-grade  salary  progression  in  developing  the 
Classification  Act  salary  rates  which  woidd  represent  full  compara¬ 
bility  with  private  enterprise  rates.  The  new  pattern  fits  more  closely 
the  rates  reported  by  BLS  for  work  levels  in  private  industry  equating 
with  grade  levels  of  the  Classification  Act. 

The  President  also  proposed  parallel  adjustments  for  the  Postal 
Service,  Foreign  Service,  and  Veterans’  Administration  medical  pay 
schedules,  the  four  statutory  schedules. 

Proposed  schedules  would  bring  postal  salary  scales  fully  up  to  the 
latest  private  enterprise  standard,  reported  in  November  1965,  at  all 
levels  up  through  PFS^L  These  levels  include  about  88  percent  of 
all  postal  employees. 

In  addition,  pay  for  more  than  470,000  Classification  Act  employees 
in  grades  up  through  GS-5  would  also  meet  this  standard.  Alto¬ 
gether,  nearly  1  million  employees  of  the  approximately  1,800,000 
affected  by  the  President’s  proposals  would  achieve  full  pay  compa¬ 
rability  with  private  enterprise  rates  as  last  officially  reported. 

The  President’s  proposed  adjustment  of  salary  schedules  would  pro¬ 
vide  an  average  increase  of  2.85  percent  over  all  schedules.  This  in¬ 
crease,  taken  together  with  the  proposed  increase  in  supplemental 
benefits,  is  entirely  consistent  with  the  economic  guidepost  for  avoid¬ 
ing  inflationary  pressures.  The  increases  would  be  distributed  among 
Federal  grade  levels  consistently  with  the  differing  rates  of  increases 
at  different  salary  levels  in  private  enterprise  repeatedly  shown  by 
the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  annual  surveys. 

For  budgetary  reasons,  in  the  face  of  increased  expenditures  for 
Vietnam  operations,  the  President  asks  an  effective  date  of  January  1, 
1967,  for  the  salary  adjustment.  On  this,  the  Director  of  the  Bureau 
of  the  Budget  will  elaborate  when  he  appears  before  you. 

Salary  schedules  in  H.R.  14122,  as  passed  by  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives, .  do  not  meet  these  criteria.  I  urge  you  to  substitute  the 
pay  provisions  of  the  President’s  proposals  for  the  2.9  percent  across- 
the-board  increase  in  the  House  bill.  An  across-the-board  increase 
of  this  kind  (more  exactly,  a  2.9  percent  at  the  first  15  GS  grades  and 
2  percent  at  the  3  highest  grades)  is  contrary  to  the  statutory  compara¬ 
bility  principle.  It  advances  salaries  of  the  lower  grades  as  mush  as  or 
more  than  those  of  the  higher  grades,  even  though  Bureau  of  Labor 
Statistics  surveys  show  that  this  is  contrary  to  pay  trends  in  the 
private  economy.  The  result  is  a  widening  gap  with  prevailing  pay 
at  the  upper  Federal  levels. 

III.  OVERTIME  AND  SUNDAY  PAY 

The  House  bill,  H.R.  14122,  adds  new  overtime  and  Sunday  pay 
benefits  for  most  Federal  employees.  Equity  allows  no  alternative 
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but  to  concur  in  the  proposals  to  extend  to  additional  groups  overtime 
pay  for  work  in  excess  of  8  hours  in  a  day  and  premium  pay  at  25 
percent  of  base  rates  for  nonovertime  work  on  Sunday. 

Both  postal  and  wage-board  employees  now  have  daily  overtime 
pay  provisions  and  it  is  equitable  to  extend  these  provisions  to  salaried 
workers  whose  overtime  pay  is  governed  by  the  Federal  Employees 
Pay  Act  of  1945,  as  amended.  Congress  last  year  prescribed  premium 
pay  for  nonovertime  Sunday  work  of  postal  employees;  it  is  equitable 
to  extend  the  same  policy  to  other  salaried  employees  and  to  those  paid 
under  wage-board  schedules. 

H.R.  14122,  however,  would  also  extend  the  full  time-and-one-half 
overtime  rate  from  the  maximum  salary  of  PFS-7  to  the  top  rate  of 
PFS-10  for  the  postal  service,  and  from  the  minimum  rate  of  GS-9 
to  the  minimum  rate  of  GS-10  for  Classification  Act  and  other 
salaried  employees.  This  would  be  a  new  policy  for  both  groups, 
and  the  need  for  such  a  change  in  policy  had  not  been  demonstrated. 

Nonsupervisory  clerical  and  equivalent-level  workers  in  private 
Arms  are  generally  required  by  the  Fair  Labor  Standards  Act  to  be 
paid  time-and-one-half  rates  for  work  in  excess  of  40  hours  in  a  week, 
but  the  act  exempts  from  this  provision  professional,  administrative, 
and  executive  personnel. 

Thus,  most  of  the  kinds  of  positions  covered  by  the  act  are  similar 
to  those  most  common  in  Federal  grades  GS-5  and  below.  In 
administering  the  act,  one  consideration  in  determing  whether  a 
position  is  exempt  as  professional,  administrative,  or  executive  is 
whether  its  salary  is  as  much  as  $150  a  week,  which  amounts  to 


$7,800  a  year. 

Lower  salaried  positions  may  also  be  exempted,  but  a  salary  of 
$7,800  or  more  eliminates  some  of  the  other  criteria  required  for 
positions  at  lower  rates.  This  figure  is  very  close  to  the  minimum 
salary  rate  of  grade  GS-9,  up  to  which  the  Federal  Employees  Pay 
Act  now  provides  a  full  time-and-one-half  overtime  rate.  The 
President  has  proposed  $7,705  as  the  minimum  rate  for  this  grade 
and  $8,475  as  the  minimum  for  grade  GS-10;  H.R.  14122  proposes 
$7,696  as  the  GS-9  minimum  rate  and  $8,421  as  the  lowest  rate  of 
GS-10. 

In  the  postal  service,  the  top  rate  of  PFS-7,  to  which  level  the 
the  full  time-and-one-half  rate  now  applies,  would  be  $8,705  under  the 
President’s  proposal  and  $8,725  under  FI.R.  14122.  Both  of  these 
are  well  above  $7,800.  The  top  rate  for  PFS-10  would  become 
$10,892  or  $10,900  under  these  proposals. 

Although  not  required  by  law  to  pay  at  all  for  overtime  of  workers 
exempt  from  the  Fair  Labor  Standards  Act,  some  private  employers 
do  so.  A  report  recently  released  by  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics, 
Bulletin  No.  1470,  “Supplementary  Compensation  for  Nonproduction 
Workers,  1963,”  throws  some  light  on  the  extent  of  this  practice. 
Among  749  reporting  establishments,  nearly  two-thirds  reported  no 
overtime  compensation  for  exempt  workers.  Most  of  the  one-third 
paying  exempt  groups  for  overtime  work  pay  less  than  a  time-and- 
one-half  rate. 

The  findings  of  this  extensive  survey  do  not  support  a  time-and- 
one-half  rate  of  overtime  pay  at  higher  Federal  grades  than  those 
for  which  it  is  now  prescribed.  Most  employers  do  not  pay  at  all  for 
overtime  work  of  personnel  at  the  higher  salary  levels;  the  Govern- 
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ment  is  already  ahead  of  common  practices  at  these  pay  levels  in 
providing  overtime  pay  (even  though  at  less  than  time-and-one-half 
rates)  up  through  grade  GS-15. 

Further,  the  provision  in  the  bill  is  not  even  internally  equitable; 
time  and  one-half  would  be  paid  in  the  postal  service  up  through  level 
PFS-10,  with  a  top  salary  of  $10,892,  but  under  the  Classification 
Act  only  up  through  the  minimum  salary  of  GS-10,  $8,421.  The 
present  limits  are  $8,481  for  the  postal  service  and  $7,479  for  the 
Classification  Act,  not  by  any  means  exactly  the  same  but  considerably 
closer  than  under  the  proposal  in  H.R.  141.22. 

IV.  IMPROVEMENTS  IN  THE  RETIREMENT  AND  HEALTH  BENEFITS 

SYSTEMS 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  administration’s  proposals  for  change  in  the 
retirement  system  incorporated  a  number  of  measures  recommended 
by  the  Cabinet  Committee  on  Federal  Staff  Retirement  Systems. 
This  bill,  H.R.  14122,  includes  some  but  by  no  means  all  of  them. 
One  key  administration  recommendation  that  is  not  included  would 
provide  for  improved  financing  and  funding  of  the  system. 

The  House  Committee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  has  informed 
us  that  the  rest  of  the  recommendations,  including  those  dealing  with 
financing,  will  be  dealt  with  in  earty  hearings.  We  anticipate  hearings 
also  by  the  House  Ways  and  Means  Committee  on  those  recommenda¬ 
tions  which  involve  the  Social  Security  Act  as  well  as  the  retirement 
and  health  benefit  systems. 

I  hope  that  your  committee,  Mr.  Chairman,  too,  will  plan  early 
consideration  of  all  of  the  President’s  recommendations,  since  certain 
of  them  are  of  major  importance  both  to  employees  and  to  Government. 

A.  HEALTH  BENEFITS  CONTRIBUTIONS 

Title  VI  of  H.R.  14122  would  restore  the  original  overall  ratio  of 
Government  to  employee  contributions  in  payment  of  health  benefits 
premiums.  This  would  be  accomplished  by  increasing  the  Govern¬ 
ment’s  basic  biweekly  contribution  rate  from  $1.25  for  a  self-only 
enrollment  and  $3  for  a  family  enrollment  to  $1.62  and  $3.94  re¬ 
spectively. 

With  the  4-percent  overlay  for  contingency  and  administrative 
reserves  which  is  required  by  the  health  benefits  law,  the  present 
biweekly  contribution  rates  total  $1.30  for  self  only  and  $3.12  for 
family,  and  the  increased  contribution  rates,  as  provided  by  title  VI, 
would  be  $1.68  for  self  only  and  $4.10  for  family. 

This  increased  Government  contribution  would  become  effective 
with  the  first  pay  period  beginning  in  July  of  1966.  We  estimate  that 
the  total  cost  of  this  House-approved  item  would  be  $48  million  in 
fiscal  year  1967  and  in  each  year  thereafter,  of  which  $34  million  is 
attributable  to  employees  in  the  four  major  statutory  pay  systems 
covered  by  this  legislation. 

Because  of  the  way  the  existing  formula  for  determining  the  Gov¬ 
ernment’s  contribution  has  worked,  there  has  been  no  increase  in 
that  contribution  since  the  program  began  in  1960.  The  administra¬ 
tion  recognizes  that  an  increase  in  the  Government’s  contribution  is 
in  order,  and  in  his  March  7,  1966,  message  to  the  Congress  the  Presi¬ 
dent  recommended  an  increase. 
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However,  in  order  to  stay  within  the  wage  guidepost,  the  President 
recommended  that  the  increase  in  the  Government’s  contribution 
t.o  health  benefits  premiums  be  in  two  phases  rather  than  in  one,  as 
title  VI  provides. 

The  first  phase  would  be  effective  in  January  1967  and  would  in¬ 
crease  the  Government’s  biweekly  contribution  from  the  present 
$1.30  for  self  only  and  $3.12  family  to  $1.49  and  $3.61,  respectively. 
This  first  phase  would  cost  a  total  of  $24  million  with  half  this  amount 
being  expended  in  fiscal  year  1967  and  the  other  half  in  fiscal  year 
196S. 

The  second  phase  of  the  increase  would  be  effective  in  January  1968 
and  would  further  raise  the  Government’s  biweekly  contribution  to  a 
total  of  $1.68  for  self -only  and  $4.10  for  family.  This  second  phase 
would  add  another  $12  million  in  costs  for  the  fiscal  year  1968,  making 
a  total  cost  (including  the  first  phase)  for  that  year  of  $36  million. 
Thereafter  the  cost  would  stabilize  at  $48  million  annually,  assuming, 
of  course,  a  stable  enrollment. 

I  would  like  to  emphasize  that  this  controlled  rate  of  expenditure 
on  the  Government’s  part  for  health  benefits  is  an  integral  part  of  the 
concept  of  fixing  total  compensation  and  it  is  an  integral  part  of  con¬ 
forming  to  the  administration’s  economic  and  fiscal  policies.  The 
Commission  recommends  that  the  bill  be  amended  to  restore  the  two- 
phase  increase  proposed  by  the  President.  In  its  report  on  this  bill, 
the  House  committee  suggested  that  the  Senate  consider  making  this 
change. 

B.  RETIREMENT 

1.  Surviving  children:  We  favor  enactment  of  the  provision  of  this 
bill  which  would  eliminate  the  requirement  that  surviving  children 
must  have  received  more  than  half  then  support  from  the  deceased 
employee  or  annuitant  in  order  to  qualify  for  a  benefit.  We  also  favor 
enactment  of  that  portion  of  the  bill  which  would  revise  current 
provisions  for  student  children — - 

(1)  To  continue  the  student  child’s  annuity  for  intervals  of 
up  to  4  calendar  months  between  school  sessions; 

(2)  To  allow  a  surviving  child  who  becomes  a  full-time  student 
between  the  ages  of  18  and  22  to  be  awarded  a  benefit  or  to 
reacquire  a  benefit  which  he  may  have  lost;  and 

(3)  To  change  from  21  to  22  years  the  age  at  which  the  benefit 
of  a  surviving  child  is  to  be  terminated. 

Student-child  annuities  for  children  of  persons  retired  or  otherwise 
separated  prior  to  enactment  of  the  bill  would  be  begun  or  resumed 
under  these  provisions,  but  no  annuities  would  be  paid  for  any  period 
prior  to  its  enactment.  All  of  these  provisions  are  consistent  with 
social  security  practice,  were  recommended  by  the  Cabinet  Committee, 
and  were  endorsed  by  the  President.  We  estimate  their  cost  at 
$0.4  million  per  year  on  a  normal-cost-plus-interest  basis. 

2.  Remarried  widows;  We  endorse  the  provision  recommended  by 
the  Cabinet  Committee,  concurred  in  by  the  President,  and  incor¬ 
porated  in  this  bill,  that  permits  a  surviving  widow  or  widower  who  is 
aged  60  or  over  to  remarry  without  losing  title  to  annuity.  We  also 
favor  the  provision  that  permits  a  surviving  widow  or  widower  whose 
annuity  is  terminated  because  of  remarriage  under  age  60  to  be 
reinstated  to  the  annuity  roll  upon  termination  of  the  subsequent 
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marriage,  provided  any  lump-sum  payment  made  when  the  original 
survivor  benefit  ended  is  refunded. 

A  surviving  spouse  may,  however,  receive  only  one  Federal  staff 
retirement  benefit,  so  if  entitlement  to  another  such  benefit  is  acquired 
from  a  second  marriage,  an  election  of  one  or  the  other  benefit  must 
be  made.  As  the  bill  was  passed  by  the  House,  these  provisions  apply 
only  to  survivors  of  employees  who  are  in  the  service  on  or  after  date 
of  enactment. 

Persons  already  widowed,  and  those  who  become  widowed  by  the 
death  of  a  person  who  has  retired  before  enactment  wmuld,  therefore, 
not  be  affected,  and  the  cost  has  been  estimated  on  that  basis.  The 
normal  cost  plus  interest  amounts  to  $14.1  million  annually. 

3.  Optional  retirement:  Section  504  of  the  bill  would  permit  op¬ 
tional  retirement  on  full  annuity  at  age  55  with  30  years  of  service  and 
at  age  60  with  20  years’  service.  It  would  also  remove  the  reduction — 
1  percent  a  year  for  each  year  between  the  ages  of  55  and  60 — which 
now  applies  when  an  involuntarily  separated  employee  does  not  meet 
the  age  requirements  for  full  annuity  at  the  time  of  separation. 

The  Cabinet  Committee  recommended  and  the  President  endorsed 
retirement  on  full  annuity  with  these  same  combinations  of  age  and 
service,  but  with  the  additional  recommendation  that  the  55-30 
option  be  made  available  to  agencies,  also,  in  the  case  of  employees 
at  GS-13  (or  equivalent)  and  above.  The  agency  option  has  been 
deleted  from  this  bill. 

Employees  and  employee  organizations  have  for  many  years  sought 
retirement  on  full  annuity  at  age  55  with  30  years  of  service.  The 
administration  and  previous  administrations  have  consistently  opposed 
such  unilateral  proposals  because  retirement  at  this  age  works  to  the 
detriment  of  the  Government  in  some  cases,  yet  Government  as 
employer  was  offered  no  compensating  benefit.  Employees  do  not 
age  uniformly,  nor  sustain  productive  capacity  evenly,  but  neither 
present  law  nor  this  proposed  revision  gives  management  any  effective 
means  of  dealing  with  such  individual  differences.  The  only  true 
options  are  vested  in  the  employee. 

It  is  difficult  for  me  to  see  any  sound  reason  for  denying  Govern¬ 
ment,  as  employer,  this  limited  authority  needed  as  a  tool  of  good 
management  and  recommended  both  by  the  Cabinet  Committee  and 
the  President.  The  bill  should  be  revised  to  provide  that  at  the 
levels  where  management’s  need  is  most  critical — grade  13  and  above — 
agencies  may  retire  employees  who  have  reached  age  55  and  have  30 
years  of  service,  subject  to  a  60-day  written  notice  and  approval  by 
the  agency  head  of  the  action,  which  would  not  be  appealable.  If 
so  amended,  we  would  favor  enactment  of  this  portion  of  the  bill. 
We  estimate  its  cost  at  $23  million  annually,  normal  cost  plus  interest. 

4.  Recomputation  of  annuities:  We  strongly  oppose  the  provisions 
of  the  bill  -which  would  retroactively  apply  the  liberalized  joint  and 
survivorship  formula  and  the  55-percent  spouse’s  survivor  portion 
provisions  enacted  October  11,  1962,  to  the  cases  of  living  and  deceased 
annuitants  retired  with  survivor  elections  between  April  1,  1948,  and 
October  10,  1962,  and  to  -widows  and  widowers  of  employees  who  died 
between  February  29,  1948,  and  October  10,  1962. 

This  proposal  to  recompute  and  pay  these  cases  starting  July  1, 
1966,  as  if  the  survivorship  provisions  of  present  law  had  been  in 
effect  at  time  of  retirement  or  death  between  1948  and  1962,  would 
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reverse  or  void  the  provisions  carefully  and  deliberately  made  by  the 
87th  Congress  to  insure  that  these  liberalized  provisions  would  operate 
only  prospectively. 

As  a  matter  of  fact,  this  feature  proposing  retroactivity  is  at  odds 
with  other  retirement  provisions  of  this  very  bill  which  are  specifically 
made  to  apply  only  to  future  cases. 

The  retirees  who  would  benefit  from  this  feature  are  under  no  in¬ 
equity  warranting  retroactive  correction.  The  various  joint  and  sur¬ 
vivorship  options  in  effect  under  the  Retirement  Act  since  1948  have 
all  required  a  less  than  actuarial  reduction  and  in  each  instance  have 
offered  retiring  employees  a  “bargain”  under  which  the  Government 
undertook  payment  of  the  major  portion  of  the  cost  of  survivor  bene¬ 
fits  provided. 

The  fact  that  this  “bargain”  survivor  protection  was  made  progres¬ 
sively  better  in  1949,  in  1956,  and  again  in  1962,  does  not  negate  the 
fact  that  annuitants  retired  before  each  liberalization  had  the  advan¬ 
tage  of  the  bargain  in  effect  at  the  time  of  his  retirement. . 

The  most  serious  objection  to  this  proposal,  however,  is  its  inher¬ 
ently  dangerous  potential.  If  these  particular  liberalizations  in  the 
retirement  system  adopted  for  the  future  are  made  retroactive,  ex¬ 
treme  pressures  will  inevitably  follow  to  make  practically  all  existing 
and  future  liberalizations  retroactive  also. 

We  therefore  urge  strongly  that  these  provisions,  involving  an 
estimated  annual  cost  of  $12.4  million,  be  deleted  from  the  bill. 

5.  Provisions  for  former  Members  of  Congress:  The  bill  includes 
two  rather  unrelated  items  dealing  with  annuity  rights  of  former 
Members  of  Congress  who  are  later  employed  in  the  executive  branch. 

The  first  item  (in  section  504(c))  proposes  to  treat  a  former  Mem¬ 
ber’s  subsequent  non-Member  service  as  if  it  were  a  continuation  of 
his  Member  service,  both  for  purposes  of  the  2 y2  percent  annuity  com¬ 
putation  factor  applied  to  Member  service  and  for  creating  title  to 
immediate  discontinued-service  annuity  afforded  for  cases  of  Members 
separated  through  no  fault  of  their  own. 

This  proposal  is  unprecedented  and  in  our  opinion  would  misuse 
the  retirement  provisions  adopted  for  Members  because  of  the 
uncertainty  of  their  tenure.  We  see  no  logical  basis  for  treating  one 
person’s  executive  branch  service  differently  from  another’s  for  retire¬ 
ment  purposes  simply  because  one  had  previously  been  a  Member  of 
Congress  and  the  other  had  not.  We  consider  this  proposed  change 
to  be  unwarranted  and  recommend  its  deletion. 

The  second  item  (in  section  505(a))  would  correct  an  unintended 
restriction  on  the  basic  annuity  of  a  former  Member  upon  recomputa¬ 
tion  of  his  benefit  to  credit  Ins  subsequent  executive  branch  service. 
Instead  of  limiting  the  basic  recomputed  annuity  solely  to  80  percent 
of  the  salary  received  at  time  of  Member  separation,  as  at  present, 
this  change  "would  gear  the  basic  annuity  maximum  to  the  higher  of  80 
percent  of  final  Member  salary  or  the  final  salary  in  the  appointive 
position. 

This  corrective  change  has  merit  and  we  do  not  object  to  its  enact¬ 
ment. 

C.  SECTIONS  406  AND  503 - 'UNION  OFFICERS 

The  Commission  does  not  object  to  sections  406  and  503  of  the  bill 
providing  contributory  plans  under  which  employees  granted  leave 
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without  pay  to  serve  as  full-time  officials  of  employee  organizations  or 
unions  may  continue  full  Federal  group  life  insurance  and  health  bene¬ 
fits  protections  and  obtain  full  civil  service  retirement  credits  over  their 
periods  in  nonpay  status. 

Starting  from  enactment  date  insured  employees  already  in  nonpay 
status  or  granted  such  leave  without  pay  in  the  future  would  have  60 
days  from  enactment  date  or  entry  on  leave  without  pajr  in  which  to 
file  elections  with  their  Federal  agencies  to  continue  their  life  insurance 
or  health  benefits  protections  by  currently  paying  both  the  employee 
and  Government  premium  shares  to  their  Federal  agencies. 

Officials  not  electing  continuing  coverage  under  this  employee- 
pay-all  plan  would  have  their  insurance  and  health  benefits  protec¬ 
tions  under  the  regular  rules;  group  protection  would  continue  free 
for  up  to  a  year’s  continuous  leave  -without  pay — whereupon  it  would 
cease — subject  to  a  31-day  continuation  of  coverage  to  permit  con¬ 
version  to  a  nongroup  policy  without  medical  examination. 

Also  starting  from  enanctment  date,  the  union  official  would  have 
60  days  from  entry  on  leave  without  pay  to  elect  with  his  agency 
to  receive  full  retirement  credit  by  currently  paying  retirement  de¬ 
ductions  on  his  salary  as  if  in  pay  status.  Otherwise  the  usual  credit 
of  up  to  6  months  per  calendar  year  would  be  allowed  for  the  leave 
without  pay. 

Any  present  or  former  union  officer  with  retirement  coverage  on 
or  after  enactment  date  would  have  the  option  of  depositing  employee 
deductions,  with  interest,  for  his  prior  periods  of  leave  without  pay 
granted  to  allow  him  to  serve  as  a  full-time  union  officer.  In  case  of 
his  death  before  retirement,  the  union  officer’s  survivor  could  exercise 
this  option.  In  the  abscence  of  full  deposit,  only  the  leave  without 
pay  not  exceeding  6  months  in  a  calendar  year  could  be  credited. 

The  life  insurance  and  health  benefits  provisions  for  union  officials 
would  involve  no  Government  cost.  The  retirement  credit  provi¬ 
sions  would  involve  additional  costs  to  the  extent  that  resulting  added 
benefits  exceeded  amounts  paid  into  the  retirement  fund,  but  such 
added  cost  would  be  minimal  because  of  the  small  number  of  persons 
affected. 

V.  OTHER  PROVISIONS 

H.R.  14122  includes  several  miscellaneous  provisions,  most  of  which 
relate  to  the  postal  service.  One  of  special  interest  to  the  Commission 
would  authorize  appointment  of  highly  qualified  individuals  above  the 
minimum  rate  in  grades  GS-11  and  GS-12,  in  addition  to  grades 
GS-13  and  higher  grades  where  this  authority  already  exists. 
Extending  the  authority  to  the  two  new  grades  would  aid  recruiting  at 
these  key  entry  levels  for  those  with  Ph.  D.  degrees. 

vl.  CONCLUSION 

In  conclusion,  the  President’s  1966  proposals  on  compensation 
would  maintain  the  principle  of  comparability  with  private  enterprise 
levels  for  Federal  statutory  salary  schedules,  would  significantly 
improve  supplementary  benefits  of  Federal  employees,  and  would, 
in  totality,  be  consistent  with  the  President’s  economic  guidepost 
designed  to  avoid  inflationary  pressures  and  maintain  a  stable 
economy. 
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The  proposed  pay  schedules  would  provide  salaries  at  full  com¬ 
parability  or  better  for  about  57  percent  of  the  Federal  employees 
concerned,  those  in  the  heavily  populated  grades  up  through  GS-5 
and  PFS-4.  The  schedules  would  advance  as  far  toward  full  com¬ 
parability  with  private  enterprise  pay  at  the  higher  grades  as  con¬ 
sistent  with  the  economic  guidepost  and  the  existing  salary  for  level 
V  of  the  Federal  Executive  Salary  Schedule. 

In  addition,  the  retirement  and  health  insurance  amendments, 
which  are  among  the  original  proposals  of  the  President  on  these 
subjects,  would  add  important  and  valuable  features  to  the  total 
compensation  of  Federal  employees.  They  offer  a  significant  supple¬ 
ment  to  the  direct  improvements  in  salaries. 

I  urge  the  committee  to  support  prompt  enactment  of  the  revisions 
of  H.R.  14122  I  have  outlined,  which  would  incorporate  most  of  the 
President’s  proposals  on  gross  compensation.  I  should  not  object, 
however,  to  the  addition  of  the  proposals  for  Sunday  premium  pay 
and  for  overtime  pay  for  work  over  8  hours  in  a  day  that  are  in  the 

House-passed  bill.  . 

These  provisions  present  some  problems,  particularly  covering  under 
the  8-hour  daily  overtime  provision  the  scientists  and  others  for  whom 
it  is  impracticable  to  prescribe  a  regular  schedule  of  hours  of  duty  for 
each  workday,  and  if  it  is  agreeable  to  the  committee  I  should  like 
later  to  furnish  language  for  your  consideration  which  could  make  this 
provision  easier  to  administer  without  interfering  with  the  operation 
of  the  principle. 

Mr.  Chairman,  members  of  the  committee,  I  appreciate  your  pa¬ 
tience  in  allowing  me  to  read  this  long  statement.  I  do  believe  there 
is  an  opportunity  this  year  within  the  economic  guideposts  set  forth 
by  the  President  to  make  further  improvement  in  the  salary  systems 
of  the  Federal  Government  in  accordance  with  the  policies  set  forth 
in  the  act,  and,  in  addition,  provide  supplementary  benefits  that  are 
helpful  to  the  employees  in  meeting  the  needs  of  economic  security. 

1  will  be  happy  to  answer  your  questions  now  or,  if  you  wish  to  hear 
Director  Schultze’s  testimony,  we  can  both  be  responsive  to  your 

questions.  ...  . 

The  Chairman.  I  believe  we  can  do  better  by  asking  you  a  tew 

questions  at  the  start.  .  ,  ,  ... 

Do  you  have  a  table  showing  the  difference  m  the  cost  of  the  biff 
recommended  by  the  President  and  the  bill  passed  by  the  House? 

Mr.  Macy.  I  would  be  glad  to  pass  that  one  to  my  colleague,  Mr. 
Schultze,  now  that  he  is  here.  He  is  the  expert  with  figures  and  I 
think  the  committee  would  find  his  response  more  comprehensive 

than  mine.  .  ... 

Mr  Schultze.  I  just  want  to  say  we  are  m  the  process  of  compiling 
this  and  we  will  furnish  either  for  the  record.  I  can  talk  to  it  when 

you  wish.  .  .  . 

The  Chairman.  I  think  we  better  stay  with  one  witness  at  this 

time. 

I  notice  in  this  bill  that  the  salary  for  GS-18  is  only  $110  less  than 
the  level  5  of  the  executive  salary  schedule.  One  of  our  major  prob¬ 
lems  in  the  1962  Salary  Reform  Act  was  extreme  compression  in  the 
upper  levels  of  civil  service  and  postal  pay?  What  happens  next  year? 
Has  the  administration  given  thought  to  the  problem  of  career 
salaries  running  up  against  or  exceeding  executive  salaries? 
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Mr.  Macy.  1  es,  we  have  and  we  are  concerned  about  the  limited 
salary  gap  that  would  exist  under  the  passage  of  this  bill  between 
grades  18  and  GS-5  of  the  Executive  Salary  Act.  You  may  recall 
that  hi  the  pay  presentation  offered  by  the  administration  last  year 
there  were  proposals  that  would  call  for  regular  review  of  legislative 
and  judicial  salaries  which  tend  to  control  the  ceilings  for  the  Classifi¬ 
cation  Act  and  the  other  statutory  systems. 

The  Congress  elected  last  year  not  to  move  on  any  of  those  plans. 
It  did  not  advance  them  again  this  year.  However,  we  are  concerned 
about  this  and  will  in  the  executive  branch  be  examining  what  the 
next  step  will  be  with  respect  to  executive  pay  in  order  to  avoid  further 
compression  among  the  top  career  salaries.  This  year  the  proposal 
for  grades  GS-16,  17,  and  18  is  limited  to  a  2-percent  increase,  not  be¬ 
cause  that  was  all  that  was  warranted  in  the  interest  of  comparability, 
but  that  was  all  that  was  possible  within  the  ceiling  proposed  by  the 
executive  salary  schedule. 

The  Chairman.  I  notice  on  page  2  you  assert  that  the  adjustment 
proposed  by  the  President  would  maintain  full  comparability  at 
up  tin  ough  GS-5  and  PFS-5,  is  that  correct? 

Mr.  Macy.  That  is  right;  that  is  as  of  the  most  recently  available 
data  from  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  which  was  provided  in 
November. 

The  Chairman.  That  would  have  a  built-in  obsolescence  of  about  a 
year  and  a  half. 

Mr.  Macy.  There  would  be  a  lag  as  of  the  effective  date  of  January 
1  as  proposed  of  more  than  a  year  and  half,  that  is  correct.  But  at. 
this  point  there  is  no  collected  data  available  concerning  rates  more 
recent  than  that  published  in  November  of  last  year.  The  next 
survey  would  be  available  November  of  this  year. 

The  Chairman.  I  think  we  should  be  careful  in  the  way  we  state 
this  so  we  do  not  hold  out  to  the  public  or  members  of  the  various 
organizations  that  they  are  coming  up  with  complete  comparability. 

Mr.  Macy.  1  hat  is  why  in  each  of  my  assertions  I  have  indicated 
this  is  true  insofar  as  the  most  recently  available  data  is  concerned. 

It  would  be  our  hope  that  at  a  future  date  we  could  set  up  the 
system  so  that  this  lag  would  be  very  substantially  reduced.  This 
year  economic  and  budgetary  conditions  are  such  it  cannot  be. 

The  Chairman.  How  far  back  of  comparability  are  the  other 
grades? 

Mr.  Macy.  Well,  from  that  an  effort  was  made  to  provide  a 
catch-up  ol  three-eighths  or  87 percent  for  ail  of  the  grades  up 
through  15.  This  is  why  there  is  an  irregular  progression  by  percents 
in  the  Presidential  proposal.  It  starts  out  with  a  minimum  of  a  1- 
percent  increase  in  the  first  three  grades  and  then  climbs - 

i  lie  Chairman.  Do  we  have  a  table  on  that  for  members  of  the 
committee? 

Mr.  Macy.  In  Mr.  Schultze’s  testimony,  page  9,  there  is  a  table 
showing  the  proposed  adjustments  with  the  righthand  column 
mdicating  the  relationship  of  the  proposed  pay  line  in  the  Presi¬ 
dential  message  to  comparability  and  shows  that  at  the  low  end  of 
the  scale  his  proposal  would  produce  8.8  percent  above  comparability. 

It  would  be  100  percent  up  through  5  and  then  it  would  gradually 
decline  to  92.7  at  15  and  would  decline  even  below  that  at  16,  17 
and  18.  ’* 
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If  you  move  your  eyes  two  columns  to  the  left  there  is  presented 
there  the  increase  recommended  by  the  President  in  terms  of  per¬ 
cent  increase  and  you  will  see  it  ranges  from  the  1  percent  at  the 
bottom  to  4.5  at  grade  15.  If  you  were  to  increase  to  reach  com¬ 
parability  as  of  the  information  available  in  the  1965  report  from  the 
Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics,  you  can  see  what  the  increases  would 
have  to  be. 

That  is  in  the  next  column  to  the  left.  It  would  be  0  in  1  and 
2;  it  would  be  2.4,  the  same  as  in  the  President’s  proposal  at  5,  and  it 
would  raise  up  to  12.8  percent  at  15. 

Does  that  answer  your  question,  Mr.  Chairman? 

The  Chairman.  This  is  helpful.  Can  you  give  us  the  application 
of  the  2.8  figure  across  the  board;  that  is  what  the  House  increase 
amounts  to,  is  it  not? 

Mr.  Macy.  Yes,  that  is  on  page  2  of  the  bill,  the  text  of  the  bill 
itself. 

Now  the  pay  line  is  the  fourth  rate  so  the  comparison  would  be  to 
run  your  eye  down  to  the  fourth  rate,  which  is  $3,975  at  GS-1,  $5,859 
at  GS-5  and  $19,371  at  15. 

The  percentage  would  be  2.9  for  all  of  the  grades  GS-1  through 
GS-1 5  and  2  percent - 

The  Chairman.  2.9  instead  of  the  amount  of  increases  recom¬ 
mended  by  the  President - 

Mr.  Macy.  One  to  4.5.  It  would  be  the  same  in  16,  17,  and  18. 

Senator  Yarborough.  The  witness  says  2.9.  Are  you  referring 
to  column  4  on  page  2  of  the  House  bill  or  the  recommendation  of  the 
President? 

Mr.  Macy.  No,  the  column  on  page  2  of  H.R.  14122  would  be  the 
rates  that  are  comparable  to  those  on  the  table  we  were  looking  at  in 
Mr.  Schultze’s  testimony. 

Senator  Yarborough.  The  answer  you  just  gave  to  Chairman 
Monroney  about  2.9,  are  you  referring  to  the  President’s  or  the 
administration’s  recommendation? 

Mr.  Macy.  The  2.9  across-the-board  increase  is  the  amount  of 
increase  in  the  House  bill  over  the  present  schedule. 

Senator  Yarborough.  You  are  referring  to  column  4  of  page  2  of 
the  House  bill? 

Mr.  Macy.  That  is  right. 

Senator  Yarborough.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Senator  Simpson.  As  of  what  date  is  this  comparability  survey 
made? 

Mr.  Macy.  The  survey,  Senator  Simpson,  runs  over  a  period  ol 
about  9  months.  The  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  refers  to  the 
period  February-March  as  the  reference  period  for  this  survey. 
This  would  be  the  average  time. 

Senator  Simpson.  As  of  this  fiscal  year? 

Mr.  Macy.  As  of  1965.  In  other  words,  this  is  now  13  months 
ago,  although  some  of  the  data  was  collected  as  late  as  last  June. 
TLe  report  with  all  the  data  analyzed  and  presented  to  the  executive 
branch  comes  from  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  in  November. 

Senator  Simpson.  More  than  a  year  later? 

Mr.  Macy.  Actually,  if  you  use  the  reference  month  of  March,  it 
means  it  comes  about  8  months  after  that  reference  month. 
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Senator  Simpson.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

The  Chairman.  Thank  you  sir. 

Could  you  give  us  the  total  cost  of  the  President’s  pay  bill  versus 
the  cost  of  the  House  enacted  bill? 

Mr.  Macy.  The  total  cost  of  the  salary  increases  in  the  President’s 
proposal  is  $379.2  million  on  an  annual  basis. 

The  Chairman.  And  the  House-passed  bill? 

Mr.  Macy.  The  House-passed  bill,  the  comparable  figure  would  be 
$391.3  or  $416.7  million  if  you  include  additional  retirement  contri¬ 
butions. 

The  Chairman.  This  includes  the  pay  increase  and  all  fringe 
benefits? 

Mr.  Macy.  No,  this  is  just  the  salary. 

The  Chairman.  Can  we  go  down  through  the  fringes  and  get  that 
figure? 

Mr.  Macy.  The  health  benefits  figure - 

The  Chairman.  Next  in  your  statement,  on  page  5,  I  believe,  is 
overtime  and  Sunday  pay. 

Mr.  Macy.  The  overtime  and  Sunday  pay  for  the  four  pay  systems 
is  $62  million. 

The  Chairman.  That  was  not  in  the  President’s  recommendation, 
is  that  correct? 

Mr.  Macy.  That  is  added  on,  that  is  in  addition  to  the  President’s 
recommendation. 

The  Chairman.  Then  retirement  and  health  benefits? 

Mr.  Macy.  The  health  benefit  figure  for  1  year  would  be  $17  million, 
and  the  retirement,  $37.9  million. 

The  Chairman.  The  retirement  benefits  were  how  much? 

Mr.  Macy.  $37.9  million. 

Senator  Yarborough.  May  I  clarify  a  point? 

The  Chairman.  Yes. 

Senator  Yarborough.  Is  the  $62  million  for  overtime? 

Mr.  Macy.  That  includes  the  overtime  and  the  Sunday  premium 
of  25  percent. 

Senator  Yarborough.  Does  this  include  all  the  wage  board,  all 
the  postal  and  all  the - - 

Mr.  Macy.  No;  this  would  include  just  the  four  statutory  systems. 
The  Classification  Act  cost  is  $47  million.  The  postal  were  covered 
in  last  year’s  act  with  respect  to  most  of  the  particular  benefits. 

Senator  Yarborough.  Is  this  $47  million  the  cost  just  of  the  classi¬ 
fieds? 

This  is  net  new  cost? 

Mr.  Macy.  That  is  right.  Let  me  add,  Senator  Yarborough,  these 
are  estimates.  It  is  very  difficult  in  computing  the  cost  of  a  benefit 
of  this  type  because  the  cost  is  susceptible  to  management  decisions 
relating  to  the  scheduling  of  employees.  This  is  the  best  guess  we 
can  provide  at  this  particular  time. 

You  mentioned  the  wage  board  group;  this  would  be  extended 
to  the  wage  board  group  and  that  would  cost  $12  million,  but  what 
I  am  responding  on  is  the  cost  for  the  four  statutory  systems  covered 
under  the  paper  provisions  of  the  bill.  It  is  that  coverage  which 
comes  into  play  in  determining  the  percentage  in  relation  to  the 
economic  guideposts. 

The  Chairman.  Can  you  give  us  the  added  cost  on  health? 
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Mr.  Macy.  Yes;  as  it  is  in  the  House  bill,  it  is  $34  million  because 
it  includes  both  steps  in  one  phase.  The  proposal  that  I  have  offered 
here  and  which  the  House  in  its  report  has  encouraged,  would  be  to 
split  it  back  into  two  bundles  and  one  bundle  for  this  year  would 
be  $17  million. 

The  Chairman.  It  would  stabilize  at  $48  million  annually? 

Mr.  Macy.  Yes,  and  that  is  including  the  wage  board  employees 
who  are  outside  the  calculations. 

The  Chairman.  In  figuring  longtime  costs  we  are  talking  about 
$48  million  instead  of  $17  million? 

Mr.  Macy.  That  is  right. 

The  Chairman.  On  the  retirement  provisions  you  have  given  $37 
million  as  total  cost? 

Mr.  Macy.  $37.9  million,  that  would  be  the  total  cost  of  the  re¬ 
tirement  provisions  that  are  proposed,  that  the  administration  reports. 

The  Chairman.  That  includes  remarried  widows? 

Mr.  Macy.  Children  and  remarried  widows  and  the  provision  for 
optional  early  retirement  but  would  not  include  the  recomputation 
limit. 

The  Chairman.  What  would  that  be? 

Mr.  Macy.  Recomputation  comes  out  at  $9.3  million. 

Mr.  Minton.  Is  that  for  the  four  statutory  systems? 

Mr.  Macy.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  Minton.  Do  you  have  the  total  cost  outside  the  four  statutory 
systems? 

Mr.  Macy.  Total  cost  outside,  there  would  probably  be  another 
$3.1  million. 

The  Chairman.  That  is  the  big  cost,  is  it  not? 

Mr.  Macy.  That  is  right. 

Now  there  are  some  other  items  in  the  bill  of  relatively  small  cost 
which  the  postal  witness  will  testify  on.  That  is  the  matter  of  the 
postal  seniority  adjustments  and  the  increased  uniform  allowance 
and  the  special  delivery  mileage.  The  cost  of  those  items  comes  to 
roughly  $11  million. 

The  Chairman.  If  we  are  so  far  behind  comparability  in  the  upper 
grades,  how  do  you  account  for  our  ability  to  recruit  scientists, 
doctors,  and  engineers? 

Mr.  Macy.  The  scientists,  doctors,  and  engineers,  we  have  been 
using  the  authority  in  section  504  of  the  1962  act  to  provide  a  high 
year  salary  level.  We  have  about  38,000  positions  where  we  are 
hiring  above  the  minimum  at  steps  5  or  7  in  order  to  meet  the  market 
in  those  particular  fields. 

The  Commission  has  before  it  at  the  present  time  a  request  for 
similar  action  for  auditors  and  accountants  and  internal  revenue 
agents.  These  appear  to  be  particular  shortages  in  specialized  skills 
and  the  flexibility  in  504  makes  it  possible  for  us  to  hire. 

Most  of  the  hiring  is  done  at  the  lower  levels.  There  is  relatively 
little  hiring  that  takes  place  in  the  upper  ends  of  the  scale  so  that 
primarily  our  argument  here  is  that  we  ought  to  be  meeting  the  market 
in  fairness  and  equity  to  the  people  performing  those  jobs. 

The  Chairman.  Are  you  able  to  hold  these  men  or  is  there  a  heavy 
loss  in  this  category  of  your  personnel? 

Mr.  Macy.  The  loss  does  not  appear  to  be  heavy ;  the  advances  in 
salary,  as  you  specify,  along  with  the  really  very  fine  fringe  benefit 
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package  that  the  Federal  Government  provides  hold  these  people 
but,  most  important,  their  commitments  to  the  public  service  and 
their  interest  in  the  work  they  are  doing  is  a  large  factor. 

I  don’t  believe  our  turnover  is  excessive  at  these  levels.  We  do^ 
find  some  difficulty  in  hiring  a  small  number  of  highly  specialized 
people  at  this  level,  particularly  in  the  professional  specialists  at  the 
National  Institutes  of  Health.  Some  of  the  top  people  they  need 
there  are  very  difficult  to  get  because  they  are  in  short  supply  and 
because  they  can  command  a  very  high  salary. 

The  Chairman.  You  have  outlined  the  cost  of  the  overtime  pro¬ 
visions  at  $62  million.  There  was  no  overtime  recommended  by  the 
President,  as  I  understand  it. 

Mr.  Macy.  The  President’s  recommendations  were  limited  to 
retirement  and  health. 

The  Chairman.  $17  million? 

Mr.  Macy.  That  is  right.  In  the  President’s  proposal,  $17  million. 

The  House-passed  bill  included  the  entire  catchup  in  one  year,  that 
is,  at  $34  million. 

The  Chairman.  Retirement  benefits  $37.9  million  in  the  House- 
passed  bill? 

Mr.  Macy.  Less  the  recomputation  which  woidd  be  an  added 
$12.4. 

The  Chairman.  Yes;  I  have  that. 

The  President  had  no  recommendation  on  recomputation? 

Mr.  Macy.  No;  the  recomputation  was  added  in  the  House  com¬ 
mittee  and  was  not  included,  in  fact  the  Cabinet  committee  considered 
the  whole  issue  of  recomputation  and  clearly  decided  against  it. 

The  Chairman.  Senator  Yarborough? 

Senator  Yarrorough.  If  you  have  a  January  1967  effective  date 
as  you  recommended,  then  tiie  elapsed  time  since  the  last  increase  of 
October  of  1965  would  be  15  months,  is  that  correct? 

Mr.  Macy.  That  is  right. 

Senator  Yarborough.  Now,  doesn’t  this  destroy  the  effort  to 
enact  a  3%o  annual  increase  in  compensation?  You  are  not  taking  an 
annual  increase.  You  are  taking  their  1%  year’s  period  of  time? 
Whatever  you  recommend,  2.9  or  2.85  increase.  You  are  not  recom¬ 
mending  that  much  increase  a  year  where  you  are  dealing  with  an 
elapsed  time  of  1 X  years? 

Mr.  Macy.  We  are  dealing  with  a  15-month  lapse  but  the  computa¬ 
tion  of  the  guidepost  is  on  the  basis  of  percentage  of  increase  in 
gross  compensation.  That  is  the  basis  for  the  3.2.  That  would  apply 
regardless  of  the  effective  date. 

Senator  Yarborough.  Your  reference  month  is  back  in  March? 

Mr.  Macy.  That  is  correct. 

Senator  Yarborough.  If  your  compensation  increase  becomes 
effective  January  1967  and  you  take  as  your  reference  month  the 
month  of  March  1965,  you  would  have  a  still  greater  disparity  in 
percentage? 

Mr.  Macy.  That  is  right,  but  as  I  indicated,  even  though  the  refer¬ 
ence  month  is  in  March,  the  data  is  not  available  until  November. 
You  are  correct  there  would  be  21  months  from  the  reference  point 
and  there  would  be  roughly  13  months  from  the  time  the  data  was 
first  available. 
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Senator  Yarborough.  And  that  would  destroy  your  effort  to 
bring  up  this  3.2  or  2.9  per  year? 

Mr.  Macy.  This  requires  the  effort  to  keep  up  to  comparability, 
the  argument  for  the  effective  date  is  the  cost  of  the  total  program 
and  the  heavy  expenditures  of  the  Federal  Government  at  this  time 
in  meeting  the  cost  of  Vietnam.  It  was  the  President’s  proposal 
that  the  effective  date  be  deferred  to  reduce  by  50  percent  the  cost  of 
this  program  during  the  current  fiscal  year,  or  up  coming  fiscal  year. 

Senator  Yarborough.  Referring  now  to  your  testimony  on  the 
Government’s  contribution  on  the  health  benefits  insurance.  Has  the 
Commission  ever  given  thought  to  some  kind  of  escalator  clause  so 
that  the  Government’s  contribution  to  the  health  benefits  insurance 
could  be  maintained  at  a  fixed  percentage  of  the  premium? 

Mr.  Macy.  We  have  given  thought  to  that  and  have  had  some 
difficulty  in  arriving  at  a  formula  or  a  ratio  that  would  adequately 
cover  all  of  the  different  programs  that  are  involved  in  the  health 
benefit  program.  There  are  some  34  different  plans  and  the  rates 
tend  to  vary  from  plan  to  plan  and  tend  to  have  their  adjustments  at 
different  times. 

I  think  that  in  the  long  run  this  is  probably  what  we  ought  to  try 
to  work  for  but  it  becomes  particularly  complicated  when  you  don’t 
have  a  single,  or  two  plans,  but  have  as  many  different  ones  as  we  do 
at  the  present  time. 

Senator  Yarborough.  I  notice  in  your  recommendations  you 

recommend  a  two-step  change.  ... 

Mr.  Macy.  That  is  right.  The  recommendations  m  here,  Senator 
Yarborough,  would  bring  the  Government’s  contribution  from  slightly 
below  30  percent,  which  is  the  level  now,  back  up  to  38  percent, 
which  was  the  amount  of  the  Government’s  contribution  at  the  time 
the  program  was  enacted. 

Senator  Yarborough.  What  we  were  thinking  about  m  1959  was 
50-50  on  this  plan.  That  was  our  real  objective,  to  have  a  50-50 
division — the  Government  paying  half  and  the  employees  paying  half. 
I  know  because  I  was  here  when  it  was  enacted.  _  Certain  private  cor¬ 
porations  had  advanced  health  plans.  They  paid  all  the  premiums. 

So  our  thought  originally  in  passing  that  bill  was  for  a  50-50  con¬ 
tribution.  This  will  bring  it  back  so  that  the  Government  is  paying 
38  percent.  Now  it  is  slipped  to  28  percent,  is  that  right? 

Mr.  Macy.  That  is  right.  Part  of  the  problem  is  we  have  a  high 
plan  and  a  low  plan  and  the  election  has  been  for  the  higher-cost  plan. 

Senator  Yarborough.  The  50-50  was  dependent  on  people  taking 

the  lowest  plan?  .  .  ,, 

Mr.  Macy.  You  are  absolutely  right,  and  this  is  an  area  where  all 
of  you  know,  I  am  sure,  that  costs  have  been  going  up  very  rapidly 
and  I  feel  we  do  need  to  take  a  continuing  look  at  how  we  maintain  the 
Government’s  contribution  and  do  not  have  an  excessi\e  bin  den  on 
the  emplovees.  Also  we  need  to  relate  the  cost  of  this  benefit  to  other 
benefits  provided  to  employees. 

The  Chairman.  Would  you  yield? 

Senator  Yarborough.  Yes.  _ .  .  .  ,  , 

The  Chairman.  I  am  at  a  loss  to  see  why  that  should  be  considered 
in  the  guideposts.  W e  are  not  giving  any  more  insurance  oi  medical 
benefits ;  we  are  just  restoring  the  ratio  we  started  out  with. 
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Mr.  Macy.  I  know,  but  we  are  increasing  the  cost  to  the 
Government. 

The  Chairman.  I  know,  but  we  should  not  charge  the  employee 
when  he  is  not  actually  getting  any  more  medical  insurance  than"  he 
had  before.  We  are  merely  restoring  the  former  ratio. 

Mr.  Macy.  We  are  paying  the  same  ratio  but  in  paying  that  ratio 
it  means  the  Federal  Government  has  to  pay  an  increased  amount  of 
money  and  the  increases  of  that  type  are  covered  by  the  computation 
of  the  guidepost  percentage. 

The  Chairman.  I  don’t  look  at  it  that  way  and  don’t  think  the 
committee  does. 

Senator  Yarborough.  I  agree  with  the  chairman.  This  onlv 
restores  the  employee  to  the  position  he  had  before. 

That  is  all  the  questions  I  have  at  this  time. 

The  Chairman.  Senator  Simpson. 

Senator  Simpson.  In  keeping  with  what  you  just  said,  I  want  to- 
make  this  observation.  The  overtime  for  the  classified  employees 
and  postal  supervisors  was  deleted  in  the  pay  bill  passed  in  1965  as 
you  recall.  I  notice  in  this  bill  which  passed  the  House,  I  think  what 
the  Chairman  has  said  is  certainly  valid.  Wouldn’t  it  be  more  nearly 
correct  to  count  the  costs  of  these  benefits  as  nonguidepost  costs? 

.  Macy.  Let  me  respond  by  saying  that  the  guidepost  calcula¬ 
tion  is  based  upon  the  increased  payroll  costs  from  actions  by  manage¬ 
ment  in  collective  bargaining  or  management’s  own  action.  Here 
there  are  increased  dollars  invested  in  benefits.  They  are  calculated 
as  part  of  the  increased  cost  and  therefore  come  under  the  guideposts. 
These  are  the  standards  that  have  been  set  for  us  and  even  though 
the  increases  resulting  from  an  action  to  achieve  equality  on  these 
overtime  provisions  are  catchup,  they  nevertheless  constitute  in¬ 
creased  cost  and  therefore  are  calculated  as  part  of  the  payroll  costs. 

Senator  Simpson.  I  think  this  formula  would  reduce  the  total 
actual  cost  of  the  bill  and  would  tend  to  equalize  the  benefits  with  the 
other  employees. 

Mr.  Macy.  The  intent  is  to  equalize  the  benefits  to  the  other  em¬ 
ployees.  I  gave  that  but  this  cost  has  to  be  included  within  the  3.2 
percent  which  is  the  maximum  increase  permissible  under  the  guide- 
posts  as  it  stands. 

Senator  Simpson.  We  would  like  to  try  to  get  them  through  the  gate 
but  can’t  get  them  up  to  comparability  and  then  we  get  to  a  place 
where  the  comparability  is  based  on  figures  some  13  months  behind 
us  and  we  get  increasing  cost  as  a  result  of  our  delay  in  passing  the 
bill.  Why  don’t  we  do  it  now? 

Mr.  Macy.  The  reason  we  don’t  do  it  now  is  that  we  have  an  eco¬ 
nomic  situation  which  calls  for  restraint  in  expenditures. 

Senator  Simpson.  In  some  places  it  calls  for  restraint  but  not  in 
enough  places.  I  don’t  want,  to  call  for  restraint  against  employees 
forming  the  backbone  of  the  Government,  which  seems  to  be  what  you 
are  doing. 

Mr.  Macy.  We  are  appealing  to  private  employers  and  unions  in 
the  private  sector  to  exercise  restraint  not  to  heat  up  the  economy  at 
this  particular  time  and  clearly,  if  the  Government  violates  its  own 
gmdance  to  others, .  this  would  make  it  extremely  difficult  to  o-ain 
any  acceptance  outside. 
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Senator  Simpson.  I  would  argue  that,  but  don’t  think  it  does  any 
good. 

The  Chairman.  Senator  Randolph. 

Senator  Randolph.  Is  it  your  feeling  the  House  passed  bill,  if 
agreed  to  in  the  Senate,  would  receive  the  veto  of  the  President? 

Mr.  Macy.  The  House  passed  bill  has  a  number  of  features. 

Senator  Randolph.  Yes,  you  mentioned  these  in  your  testimony. 

Mr.  Macy.  I  am  not  in  a  position  to  speak  to  that  precise  point. 
As  far  as  the  cost  is  concerned  and  the  relationship  to  the  guideposts, 
the  House  bill  is  very  close  and  it  is  in  good  will  and  good  faith.  The 
House  leadership  and  the  House  committee  endeavored  to  design  this 
bill  to  be  within  the  guidepost  figure.  There  are  a  few  items  within 
the  bill  that  the  administration  feels  are  not  desirable. 

Whether  the  President  on  seeing  the  total  bill  as  enacted  by  both 
Houses  would  exercise  a  veto,  that  is  something  we  are  not  prepared 
to  say  at  this  tune. 

Senator  Randolph.  Perhaps  you  are  saying  that  with  refinement 
and  readjustment,  the  measure  would  receive  the  President’s  approval? 

Mr.  Macy.  Yes. 

Senator  Randolfh.  Thank  you,  sir. 

The  Chairman.  Mr.  Macy,  the  House  estimate  in  the  table  on 
page  5  of  their  report,  put  the  cost  of  the  bill  at  $518.6  million,  against 
the  administration’s  3.2-percent  guidepost  total  of  $485  million. 
This  would  leave  a  difference  between  the  two  of  $33.6  million? 

Mr.  Macy.  That  is  right. 

The  Chairman.  That  coincides  with  your  figures? 

Mr.  Macy.  The  $33  million  difference  was  where  we  came  out  and 
the  record  in  the  House  indicated  that  they  recognized  there  was 
that  discrepancy  and  felt  this  body,  in  its  wisdom,  would  find  some 
way  to  eliminate  that  gap. 

The  Chairman.  Divide  the  cost  through  the  years,  is  that  what 
they  suggest? 

Mr.  Macy.  That  was  one  of  their  suggestions. 

The  Chairman.  Senator  Simpson,  any  further  questions? 

Senator  Simpson.  Nothing  further. 

The  Chairman.  I  think  we  should  get  on  to  Mr.  Schultze  and  defer 
questioning  until  tomorrow. 

Senator  Simpson.  Will  Mr.  Macy  be  available  tomorrow? 

The  Chairman.  You  will  be  available  tomorrow, _  will  you  not? 

Mr.  Macy.  Yes,  sir;  I  am  available  to  the  committee  at  any  time. 

The  Chairman.  You  may  proceed  in  your  own  way,  Mr.  Schultze. 

STATEMENT  OF  CHARLES  L.  SCHULTZE,  DIRECTOR,  BUREAU  OF 

THE  BUDGET 

Mr.  Schultze.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Chairman,  and  members  of  the  committee,  I  am  pleased  to  have 
this  opportunity  to  present  to  you  the  views  of  the  administration  on 
proposals  for  improvements  in  the  compensation  of  Federal  civilian 
employees.  For  the  first  time,  legislation  proposed  by  the  President 
and  H.R.  14122,  as  passed  by  the  House  of  Representatives,  deal  with 
total  compensation,  not  just  pay  alone.  I  believe  that  this  is  im¬ 
portant  and  essential  innovation. 
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In  view  of  the  differences  of  opinion  between  the  administration  and 
the  House  Committee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service,  as  reflected 
in  the  modification  of  the  President’s  original  proposals,  I  believe  it 
might  be  helpful  if  I  concentrated  my  remarks  on  four  subjects:  (1) 
The  wage-price  guideposts,  (2)  the  budgetary  situation,  (3)  comparison 
of  the  costs  of  the  President’s  recommendations  and  those  of  H.R. 
14122,  and  (4)  the  relationship  of  the  first  three  subjects  to  the  com¬ 
parability  principle. 

Let  me  turn  for  a  few  moments,  if  I  may,  to  the  wage-price  guide- 
posts. 

The  general  guidepost  for  wages  is  that  the  annual  rate  of  increase  of 
total  compensation  (pay  plus  fringe  benefits)  should  equal  the  national 
trend  rate  of  increase  in  productivity.  Whether  compensation  is  paid 
in  the  form  of  basic  pay  or  in  fringes — it  enters  into  costs.  If  com¬ 
pensation  increases  no  more  rapidly  than  the  long-term  increases  in 
national  productivity,  then  labor  costs  of  production  for  the  Nation 
as  a  whole  do  not  rise. 

After  reviewing  the  trends  in  long-term  productivity  gains,  the 
Council  of  Economic  Advisers  has  recommended  that  the  wage  guide- 
posts  continue  to  be  set  at  an  annual  increase  of  3.2  percent." 

Senator  Yarborough.  Pardon  me  a  moment,  what  was  the  pro¬ 
ductivity  gain  rate  for  the  year  1965? 

Mr.  Schultze..  I  would  have  to  look  that  up,  Mr.  Yarborough. 
My  recollection  is,  it  was  in  the  order  of  the  magnitude  of  3.4  or  3.5. 

Senator  Yarborough.  It  was  above  3.2? 

Mr.  Schultze.  For  that  year,  it  was,  but  I  would  like  an  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  correct  that,  if  I  am  wrong. 

(Mr.  Schultze  subsequently  advised  the  committee  that  the  pro¬ 
ductivity  increase  for  1965  was  2.8  percent). 

The  President  adopted  this  recommendation.  His  position  was 
made  clear  in  his  Economic  Message  of  January  27,  1966.  Permit  me 
to  quote  a  short  passage: 

The  vigorous  economy  we  foresee  in  1966  will  tempt  labor  unions  to  demand 
wage  increases  that  would  raise  costs  and  businesses  to  raise  prices  when  profit 
margins  are  already  fully  adequate.  Labor  must  remember  that  growing  em¬ 
ployment  and  productivity  are  the  foundation  of  higher  wages,  and  business  that 
an  expanding  economy  is  the  basic  source  of  profit  gains.  These  foundations 
must  not  be  jeopardized. 

The  Federal  Government  does  not  have  authority  to  impose  ceilings  on  wages 
and  prices. 

But  when  200,000  of  our  fellow  citizens  are  risking  their  lives  in  the  defense  of 
freedom  overseas,  the  Government’s  duty  is  to  ask  those  who  enjoy  a  comfortable 
prosperity  at  home  to  exercise  responsibly  their  freedom  to  set  prices  and  wages. 

Foregoing  the  freedom  to  act  irresponsibly  is  no  real  sacrifice.  For  irrespon¬ 
sible  action  can  only  bring  on  an  inflation  that  would  damage  all — labor,  business, 
and  the  national  interest. 

Reasonable  price  stability  is  an  important  objective  of  economic 
policy.  Price  inflation  damages  a  free  society  in  a  number  of  ways. 
Three  of  these  are  particularly  harmful. 

Senator  Simpson.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  you  permit  me  a  question 
here? 

The  Chairman.  Yes. 

Senator  Stmpson.  In  reading  that,  I  can’t  help  but  read  to  you 
what  he  said  about  what  he  mentioned  a  year  ago  in  March.  He  said : 

It  is  false  economy  to  offer  salaries  that  will  attract  the  mediocre  help  but  repel 
the  talented.  I  need  your  help  in  my  program  to  get  a  dollar’s  worth  of  value 
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for  every  dollar’s  worth  of  pay.  And  the  dollars  paid  to  attract  brains  and  ability 
to  the  Federal  service  will  come  back  to  the  American  people  many  times  over  in 
more  economical  and  effective  government. 

Do  you  agree  with  that  statement? 

Mr.  Schultze.  I  do.  You  may  recall  that  that  pay  proposal  was 
also  calculated  within  the  guideposts,  and  I  was  before  this  committee 
discussing  that  pay  raise. 

Senator  Simpson.  Was  it  within  the  guideposts? 

Mr.  Schultze.  It  went  slightly  over,  but  very  slightly. 

Reasonable  price  stability  is  an  important  objective  of  economic 
policy.  Price  inflation  damages  a  free  society  in  a  number  of  ways. 
Three  of  these  are  particularly  harmful. 

First,  inflation  often  tends  to  induce  economic  behavior  which 
ultimately  threatens  prosperity.  It  encourages  a  speculative  and 
unsustainable  level  of  investment  and  channels  investment  into 
fields  which  are  not  the  most  productive.  When,  as  it  must,  the  in¬ 
vestment  which  results  from  inflationary  specidation  falls  off,  eco¬ 
nomic  growth  is  interrupted  and  recession  ensues. 

Second,  inflation  redistributes  income  in  a  capricious  manner — 
heavily  rewarding  some  and  penalizing  others.  These  rewards  and 
penalties  have  nothing  to  do  with  either  need  or  economic  produc¬ 
tivity.  Indeed,  those  in  the  greatest  need,  living  on  small  fixed 
incomes,  are  penalized  worst. 

Third,  inflation  by  raising  the  price  of  the  goods  we  sell  abroad  robs 
us  of  our  foreign  exchange  earning  power,  widens  the  balance-of-pay- 
ments  deficit,  and  reduces  our  ability  to  meet  our  commitments 
abroad. 

After  5  years  of  uninterrupted  growth,  the  American  economy  has 
moved  up  from  a  position  of  substantial  unemployment  and  excess 
industrial  capacity  to  a  situation  of  high-level  prosperity.  This 
unparalleled  recession-free  growth  has  not  been  importantly  marred 
by  inflation.  There  is  no  reason  why  economic  growth  without 
inflation  cannot  continue.  But  it  is  obvious  that  the  problems  of 
restraining  inflation  in  a  period  of  high  employment  and  relatively 
full  utilization  of  plant  capacity  are  more  difficult  than  in  a  period  of 
substantial  unemployment  and  excess  capacity. 

In  this  context  the  wage-price  guideposts  take  on  particular  im¬ 
portance.  We  are  no  longer  a  Nation  of  small  farmers  and  shop¬ 
keepers,  no  one  of  which  has  the  power  to  determine  prices  or  wage 
levels.  Individual  unions  and  business  managements,  particularly 
in  a  period  of  high  prosperity,  can  reach  wage  and  price  decisions 
which  appear  to  be  in  their  own  interest,  but  which  add  up  to  infla¬ 
tionary  consequences.  Individual  decisions  which,  considered  in 
isolation,  might  have  seemed  to  benefit  the  parties  involved,  can  end 
up  leading  to  a  general  rise  in  prices  which  penalizes  even  those  who 
made  the  original  decisions.  This  is  the  problem  to  which  tire  wage- 
price  guideposts  address  themselves.  They  are  designed — 

1.  To  provide  wage  and  price  decisionmakers  with  economi¬ 
cally  sound,  specific  standards  for  judging  whether  then  decisions 
are  responsible,  in  the  sense  of  being  noninflationary.  They 
make  it  possible  for  decisionmakers  to  weigh  then  own  actions 
in  the  light  of  the  national  welfare. 

2.  To  provide  a  standard  by  which  the  public  at  large  can 
reach  its  own  conclusions  about  wage  and  price  decisions  with 
respect  to  whether  they  are  in  the  national  interest. 
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The  pay,  retirement,  and  health  benefits  proposals  for  Federal 
employees  which  the  President  has  recommended  are  consistent  with 
the  guideposts.  I  applaud  the  action  of  many  Federal  employee 
organizations  in  accepting  this  basic  principle.  I  believe  it  is  directly 
in  the  best  interest  of  their  members.  Unless  the  Government,  as  an 
employer,  lives  up  to  its  own  guideposts,  it  can  scarcely  expect  private 
employers  and  unions  to  do  so.  It  is  precisely  for  this  reason 
that  observance  of  the  guideposts  is  to  the  advantage  of  Federal 
employees  themselves.  History  shows  that  few  groups  are  hit  harder 
by  inflation  than  Government  employees  and  annuitants.  It  would 
indeed  be  an  illusory  gain  to  win  an  immediate  pay  increase  in  excess 
of  the  guideposts,  and  then  to  watch  the  consequences  of  that  action 
spread  to  other  sectors  of  the  economy,  thereby  wiping  out  the  gain 
through  inflation. 

Let  me  turn,  if  I  may,  to  the  budgetary  situation. 

Formulation  of  the  1967  budget  presented,  as  you  all  know,  a  diffi¬ 
cult  problem.  The  war  in  Vietnam  and  continued  economic  growth 
at  home  made  it  necessary  to  change  the  emphasis  in  fiscal  policy  from 
economic  stimulation  to  economic  restraint.  Outside  of  Vietnam, 
budget  expenditures  in  1967,  including  a  contingency  allowance  for 
civilian  pay  adjustment,  will  rise  by  only  $600  million — about  one- 
half  of  1  percent.  This  increase  reflects  not  an  arbitrary  holding  of 
the  line  on  every  program,  but  a  selective  mix  of  expenditure  increases 
and  decreases  which  approximately  offset  each  other. 

In  the  light  both  of  the  guideposts  and  of  the  realities  of  fiscal  policy, 
it  was  clear  that  a  conservative  policy  had  to  be  adopted  with  respect 
to  further  pay  increases  in  the  next  fiscal  year.  Frankly - 

Senator  Yarborough.  May  I  interrupt? 

The  Chairman.  Yes. 

Senator  Yarborough.  You  stated  in  the  first  paragraph  on  page 
5  that  in  the  United  States,  outside  of  Vietnam,  the  budget  is  going 
up  one-half  of  1  percent  a  year.  Population  is  increasing  about 
2%  percent  a  year,  isn’t  it? 

Mr.  Schultze.  That  is  right. 

Senator  Yarborough.  If  your  population  is  going  up  2%o  percent, 
aren’t  you  actually  rendering  less  service  to  the  people  per  capita 
than  you  were  before? 

Mr.  Schultze.  No,  sir;  it  depends  on  where  the  money  is  spent, 
that  1/2  percent  increase  does  not  represent  a  1  ^-percent  increase 
across  the  board.  That  represents  meeting  the  workload  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government,  which  increases  $5.3  million,  which  offsets  decreases 
by  Vietnam  or  $4.7  million  in  other  programs  where  circumstances 
have  changed,  or  some  other  reason. 

Senator  Yarborough.  Services  have  actually  been  cut  more  and 
more  has  been  allocated  to  defense  out  of  this  domestic  budget, 
hasn’t  it? 

Mr.  Schultze.  No,  sir;  I  am  talking  about  the  budgets  excluding 
Vietnam. 

Senator  Yarborough.  Are  you  excluding  all  defense  appropria¬ 
tions? 

Mr.  Schultze.  No,  sir. 

Senator  Yarborough.  When  you  include  defense  appropriations 
also,  you  don’t  have  an  increase  of  $6  million  in  the  services,  do  you? 
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Mr.  Schultze.  No,  sir;  I  said,  that  there  were  increases  of  $5.3 
million  and  decreases  of  $4.7  outside  Vietnam. 

Senator  Yarborough.  How  much  of  that  was  in  defense? 

Mr.  Schultze.  None.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  outside  of  Vietnam 
defense  goes  down  by  a  million  and  a  half.  You  may  recall  Secretary 
McNamara  took  a  number  of  actions,  including  his  cost  reduction 
program.  He  cut  expenditures  by  a  million  and  a  half  outside 
Vietnam. 

Senator  Yarborough.  How  much  of  the  budget  is  for  defense? 

Mr.  Schultze.  Excluding  Vietnam? 

Senator  Yarborough.  Where  in  the  budget  have  you  excluded 
Vietnam  from  other  defense  expenses?  How  can  I  look  at  your 
budget  and  tell  what  is  Vietnam  and  what  is  not?  Vou  do  not 
segregate  it,  do  you? 

Mr.  Schultze.  Yes,  sir. 

Senator  Yarborough.  This  13-and-a-fraction  million  we  voted 
this  year  to  spend  on  Vietnam  up  through  the  30th  of  June,  where  was 
that  included  in  your  annual  budget?  Was  that  in  your  annual 
budget? 

Mr.  Schultze.  Yes,  every  penny  the  President  has  asked  for. 

Senator  Yarborough.  Our  time  is  so  short,  I  won’t  detain  you 
on  that.  I  am  very  much  interested  in  this  question. 

Mr.  Schultze.  As  I  indicated,  some  consideration  was  given  to 
postponement  of  any  pay  adjustments  until  the  economic  and  budget¬ 
ary  situation  was  more  favorable.  The  President,  quite  correctly 
I  believe,  rejected  this  alternative.  Attainment  of  full  comparability, 
on  the  other  hand,  for  all  grades,  effective  for  all  of  fiscal  1967,  would 
cost  over  $837  million.  It  would  be  fiscally  irresponsible  to  incur 
added  costs  of  this  magnitude — quite  apart  from  the  effect  on  the  guide- 
posts.  Consequently,  after  most  careful  consideration,  the  President 
has  proposed  a  combination  of  pay,  retirement,  and  health  benefits 

which  meets  the  necessities  of  both  fiscal  prudence  and  guidepost 

principles.  This  involves  an  average  3.2-percent  increase  in  gross 
compensation  of  Federal  employees,  effective  January  1,  1967.  In 
my  judgment,  it  would  have  been  an  indefensible  choice  among 

priorities  for  the  President  to  have  proposed  either  a  higher  pay 

increase  or  an  earlier  effective  date. 

The  charge  has  been  made  that  budget  policies,  together  with  the 
wage-price  guideposts,  have  been  used  to  negate  the  comparability 
principle  of  the  1962  Salary  Reform  Act.  This  is  false.  The  com¬ 
parability  principle  is  still  central  to  our  compensation  policy. 

The  economic  and  budgetary  situation  makes  it  impossible  to  attain 
full  comparability  immediately.  But  this  no  more  denies  the  Presi¬ 
dent’s  commitment  to  the  comparability  principle  than  the  fact  that 
we  cannot  in  1  year  attain  our  full  objectives  in  education,  health,  or 
pollution  control  denies  the  President’s  commitment  to  those  goals. 
The  1966  pay  proposals  were  explicitly  drawn  up  in  terms  of  the  com¬ 
parability  principle,  to  the  full  extent  permitted  by  economic  and 
budgetary  considerations. 

The  President  has  consistently  supported  pay  increases  as  an 
integral  part  of  his  budgets.  The  facts  make  this  clear.  As  a  result 
of  legislative  and  administrative  action  taken  in  1964,  the  total  added 
cost  of  military,  civilian,  and  wage  board  pay  adjustments  was 
$969.8  million.  Similar  action  in  1965  added  another  $1,470.3  million. 
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Assuming  enactment  of  the  President’s  1966  proposals  now  before  this 
committee,  the  first  full  year  costs  will  be  another  $485  million.  In 
total,  over  a  3-year  period,  over  $2.9  billion  of  compensation  costs  will 
have  been  added  to  the  budget. 

In  short,  as  Budget  Director,  I  assure  the  committee  that  pay  in¬ 
creases  for  military  and  civilian  personnel  have  had  fair  consideration 
and  fair  treatment  in  the  range  of  fiscal  policy  decisions  and  in  the 
establishment  of  budgetary  priorities  ever  since  enactment  of  the  1962 
Salary  Reform  Act. 

COMPARISON — -president’s  PROPOSAL  AND  H.R.  14122 

The  President’s  original  proposal  consisted  of  (1)  an  increase  in 
basic  pay  rates  averaging  2.85  percent,  (2)  several  improvements 
in  Federal  retirement  systems,  and  (3)  increased  Federal  contribu¬ 
tions  for  employee  health  benefits.  The  net  cost  of  the  package  was 
$485  million  on  a  full  year  basis,  which  was  3.2  percent  of  total 
compensation  and  therefore  in  strict  compliance  with  the  wage 
guideposts. 

The  House  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Committee  reported 
out  a  bill  which  substantially  modified  the  original  administration 
proposal,  and  cost — according  to  their  method  of  estimating — $518 
million.  This  sum  amounts  to  nearly  3.5  percent  of  total  compensa¬ 
tion  and  is  therefore  in  excess  of  the  guidepost  limitation. 

At  this  point,  a  comparison  of  the  administration  proposal  and  the 
House  bill  seems  to  be  in  order. 

SALARY  INCREASES 

In  view  of  the  guidepost  limitations,  it  was  evident  that  full  com¬ 
parability  could  not  be  achieved  at  this  time  for  all  Federal  em¬ 
ployees.  In  allocating  the  funds  available,  the  President’s  proposals 
were  based  upon  the  following  criteria: 

Provide  some  adjustment  in  all  grades  (including  several  that 
were  already  above  1965  comparability). 

Move  as  many  employees  as  possible  to  1965  comparability. 

Close  as  much  of  the  gap  as  possible  for  the  remaining  em¬ 
ployees. 

This  approach  resulted  in  the  use  of  graduated  series  of  percentage 
increases  varying  from  1  to  4.5  percent.  The  following  tables,  which 
the  committee  has  looked  at  in  discussing  the  matter  with  Mr.  Macy, 
show  for  the  fourth  step  in  each  grade  of  the  Classification  Act  ana 
the  postal  field  service  the  current  salary,  the  1965  comparability 
salary,  the  percentage  increases  required  to  attain  full  comparability, 
the  percentage  increase  recommended  by  the  President,  and  the 
resulting  proposed  salaries  expressed  in  dollar  terms  and  as  a  per¬ 
centage  of  1965  comparability. 

(The  table  referred  to  follows:) 
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Table  1. — Proposed  salary  adjustments 
CLASSIFICATION  ACT 


Grade 

Current 

payline 

Compara¬ 
bility  pay¬ 
line,  1965 

Increase 
needed  to 
reach  com¬ 
parability 
(percent) 

Increase 
recommended 
by  President 
(percent) 

Proposed 

payline 

Proposed 
payline  as 
percent  of 
compara¬ 
bility 

GS-1 

$3, 864 

$3,  595 

1.0 

$3, 905 

108.8 

GS-2 

4,  201 

4,085 

1.0 

4,245 

103.9 

GS-3 _ _ 

4,  569 

4',  615 

1.0 

1.0 

4, 615 

100.0 

GS-4 _ 

5,109 

5, 195 

1.7 

1.7 

5,195 

100.0 

GS-5. . — 

5, 694 

5,  S30 

2.4 

2.4 

5, 830 

100.0 

GS-6 _ _ 

6, 278 

6,510 

3.7 

2.4 

6,  430 

98.8 

GS-7 _ 

6, 890 

7,  255 

5.3 

2.4 

7,055 

97.2 

GS-8. _ _ 

7,  553 

8,045 

6.5 

2.4 

7,735 

96.1 

GS-9 _ 

8,241 

8,  900 

7.5 

2.8 

8, 470 

95.2 

GS-10 _ 

9,024 

9,  800 

8.6 

3.2 

9,315 

95.1 

GS-11. _ _ 

9,879 

10,  785 

9.2 

3.5 

10, 225 

94.8 

GS-12.. . . 

11,723 

12, 935 

10.3 

3.9 

12, 180 

94.2 

GS-13 _ 

13, 815 

15, 365 

11.2 

4.2 

14, 395 

93.7 

GS-14 _ 

16, 204 

18,115 

11.8 

4.4 

16,915 

93.4 

GS-15 _ 

18, 825 

21,  230 

12.8 

4.5 

19, 670 

92.7 

GS-16 _ 

21, 653 

24, 775 

14.4 

2.0 

22,  085 

89.1 

GS-17 _ 

24,  548 

28,835 

17.5 

2.0 

25,  040 

86.8 

GS-18 _ 

25, 382 

30, 490 

20.1 

2.0 

25,890 

84.9 

POSTAL  FIELD  SERVICE 


PFS-1 _ _ 

$4, 491 

$4,  590 

2.2 

2.2 

$4,  590 

100.0 

PFS-2 _ 

4, 859 

4,970 

2.3 

2.3 

4,970 

100.0 

PFS-3 _ 

5,263 

5, 385 

2.3 

2.3 

5,385 

100.0 

PFS-4 _ 

5,694 

5,830 

2.4 

2.4 

5,830 

100.0 

PFS-5 _ 

6, 094 

6, 315 

3.6 

2.4 

6,240 

98.8 

PFS-6 _ 

6, 532 

6,  840 

4.7 

2.4 

6,  690 

97.8 

PFS-7 _ _ 

6, 997 

7,405 

5.  8 

2.4 

7, 165 

96.8 

PFS-8 _ 

7,572 

8,  020 

5.9 

2.4 

7, 755 

96.7 

PFS-9 _ 

8, 193 

8, 685 

6.0 

2.4 

8,  390 

96.6 

PFS-10 _ 

8,935 

9,685 

8.4 

3.2 

9,  220 

95.2 

PFS-11 _ 

9,  879 

10,  785 

9.2 

3.5 

10,  225 

94.8 

PFS-12 _ 

10,  925 

12, 040 

10.2 

3.8 

11,340 

94.2 

PFS-13 _ 

12, 090 

13, 425 

11.0 

4.1 

12,  585 

93.7 

PFS-14 _ 

13. 337 

14, 970 

12.2 

4.5 

13,  935 

93.1 

PFS-15 . . 

14,  732 

16,  695 

13.3 

4.5 

15, 395 

92.2 

PFS-16 _ 

16,  290 

18,  615 

14.3 

4.5 

17,025 

91.5 

PFS-17 _ 

18, 030 

20,  755 

15. 1 

4.5 

18, 840 

90.8 

PFS-18 _ 

19, 974 

23,140 

15.9 

2.0 

20, 375 

88.1 

PFS-19 _ 

22, 139 

25,  800 

16.5 

2.0 

22,  580 

87.5 

PFS-20 _ 

24, 548 

28, 835 

17.5 

2.0 

25,  040 

86.8 

Mr.  Schultze.  You  can  see  from  the  tables  that  this  approach 
results  in  full  1965  comparability  (or  better)  for  grades  GS-1  through 
GS-5  and  postal  levels  PFS-1  through  PFS-4.  The  rates  for  the 
upper  grades  will  still  trail  comparability  from  approximately  1 
percent  to  as  much  as  7  percent  at  GS-15  and  PFS-1 5. 

We  believe  that  the  varying  percentages  of  increases  are  equitable 
and  represent  the  maximum  movement  toward  the  comparability 
standard  which  can  be  accomplished  within  the  guidepost. 

The  House  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Committee  disagreed 
with  this  approach  to  salary  adjustment,  and  voted  instead  for  a 
flat  increase  of  2.9  percent  for  all  grades.  The  uniform  increase 
approach  resulted  in  a  significant  shift  in  the  allocation  of  funds. 
Amounts  allocated  to  the  Classification  Act,  VA  medicine  and  surgery, 
and  the  Foreign  Service  were  substantially  reduced,  while  the  alloca¬ 
tion  for  the  postal  employees  was  increased  by  nearly  $20  million. 
Within  each  pay  system,  funds  were  shifted  from  upper  to  lower 
grades. 

We  believe  that  the  House  approach  is  both  inequitable  and  dis¬ 
ruptive  of  an  orderly  approach  to  comparability.  It  has  the  effect 
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of  shifting  money  from  the  employees  who  are  farthest  from  compara¬ 
bility  to  those  who  are  already  closest  to  it.  This  is  particularly 
unwarranted  in  view  of  the  fact  that  most  of  the  employees  in  grades 
GS-1,  GS-2,  and  GS-3,  and  PFS-1,  PFS-2,  PFS-3,  and  PFS-4 
received  an  extra  within-grade  step  in  1962.  Such  employees  are 
therefore  being  paid  3  percent  more  than  their  actual  length  of  service 
would  otherwise  entitle  them.  For  example,  an  employee  who  has 
completed  3  years’  service  would,  under  progression  rules,  be  in  step  4. 
However,  as  a  result  of  the  1962  conversion,  he  is  actually  in  step  5. 
This  step-up  gave  such  employees  an  extra  3  percent  salary  increase 
which  doesn’t  show  up  in  the  comparability  calculations.  The 
comparability  table,  for  example,  shows  that  under  the  administra¬ 
tion’s  proposal  the  first  four  grades  of  the  postal  field  service  would 
receive  salaries  equal  to  100"  percent  of  1965  comparability.  But 
postal  employees  in  service  since  1962  would  actually  be  doing  3 
percent  better  than  the  table  indicates — and  such  employees  con¬ 
stitute  the  vast  bulk  of  the  postal  service. 

HEALTH  BENEFITS 

Since  1961,  when  the  Federal  Employees  Health  Benefits  Act  was 
enacted,  Government  contributions  as  a  percentage  of  total  premiums 
have  declined  from  38  percent  to  less  than  30  percent.  This  has 
happened  because  of  formula  by  which  the  Government’s  share  is 
determined  is  based  on  the  premium  for  the  low  option  Government¬ 
wide  indemnity  benefit  plan.  Since  1961,  the  premiums  for  nearly 
all  other  plans  have  been  increased,  but  the  low  option  indemnity 
plan  has  remained  unchanged.  As  a  result,  employees’  costs  have 
risen  while  Government’s  costs  have  remained  constant. 

The  President  proposed  that  the  original  cost  sharing  pattern  be 
restored  by  increasing  Government  contributions  over  a  2-year  period. 
This  would  cost  $17  million  the  first  year  and  another  $17  million 
the  second  year.  (This  figure  applies  to  the  four  major  pay  systems. 
For  the  Government  as  a  whole,  the  cost  would  be  $24  million  each 
year.) 

The  House  agreed  with  this  proposal,  but  voted  to  make  the  in¬ 
crease  effective  in  1  year  rather  than  2  years — thus  doubling  the  cost 
for  fiscal  year  1967.  The  House  Committee,  however,  has  indicated 
that  it  will  support  a  Senate  amendment  to  restore  the  2-year  phasing, 
thus  reducing  the  cost  of  the  House  bill  by  $17  million. 

RETIREMENT 

The  Cabinet  Committee  on  Federal  Staff  Retirement  Systems  made 
a  number  of  recommendations  for  improving  the  Government’s 
retirement  systems.  In  view  of  the  guidepost  limitations,  however,  it 
was  obvious  that  all  of  these  proposals  could  not  become  effective  at 
once.  It  was  decided,  therefore,  to  phase  the  recommendations  over 
a  2-year  period.  Selected  for  the  first  year  were  two  improvements 
which  we  believed  were  most  urgently  needed  to  correct  inadequacies 
of  the  retirement  systems. 

Most  important,  in  our  opinion,  was  the  “social  security  minimum” 
provision  which  would  guarantee  to  Federal  employees  who  are  dis¬ 
abled — or  to  their  survivors  in  case  of  death — an  overall  benefit  at 
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least  equal  to  that  which  would  be  payable  under  the  social  security 
system,  had  its  benefit  computation  formula  been  applicable  to  the 
Federal  service.  Perhaps  the  greatest  weakness  of  the  Federal  staff 
retirement  systems  has  been  the  woefully  inadequate  benefits  provided 
for  the  survivors  of  employees  who  die  or  become  disabled  early  in 
then’  careers. 

The  second  provision  which  we  proposed  for  1967  would  permit 
employees  to  retire  on  full  annuity  at  age  55  with  30  years  of  service. 
The  proposal  also  permits  Government  agencies  to  opt  for  retirement 
under  the  same  conditions  for  employees  at  GS-13  and  above.  Fur¬ 
ther,  the  provision  would  permit  retirement  on  full  annuity  at  age 
60  with  20  years  of  service.  The  55-30  option  has  long  been  sought 
by  Federal  employees.  We  believe,  however,  that  providing  limited 
application  of  the  same  option  for  management  is  needed  and  would 
be  mutually  beneficial  to  both  employees  and  to  Government,  despite 
the  opposition  expressed  by  employee  organizations.  We  urge  that 
the  House  Bill  be  amended  to  restore  the  management  option  to 
retire  employees  at  GS-13  and  above. 

The  adoption  of  the  two  provisions  just  described  would  have  the 
effect  of  raising  the  normal  cost  of  the  retirement  system  to  approxi¬ 
mately  14  percent  of  payroll.  It  would  also  create  a  substantial 
amount  of  unfunded  liability.  We  proposed,  therefore,  that  the 
contribution  rate  for  both  employees  and  their  agencies  be  raised  from 
6.5  to  7  percent,  thus  retaining  the  present  equal  sharing  of  normal 
cost. 

After  taking  into  consideration  the  additional  income  generated  by 
increased  employee  contribution  rates,  the  estimated  net  cost  of  the 
retirement  improvements  in  the  administration  proposal  would  be 
$89.3  million. 

H.R.  14122  makes  some  radical  changes  in  the  components  of  this 
retirement  package.  It  deletes  the  social  security  minimum  pro¬ 
vision— which  we  consider  the  most  important  improvement  from  the 
viewpoint  of  employee-survivor  protection  it  offers.  It  accepts  the 
55-30  and  60-20  provisions,  but  rejects  the  management  option. 

On  the  other  hand,  H.R.  14122  adds  two  provisions  which  were 
recommended  by  the  Cabinet  Committee,  but  which  we  believed 
should  have  been  deferred  to  a  later  date.  1  refer  to  the  provision 
which  would  permit  widows  who  remarry  at  age  60  or  later  to  retain 
their  annuity,  and  the  provision  modifying  the  definition  of  "child”  for 
annuity  purposes.  While  we  do  not  object  to  these  provisions,  we 
would  assign  them  to  a  lower  degree  of  urgency  than  the  social  security 
minimum  provision. 

In  addition  to  these  changes  in  the  original  administration  package, 
the  House  slightly  raised  the  overall  pay  increase,  added  a  number  of 
provisions  for  premium  pay,  and  provided  for  the  recomputation  of 
annuities  of  employees  who  retired  between  1948  and  1962.  And 
finally,  by  prescribing  an  effective  date  of  July  1,  1966,  instead  of  the 
January  1,  1967,  date  recommended  by  the  President,  the  House  bill 
has  the  effect  of  doubling  the  budgetary  cost  for  fiscal  year  1967. 

The  House  Committee  estimates  that  the  $518.6  million  cost  of  H.R. 
14122  exceeds  by  $33.6  million  the  cost  permitted  under  the  guideposts. 
The  House  Committee  went  on  to  point  out  it  would  be  most  happy  to 
work  out  arrangements  to  take  care  of  this  point. 

Our  own  analysis  of  the  relationship  of  the  House  bill  to  guidepost 
principles  reaches  a  roughly  similar  conclusion,  although  the  details  of 
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the  analyses  are  somewhat  different.  In  its  report,  the  House  Com¬ 
mittee  acknowledged  the  fact  of  the  discrepancy  and  agreed  to  support 
such  modifications  as  the  Senate  decides  are  necessary  to  bring  the 
cost  of  the  bill  within  the  guidepost  limitations.  Members  of  my  staff 
and  those  of  the  Civil  Service  Commission  stand  ready  to  assist  the 
Senate  Committee  in  formulating  modifications  to  accomplish  this 
reduction. 

I  think  I  might  interpolate  here — I  think  it  might  help,  in  view  of 
the  cost  discussion  that  went  on  earlier — a  more  specific  analysis  of 
our  House  bill  costs.  This  is  a  most  complicated  problem,  because  we 
have  three  kinds  of  differences:  (1)  our  own  cost  estimate  techniques 
are  in  some  cases  different,  (2)  the  House  added  a  number  of  points  to 
the  administration’s  bill,  and  (3)  the  House  then  subtracted  from  the 
cost  certain  items  which  it  did  not  consider  to  be  guideposts,  and  again 
we  have  some  differences  with  respect  to  that  matter. 

Taking  all  those  into  account,  you  will  recall  the  House  came  out  to 
$518.6  million  about  33%  million  higher  than  in  the  guideposts.  Ours 
would  be  50-some  million  different  from  the  guidepost,  still  it  is  a  small 
difference  from  the  House  bill. 

The  Chairman.  I  thought  you  said  $33  million  earlier  in  your 
statement. 

Mr.  Schultze.  This  is  a  matter  of  defining  adjectives.  Our 
analysis  of  the  relationship  reaches  roughly  a  similar  conclusion.  We 
come  out  about  $20  million  more  than  they  do.  I  call  that  roughly 
similar.  It  is  not  a  matter  of  hundreds  of  millions. 

Mr.  Minton.  Because  of  cost  calculations  or  execution? 

Mr.  Schultze.  Both.  We  will  prepare  a  table  which  will  show 
these  in  a  form  easily  understandable.  Because  of  the  relation  of  these 
three  differences,  it  is  difficult.  We  will  be  glad  to  work  it  out  and 
submit  it  to  the  committee. 

Chairman  Macy  identified  particular  items  to  which  the  administra¬ 
tion  objects  which  would  take  out  all  but  a  few  millions  of  the  excess 
over  the  guideposts,  that  was  in  Mr.  Macy’s  testimony. 

COMPARABILITY  PRINCIPLE 

In  the  preceding  sections  of  this  statement,  I  have  tried  to  demon¬ 
strate  not  only  the  President’s  commitment  to  the  comparability 
principle,  but  also  to  explain  fully  how  we  have  proposed  to  move 
toward  attainment  of  comparability  this  year.  We  cannot  support 
more  liberal  action  at  the  present  time  without  breaking  the  wage- 
price  guideposts  or  without  giving  pay  increases  an  overriding  budget 
priority  which  would  be  unjustified. 

The  Federal  Salary  Reform  Act  states  the  comparability  principle 
in  a  simple  declaration: 

“Federal  salary  rates  shall  be  comparable  with  private  enterprise 
salary  rates  for  the  same  levels  of  work.”  The  confusion  and  mis¬ 
understandings  which  have  arisen  about  the  comparability  principle 
involve  the  words  “salary  rates,”  “private  enterprise,”  and  “levels 
of  work,”  in  that  order. 

The  principle  says  nothing  about  Federal  increases  being  compa¬ 
rable  with  increases  elsewhere.  It  establishes  that  the  standard  is 
measurement  of  rates,  not  change.  This  is  an  absolute  standard. 
Federal  rates  shall  be  brought  to  the  level  of  private  enterprise  rates. 
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We  are  trying  to  do  this  as. rapidly  as  economic  and  fiscal  conditions 
permit.  The  principle  specifies  comparability  with  private  enterprise. 
The  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  survey,  which  seeks  to  determine 
comparable  private  enterprise  rates,  covers  a  very  broad  section  of 
American  industry.  Salary  data  are  obtained  for  8,000  establish¬ 
ments  employing  more  than  13  million  workers.  The  principle  also 
says  that  Federal  salary  rates  shall  be  comparable  with  private  enter¬ 
prise  salary  rates  for  the  same  levels  of  work.  It  does  not  say  that 
Federal  workers  in  any  given  occupation  shall  get  the  same  salaries 
as  their  counterparts  in  private  enterprise.  It  prescribes  only  a  work 
level  relationship — which  must  represent  a  number  of  occupations  at 
the  same  work  level.  Obviously,  at  any  given  point  in  time,  there 
will  be  differences  in  private  pay  among  the  occupations  making  up  a 
given  work  level. 

We  must  not  forget  that  the  Federal  Salary  Reform  Act  retained 
the  longstanding  principle  of  equal  pay  for  equal  work  and  pay 
distinctions  in  keeping  with  work  distinctions.  It  also  established  a 
requirement  for  interrelated  salary  levels  for  the  several  Federal 
statutory  systems. 

Development  of  a  schedule  of  comparability  salaries  must  reconcile 
all  of  the  principles  outlined  above.  To  meet  the  comparability 
principle,  the  schedule  must  match  as  closely  as  possible  the  level  of 
private  enterprise  salaries.  To  meet  the  requirements  of  "equal  pay 
for  equal  work”  and  "pay  distinctions  in  keeping  with  work  distinc¬ 
tions,”  the  schedide  must  maintain  a  reasonable  net  of  differences 
among  the  various  grades  of  the  Federal  pay  structure — a  net  of  rela¬ 
tionships  which  cannot  perfectly  match  the  differences  which  at  any 
one  point  in  time  characterized  private  salary  structures. 

In  the  executive  branch,  we  have  attempted  to  develop  com¬ 
parability  salary  rates  which  meet  the  above  principles  fully.  In  con¬ 
sequence,  we  believe  that  the  President’s  proposals  are  consistent  with 
the  comparability  principle  and  movement  toward  the  comparability 
standard.  Nevertheless,  it  is  clear  from  the  testimony  presented  to 
the  House  committee  that  substantial  questions  exist  about  the  com¬ 
parability  principle  and  the  process  of  determining  comparability  in 
specific  cases.  Representatives  of  the  employee  organizations  have 
suggested  that  the  House  committee  review  comparability  in  all  of  its 
aspects.  I  have  already  indicated  in  testimony  before  the  House 
committee  my  belief  that  there  would  be  value  in  such  an  undertaking. 
But  I  urge  that  this  review  be  a  joint  undertaking  and  that  it  be  de¬ 
ferred  until  after  this  year’s  congressional  action  on  the  pending  pro¬ 
posals.  The  House  committee  plans  such  a  review.  We  are  pre¬ 
pared. to  cooperate  fully  in  it,  and  in  any  similar  review  which  this 
committee  may  wish  to  make. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  and  the  Civil  Service  Commission  are 
completing  a  fully  descriptive  statement  of  all  aspects  of  the  com¬ 
parability  principle,  and  the  processes  adopted  to  measure  and  report 
to  the  President  and  to  the  Congress  on  implementation  of  the  policies 
of  the  1962  Salary  Reform  Act.  Members  of  the  staff  of  the  Bureau 
of.  the  Budget  and  the  Civil  Service  Commission  will  be  available  to 
suit  the  committee’s  convenience  in  a  thorough  discussion  of  every¬ 
thing  which  the  committee  may  wish  to  explore  about  comparability. 
I  believe  that  our  work  will  enable  us  to  identify  and  discuss  with  the 
committee  the  alternatives  which  might  be  considered  at  every  point 
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where  choice  is  available.  If  such  a  cooperative  review  can  be  under¬ 
taken  later  in  this  session  of  the  Congress,  the  results  could, be  used 
in  the  presentation  of  next  year’s  report  to  the  President  andjfto^the 
Congress. 

At  this  point,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  should  like  to  point  out  that  the  idea 
of  reviewing  comparability  is  not  new.  Last  year  in  his  pay  message 
of  May  12,  1965,  the  President  recommended  establishment  of  a 
permanent  body  to  make  a  thorough  and  impartial  review  of  Federal 
salary  systems  every  4  years.  The  sentences  of  the  report  of  the 
Special  Panel  on  Federal  Salaries  which  underlay  that  recommendation 
read  as  follows : 

For  the  long  term,  however,  the  comparability  principle  and  continuing  sound 
interrelationship  of  all  Government  salary  systems  require  periodic  updating  of 
principles,  concepts,  and  structures  of  those  systems.  It  is  our  opinion  that 
updating  should  occur  at  regular  established  intervals  and  after  (comprehensive 
and  impartial  review  conducted  under  clear  statutory  standards. 

While  the  administration  is  not  pressing  for  enactment  of  legislation 
establishing  a  salary  review  commission  this  year,  we  still  believe  that 
such  a  body  is  needed  for  regular  recurring  studies  of  the  kind  re¬ 
quested  by  the  employee  organizations. 

We  do  not  believe  that  there  is  anything  mysterious  or  basically 
wrong  with  the  comparability  concepts,  and  we  are  quite  prepared 
to  work  with  the  Congress  and  employee  organizations  to  bring  about 
improvements,  including  a  thorough  examination  of  all  of  the  processes 
of  job  matching. 

There  is,  however,  one  aspect  of  our  attempts  to  move  toward 
comparability  on  which  I  should  like  to  comment.  Some  of  the 
stories  in  the  press  and  the  implications  of  some  of  the  testimony 
presented  to  the  House  committee  this  year  and  last  suggest  that 
Federal  comparability  pay  action  has  not  adequately  taken  into 
account — 

Increases  in  the  cost  of  living  as  measured  by  the  Consumer 
Price  Index. 

Increases  in  the  economic  index  of  output  per  man-hour  in 
private  enterprise. 

The  evidence  does  not  support  this  conclusion.  A  comparative 
illustration  related  to  PFS-4  (step  4)  may  be  helpful.  I  present  it 
in  the  tables  which  follow  this  page  in  my  testimony.  The  committee 
will  note  that  in  the  period  1947-60  the  salary  rate  for  PFS-4  advanced 
101  percent,  the  Consumer  Price  Index  advanced  only  32.5  percent, 
and  the  index  of  output  per  man-hour  in  private  enterprise  increased 
51.9  percent.  It  is  interesting  to  note  that  during  this  same  period 
the  average  hourly  earnings  in  manufacturing,  excluding  overtime, 
advanced  86.4  percent.  The  tables  make  similar  comparisons  for  the 
period  1960-65,  and  for  the  entire  period  1947-65.  It  is  also  interest¬ 
ing  to  note  that  if  we  take  into  account  the  pay  raises  granted  im¬ 
mediately  after  World  War  II,  the  pay  rates  of  a  PFS-4  employee 
have  increased  by  well  over  200  percent  in  the  period  since  1945. 
These  comparisons  are  not  meant  to  indicate  that  the  salary  increases 
were  in  some  sense  unwarranted.  But  they  do,  I  believe,  destroy  the 
contention  that  somehow  Federal  pay  action  has  not  taken  into 
account  increases  in  the  cost  of  living  or  in  national  productivity. 

In  summary,  Mr.  Chairman,  the  administration  supports  the  com¬ 
parability  principle.  We  have  attempted,  to  the  best  of  our  ability, 
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to  propose  actions  on  pay  adjustments  which  are  consistent  with 
that  principle.  We  want  to  attain  full  salary  comparability  on  a 
basis  which  is  accurately  measured  in  accordance  with  known  facts, 
and  which  is  acceptable  to  the  Congress  and  to  Federal  employees! 
Finally,  as  is  the  case  with  all  Federal  actions,  our  speed  of  progress 
toward  desirable  goals  must  be  evaluated  in  the  context  of  prevailing 
economic  conditions  and  the  fiscal  policy  appropriate  to  those  con¬ 
ditions. 

I  shall  be  glad  to  try  to  answer  any  questions  which  the  committee 
may  have. 

(The  tables  referred  to  follow:) 


Table  2. — Comparison  trend  of  postal  salaries  and  major  economic  indicators, 

selected  periods ,  194-7-65 


Year 

Salary  rate, 
PFS-4 
(step  4) 

Consumer 
Price 
Index 
(1957-59  = 
100) 

Index  of 
output  per 
man-hour, 
total 
private 
(1957-59= 
100) 

Average 

hourly 

earnings 

(excluding 

overtime) 

all 

manufac¬ 

turing 

1947 _ 

$2,400 

77.8 

69.2 

$1.18 

1960 _ _ 

$4,825 

103.1 

105.1 

$2.20 

1965 _ _ _ 

Percent  increase: 

$5, 694 

111.0 

125.3 

$2.54 

1947-60.. _ _ 

101.0 

32.5 

61.9 

86.4 

1960-65 _  . 

18.0 

7.7 

19.2 

15.5 

1947-65 _ _ _ 

137.3 

42.7 

81.1 

115.3 

Source:  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics. 


Table  3. —  Trend  in  postal  salary  rales  1945-65 


Year 

P  F 8-4  salary  range 

Number  of 
within-grade 
increases 

Minimum 

Maximum 

1945 _ 

$1, 700 
$5, 181 
204.8 

$2, 100 
$7,  026 
234.6 

4  at  $100  each. 

11  at  $171  each. 

1965... _ _  . 

Percent  increase _ _ 

Mr.  Paschal.  The  House  report  states  their  bill  provides  for 
across-the-board  pay  increase  of  2.87  to  2.9.  On  page  8  of  your  report, 
you  state  there  was  a  vote  to  pass  a  bill  of  2.9  for  all  grades. 

Mr.  Schultze.  Excuse  me;  I  didn’t  understand  you. 

Mr.  Paschal.  You  state  on  your  report  that  the  House  bill  pro¬ 
vides  for  a  pay  increase  of  2.9  for  all  grades? 

Mr.  Schultze.  Yes. 

Mr.  Paschal.  They  say  from  2.87  to  2.9? 

Mr.  Schultze.  There  is  three-hundredths  of  a  percent  difference 
in  some  of  the  increases,  which  I  presume  comes  from  rounding  out 
the  number;  2.87  and  2.9  are  so  close. 

Mr.  Paschal.  Your  2.9  is  approximate? 

Mr.  Schultze.  That  is  correct.  You  can  carry  it  out  to  a  hun¬ 
dredth  of  a  percent  and  it  is  approximate. 

The  Chairman.  In  estimating  the  cost  of  this  pay  bill,  was  any 
portion  of  the  estimated  increase  in  the  unfunded  liability  of  the 
civil  service  retirement  fund  taken  into  account? 
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Mr.  Schultze.  With  respect  to  the  improvements  in  the  retire¬ 
ment  provisions,  the  answer  is  "Yes.”  However,  the  House  committee 
did  not  include  interest  on  the  unfunded  liability  created  by  the  pay 
increase,  itself.  Each  $1  of  pay  increase  creates  unfunded  liability 
of  $2.25  for  past  service  credits.  The  proposed  pay  increase  wall 
create  additional  unfunded  liability  of  $866  million.  At  3%  percent 
interest,  this  comes  to  $30.3  million.  We  believe  that  this  $30.3 
million  must  be  included  under  the  guidepost  costs — although  this 
has  not  been  done  in  previous  years. 

The  Chairman.  This  is  exactly  the  same  as  it  has  been  in  previous 
years? 

Mr.  Schultze.  I  understand  that  is  correct. 

The  Chairman.  You  expect  it  to  shift  next  year  to  go  beyond  the 
interest? 

Mr.  Schultze.  Take  the  full  level  premium  cost  to  the  Government 
rather  than  the  interest.  As  I  say,  this  year,  since  it  has  been  done 
in  the  past,  we  are  willing  to  accept  the  House  estimates.  Reasonable 
men  can  differ  about  it. 

Mr.  Minton.  Is  there  any  discount  in  this  cost  estimate?  Any 
discount  from  the  cost  estimate  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  or 
House  of  Representatives  for  the  anticipation  of  a  one-half  percent 
increase  from  employee  contributions  to  the  retirement  fund. 

Mr.  Schultze.  You  may  recall  I  indicated  we  analyzed  the  House 
bill  for  purposes  of  guideposts,  to  see  whether  it  is  within  the  guidepost. 
What  the  House  does  is  come  to  a  $593  million  cost  and  subtract  out 
$71  million  it  feels  should  not  be  included  in  this  guidepost. 

Our  analysis,  it  turns  out,  comes  to  about  the  same  conclusion 
but  we  get  it  from  a  different  reason,  as  follows:  If  you  read  the 
economic  report  which  discusses  the  guideposts,  it  points  out  that  in 
January  1966  under  the  law,  private  employers  will  be  paying  an 
increased  social  security  tax  which  -will,  in  turn,  give  additional 
benefits  to  employees.  That  is  outside  the  guideposts.  That 
additional  employer  tax  is  outside  the  guidepost. 

Mr.  Minton.  Why?  No,  you  needn’t  go  into  that  now. 

Mr.  Schultze.  The  reasons  are  given  in  the  report.  It  is  laid 
down  by  law,  it  is  not  a  matter  of  bargaining.  In  order  to  treat 
Federal  employees  the  same  way,  we  have  deducted  from  the  total 
costs  in  reaching  the  guideposts  an  equivalent  amount,  roughly  a  half 
percent,  which  is  outside  the  guideposts  of  the  economic  report.  It 
comes  to  almost  the  same  as  the  $71  million  the  House  deducted. 

If  I  may  summarize,  the  House  deducted  from  its  cost  estimates 
certain  items  of  overtime  and  premium  pay  it  feels  should  not  be 
included  in  the  guideposts.  We  believe  it  should  be,  but  deduct  a 
similar  amount,  almost  the  same  amount,  for  another  reason;  namely, 
the  private  economy  excludes  this  half  percent  the  employers  will 
pay.  We  include  the  same  here. 

Mr.  Minton.  The  House  didn’t  exclude  the  half  percent? 

Mr.  Schultze.  It  used  a  different  number,  for  a  different  reason. 
We  did  for  a  different  reason,  but  came  close  to  the  same  conclusion. 

The  Chairman.  I  would  like  to  go  into  the  fact  that  the  House 
failed  to  put  social  security  compensation  benefits  in  the  bill  because 
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Ways  and  Means  raised  objection  to  consideration  of  that  section  by 
the  House  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Committee. 

Mr.  Schultze.  As  I  understand,  that  is  correct. 

i  he  Chairman.  I  would  like  to  know  how  high  a  priority  you 
put  on  the  inclusion  of  the  social  security  provisions. 

Air.  Schultze.  T  make  two  comments.  First,  in  terms  of  priority 
with  other  things  in  the  bill,  we  put  a  high  priority  on  the  social 
security  provisions.  And  simply  adding  it  to  the  House  bill  without 
making  adjustments  elsewhere,  it  makes  the  cost  even  higher. 

The  Chairman.  What  is  the  guidepost? 

Mr.  Schultze.  I  believe  there  is  $85  million  set  for  this  purpose. 
I  have  been  advised  we  figured  $116  million,  but  on  their  basis  it 
would  have  been  less,  obviously. 

That  is  right,  my  understanding  is  on  the  House  basis  it  is  $85 
million.  I  would  have  to  check  that  for  the  record. 

The  Chairman.  This  would  give  to  these  employees,  particularly 
those  who  worked  less  than  5  years,  the  same  protection  they  would 
have  in  private  industry. 

Mr.  Schultze.  That  is  right. 

The  Chairman.  If  an  employee  who  worked  4  years  for  the  Federal 
Government  should  die,  what  retirement  would  he  have? 

Mr.  Schultze.  A  short-term  employee — may  I  check  a  moment 
on  that? 

I  have  been  advised  he  would  have  nothing. 

The  Chairman.  Under  social  security? 

Mr.  Schultze.  Protection  would  depend  upon  how  many  paid 
quarters  lie  had  under  social  security  and  the  number  of  children  in 
the  family. 

The  Chairman.  You  put  a  high  priority — I  am  sure  I  would — on 
the  inclusion  of  the  social  security  benefits.  Will  we  reimburse  the 
social  security  system  for  this  coverage? 

Mr.  Schultze.  What  would  happen  is  the  appropriate  transfers 
would  be  made  between  the  funds  at  the  time  the  claim  was  made. 
In  other  words,  you  would  wait  until  a  claim  was  made  and  civil 
service  retirement  fund  would  make  the  appropriate  adjustment. 

The  Chairman.  An  employee  would  pay  the  regular  social  security 
taxes? 

Mr.  Schultze.  Not  while  he  was  in  Federal  service. 

The  Chairman.  He  would  pay  into  the  retirement  fund? 

Mr.  Schultze.  Yes;  as  he  does  now. 

The  Chairman.  Out  of  the  retirement  fund  you  woidd  reimburse  the 
social  security  fund? 

Mr.  Schultze.  That  is  right. 

The  Chairman.  I  certainly  hope  we  can  include  the  social  security 
provisions.  Our  employees  have  less  protection  at  that  period  than 
private  employees. 

Mr.  Schultze.  I  agree.  I  again  point  out  the  fact  we  already  have 
guidepost  problems,  and  some  way  will  have  to  be  found  to  substi¬ 
tute  this  for  others. 

The  Chairman.  This  wmuld  be  a  guidepost? 

Mr.  Schultze.  Yes,  sir;  it  is  an  increased  cost  to  the  Government. 

The  point  of  guideposts  is  that  increased  payroll  costs  either  directly 
in  payroll  or  fringe  benefits  go  into  this,  because  these  are  costs.  This 
is  the  basic  rule  we  are  applying. 
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In  many  cases  you  put  these  in  because  they  are  good;  that  is  the 
reason  you  porpose  them.  The  mere  fact  they  are  good  does  not  remove 
them  from  the  guidepost. 

The  Chairman.  Here  we  are  talking  about  Government  employees 
with  absolutely  no  protection  during  the  first  5  years  of  their  employ¬ 
ment.  Is  this  an  item  that  would  be  prohibited  under  the  guideposts? 

Mr.  Schultze.  Yes,  sir. 

The  Chairman.  I  can’t  agree  with  that.  I  think  there  are  some 
things  you  took  out  of  the  guideposts.  For  instance,  the  overtime  for 
postal  supervisors. 

I  understand  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  was  in  on  the  discussion,  and 
agreed  this  was  not  a  guidepost  item. 

Mr.  Schultze.  As  I  understand  it,  Mr.  Chairman — I  was  not  there 
that  day — as  I  understand  it,  our  point  was  not  it  should  not  be  a 
guidepost,  but  ways  should  be  found  to  fit  this  package  under  the 
guidepost.  We  did  not  agree  that  should  not  be  counted  a  guidepost 
item. 

The  Chairman.  How  about  premium  pay? 

Mr.  Schultze.  Same  tiling. 

The  Chairman.  Was  that  agreed  to? 

Mr.  Schultze.  As  far  as  I  know,  there  was  no  agreement  with  the 
House,  that  this  was  outside  the  guideposts. 

Mr.  Minton.  Sunday  premium? 

Mr.  Schultze.  Yes. 

Mr.  Minton.  Mr.  Macy  has  been  accused  of  saying  the  Sunday 
premium  is  a  nonguideposts  item. 

Mr.  Schultze.  My  understanding  was  this  basic  principle  was  good 
but  the  question  was  how  to  fit  it  in  the  guideposts.  Mr.  Macy,  I 
understand,  did  not  object  to  the  basic  proposition. 

The  Chairman.  Some  employees  are  receiving  premium  pay  for 
Sundays.  I  understand  this  merely  equalizes  what  other  employees 
get.  We  should  not  have  to  include  social  security  treatment. 

Mr.  Schultze.  It  is  true  in  this  particular  area  the  Federal  system 
falls  below  the  social  security  system,  for  example. 

The  Chairman.  It  falls  below  everything.  There  is  nothing  there. 

Mr.  Schultze.  What  I  am  saying,  mother  areas  the  Federal  retire¬ 
ment  system  is  much  better.  Adding  social  security  protection  is  an 
additional  cost  to  the  Government.  It  does  provide  additional 
benefits.  We  think  that  should  be  taken  into  account. 

You  cannot  look  at  any  one  point  in  a  system.  You  have  to  look 
at  the  system  as  a  whole. 

In  this  area  it  falls  behind,  in  other  areas  it’s  way  ahead.  It  is 
an  additional  cost  to  the  Government,  and  should  be  taken  into 
account. 

K  The  Chairman.  It  is  a  depressing  inequity  that  every  employee  in 
the  United  States  that  works  for  a  private  employer  has  these  benefits. 

Mr.  Schultze.  In  making  an  adjustment  from  the  House  bill  under 
the  guidepost,  we  take  that  into  account  by  extracting  out  the  equiva¬ 
lent  of  what  social  security  employers  are  paying.  We  have  taken 
that  into  our  calculations. 

Mr.  Minton.  Did  you  say  wage-price  guidelines  include  that  which 
increases  the  benefit  to  the  employee? 

Mr.  Schultze.  The  cost  to  the  employer.  Now,  it  turns  out  in 
this  particular  case  it  increases  the  benefit  to  the  employee. 
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Mr.  Minton.^  Is  there  any  item  costing  money  in  any  pay  legis¬ 
lation  that  does  not  increase  the  cost  to  the  Government? 

Mr.  Schultze.  We  are  talking  about  total  compensation  of  em¬ 
ployees,  cost  to  the  Federal  Government  of  paying  compensation  to 
employees.  The  compensation  is  in  the  form  of  pay,  benefits,  over¬ 
time,  sharing  in  health  plans,  and  the  like. 

Mr.  Minton.  Do  you  disagree  with  all  of  the  $71  million  that  the 
House 'discounted  as  being  nonguidepost,  or  only  some  of  it? 

Mr.  Schultze.  I  believe  that  all  of  them  must  be  counted  in  the 
guidepost. 

As  I  indicated,  it  turns  out  we  have  made  an  adjustment  which 
comes  to  the  same  amount,  but  gets  at  it  by  a  different  route.  But 
the  $71  million,  we  do  not  believe  those  items  should  be  excluded. 

As  I  say,  we  come  to  practically  the  same  conclusion  with  respect 
to  a  deduction,  for  a  different  reason.  It  comes  to  about  the  same 
thing. 

Senator  Yarborough.  I  do  not  agree  with  all  advocated  by  the 
Director  of  the  Budget,  and  outside  of  this  bill,  in  other  fields,  such 
as  destroying  the  National  Defense  Education  Act. 

I  do  agree  with  the  Director  of  the  Budget  about  the  dangers  of 
inflation. 

I  was  a  student  in  Germany  in  1921  and  1922,  and  saw  people 
wiped  out  by  inflation.  While  some  lived  on  investments,  others 
were  literally  starving. 

In  1945,  I  was  in  France  and  saw  inflation  strike  there,  and  the 
people  were  scrounging  around  the  army  camps  for  food. 

I  have  seen  inflation  strike  four  countries,  and  the  people  who  were 
hurt  the  least  were  very  wealthy.  They  put  their  money  into  other 
currency.  Perhaps  those  at  the  bottom  of  society,  who  don’t  want 
to  be  employed,  scrounge  around  and  get  food  and  don’t  starve. 
I  have  seen  middle-class  people  with  skin  drawn  tight  around  their 
faces.  They  would  not  steal,  scrounge  around  army  camps,  or  beg, 
and  literally  starved. 

I  agree  with  you  on  inflation,  but  I  don’t  agree  with  all  of  your  ap¬ 
proach  to  the  budget. 

The  Chairman.  Senator  Hartke. 

Senator  Hartke.  Mr.  Schultze,  on  this  wage-price  guidepost,  you 
referred  to  it  on  page  2  in  quoting  from  the  President’s  economic 
message  of  1966.  You  say  the  Federal  Government  does  not  have 
authority  to  impose  ceilings  on  wages  and  prices? 

Mr.  Schultze.  That  is  right. 

Senator  Hartke.  Why  do  you? 

Mr.  Schultze.  We  are  not. 

Senator  Hartke.  You  just  recommend  we  do  it? 

Mr.  Schultze.  No,  sir.  What  we  are  saying,  I  can  show  you  the 
record,  is  that  by  example  and  request  and  pointing  out  the  importance 
of  it,  it  does  tend  to  work.  The  guidepost  as  a  general  proposition  has 
worked  generally. 

Senator  Hartke.  Tends  to  work  generally? 

Mr.  Schultze.  That  means  there  have  been  exceptions.  If  you 
look  at  the  rate  of  increase  in  wages  and  salaries  in  the  private  econ¬ 
omy,  they  have  been  within  guideposts.  They  have  averaged  in  some 
cases  to  less  than  guideposts. 

Senator  Hartke.  Has  the  price  of  milk  been  beyond  the  guidepost? 
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Mr.  Schultze.  I  don’t  know. 

Senator  Hartke.  Has  the  price  of  bacon  gone  up? 

Mr.  Schultze.  It  has  come  down,  I  believe. 

Senator  Hartke.  Price  of  bread? 

Mr.  Schultze.  Yes. 

Senator  Hartke.  Price  of  vegetables? 

Mr.  Schultze.  Correct. 

Senator  Hartke.  Beyond  the  guidepost? 

Mr.  Schultze.  It  is  hard  to  apply  guideposts  to  farm  products. 

Senator  Hartke.  Do  you  want  authority  to  impose  ceilings  on 
wages  and  prices? 

Mr.  Schultze.  No. 

Senator  Hartke.  If  it  is  so  good,  why  not  have  the  authority 
legally? 

Mr.  Schultze.  There  is  quite  a  difference  between  the  President 
asking  for  the  voluntary  restraint  of  the  business  community  and  the 
labor  community  and  imposing  price  controls. 

I  worked  at  one  time  in  the  Office  of  Price  Stabilization.  Clearly  if 
worse  comes  to  worst,  these  things  are  necessary,  but  until  that  time,  I 
think  it  would  be  a  bad  mistake. 

Senator  Hartke.  You  don’t  want  it,  and  so  therefore  you  have  a 
form  of  selective  sacrifice  among  those  people  willing  to  be  patriotic 
enough  to  accommodate  this  situation.  That  is  fine.  Those  that 
don’t  want  to,  there  is  no  penalty. 

Mr.  Schultze.  No,  sir.  What  I  want  to  point  out  is  in  areas  in 
almost  all  the  economy,  except  farm  products,  where  it  is  impossible  to 
work,  it  has  been  pretty  successful. 

Senator  Hartke.  Have  shoes  gone  up? 

Mr.  Schultze.  I  believe  they  announced  an  increase;  the  price  of 
hides  went  up. 

Senator  Hartke.  Is  this  in  or  outside  the  guidelines?  Who  makes 
the  determination? 

Mr.  Schultze.  I  don’t  know.  My  recollection  is  it  is  related  to  a 
very  short  increase  on  the  price  of  hides. 

Senator  Yarborough.  I  am  opposed  to  the  export  tariff  on  hides. 

In  the  Wall  Street  Journal  in  early  1966  the  shoe  industry  said  the 
main  increase  in  price  of  shoes  was  the  fact  that  labor  costs  had  gone 
up,  and  management  costs  had  gone  up. 

In  a  $1 0  pair  of  shoes  there  is  68  cents  worth  of  hide.  The  increased 
cost  was  labor  and  management,  and  not  the  cost  of  these  hides. 

Mr.  Schultze.  What  happens  is  when  wage  increases  are  within 
the  guideposts,  they  are  within  for  the  reason  that  productivity  is  not 
rising  rapidly,  and  you  do  get  increases  despite  the  guideposts. 

I  don’t  know  the  analysis  of  the  shoe  case. 

Senator  Yarborough.  Being  from  the  largest  cattle-producing 
State,  I  have  made  considerable  study. 

Mr.  Schultze.  I  think  I  got  the  point. 

Senator  Hartke.  He  is  not  taking  it  out  of  your  hide,  though. 

Why  do  you  say  that  you  don’t  know  on  these  very  items?  This 
is  the  problem.  You  have  two  things.  You  have  the  question  of 
comparability,  and  you  admit  these  people  are  not  being  paid  on  the 
basis  of  comparability.  You  say  they  are  approaching  comparability. 

Mr.  Schultze.  That  is  right. 
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Senator  Hartke.  Putting  that  aside  for  a  moment,  if  you  are 
not  going  to  treat  them  fair  in  this  aspect,  why  should  you  not  go 
ahead  and  come  back  and  have  a  system  whereby  you  can  come 
before  this  committee  and  say  the  things  they  are  buying,  their  shoes 
onltheir  feet,  their  clothes,  their  food  and  housing,  that  is  what  most 
people  have  to  spend  their  money  on — you  say  you  don’t  know  if 
this  was  in  the  guidepost. 

Mi’.  Schultze.  The  farm - 

Senator  Hartke.  Just  a  minute. 

You  say  “we  are  going  to  put  a  ceiling  on  you  which  will  not  bring 
you  up  to  the  place  where  you  are  equal  to  private  employment, 
and  we  are  not  going  to  be  able  to  give  you  a  determination  of  what 
we  can  do  to  hold  in  line  costs  on  the  other  end  of  the  spectrum.” 

Would  you  not  be  better  off  if  you  could  come  in  and  say  to  the 
people  working  for  a  living,  “We  are  going  to  impose  a  wage  restraint 
on  you  of  3.2  percent,  and  a  price  restraint  in  the  marketplace  of 
3.2,”  so  when  he  goes  out  there  he  can  get  the  same  amount,  so 
you  don’t  have  this  problem  Senator  Yarborough  is  talking  about, 
people  going  out  and  scrounging,  if  this  inflation  is  about  to  be  present, 
as  indicated?  Would  you  not  be  better  off? 

Mr.  Schultze.  No,  sir,  I  don’t  believe  so. 

If  you  look  at  what  happened,  there  has  been  a  significant  increase 
which  recently  leveled  off  in  food  prices.  You  look  at  other  areas - - 

Senator  Hartke.  The  food  price  leveled  off — -do  you  want  to  say 
why  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  says  the  food  price  leveled  off? 

Mr.  Schultze.  I  presume  because  he  saw  the  statistics. 

Senator  Hartke.  The  reason  he  gave  was  the  fanner  is  going  to 
get  less. 

Mr.  Schultze.  Farm  income,  as  you  know,  has  gone  to  record 
heights,  and  is  still  going  up. 

Senator  Hartke.  $1  billion. 

Mr.  Schultze.  That  is  right. 

Senator  Hartke.  What  was  the  increase  cost  to  the  Government 
of  farm  economy  last  year? 

Mr.  Schultze.  I  would  have  to  look  it  up. 

Senator  Hartke.  $1  billion.  He  did  not  get  it  from  the  market¬ 
place.  The  price  of  food  went  up  in  the  marketplace,  but  the  in¬ 
creased  income  to  the  farmer  was  equal  to  the  total  amount  the 
Government  increased  the  subsidy. 

Mr.  Schultze.  That  was  true  in  1965,  but  1966  fiscal  year  farm 
expenditures  will  be  down  substantially.  I  don’t  have  the  figures 
with  me. 

Senator  Hartke.  I  don’t  like  this  guidepost,  as  you  well  know. 
That  is  no  news  to  you,  so  you  understand  how  I  feel  about  it. 

Why,  if  you  feel  you  need  them,  why  don’t  you  come  to  Congress 
and  say  that  the  Federal  Government  does  not  have  authority  to 
impose  ceilings  on  wages  and  prices,  we  want  to  do  it,  fairly  for 
everybody,  so  therefore  we  are  asking  for  the  authority  to  do  it  for 
everybody? 

Mr.  Schultze.  If  we  were - 

Let  me  back  up. 

It  seems  to  me  there  is  a  mean  between  the  Federal  Government 
not  doing  anything  and  slapping  on  wage  and  price  controls.  If 
prices  were  rising  at  really  an  inflationary  rate,  going  through  the 
ceiling,  it  might  be  well  to  have  wage  and  price  controls. 
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If  there  was  no  inflationary  pressure  in  the  economy  at  all,  you 
would  not  need  the  guideposts.  But  it  seems  to  me  the  guideposts 
are  a  means  between  doing  nothing  and  a  drastic  wage  and  price 
control. 

I  don’t  think  we  should  restrict  ourselves  to  those  extremes,  nothing 
and  wage-price  control. 

Senator  Hartke.  If  the  reasonable  men  of  this  committee  disagree 
with  the  Council  of  Economic  Advisers  on  the  items  to  be  included 
m  the  package,  here,  would  you  object? 

Mr.  Schultze.  If  I  were  on  the  other  side,  I  think  even  reasonable 
men  can  object  to  the  action.  You  have  to  take  a  look  at  specifics. 
Senator  Hartke.  Do  we  have  inflation  now? 

Mr.  Schultze.  No,  sir. 

Senator  Hartke.  As  I  understood  the  report  was  that  the  gross 
national  product  increased  close  to  $17  billion  in  the  first  quarter  of 
1966. 

Mr.  Schultze.  That  is  correct. 

Senator  Hartke.  In  the  release  of  the  statement  by  the  Govern¬ 
ment,  $10  billion  of  that  was  due  to  increased  spending,  and  $7  billion 
to  inflation. 

Mr.  Schultze.  I  would  hate,  to  answer  that  off  the  top  of  my  head. 
I  think  the  $7  billion  was  too  high.  That  $7  billion  sounds  high. 
Senator  Hartke.  It  sounds  high  to  me,  too. 

Mr.  Schultze.  That  would  be  approximately  1  percent  of  the 
gross  national  product,  and  I  don’t  think  the  price  index  went  up 
that  much. 

Senator  Hartke.  Wholesale  prices  have  been  rather  stable  for  the 
last  8  weeks.  Isn’t  that  true? 

Mr.  Schultze.  That  is  correct. 

Senator  Hartke.  But  the  point  is  that  takes  in  so  many  things  all 
through  the  spectrum,  but  these  people,  I  talked  about  food,  which 
you  admit  has  gone  up  substantially,  shoes,  and  rent,  these  have  all 
increased  substantially. 

Mr.  Schultze.  I  might  say  what  do  you  mean  by  inflation? 

Senator  Hartke.  I  know  that  is  a  difficult  term. 

Go  ahead. 

Mr.  Schultze.  During  the  period  1961,  1962,  and  1963,  when  the 
economy  was  operating  with  clearly  a  higher  than  desirable  level  of 
unemployment,  I  don’t  think  anybody  said  we  had  inflation,  but  the 
consumer  price  index  rose  about  1.2  percent  a  year. 

That  is  not  good,  but  I  would  hesitate  to  designate  a  small  rise  in 
prices  as  inflation.  I  can’t  draw  the  line. 

,  Senator  Hartke.  I  know  what  I  was  including  is  in  the  guideposts 
in  this  package. 

Mr.  Schultze.  In  the  House  proposal? 

Senator  Hartke.  Wherever  it  is,  you  are  familiar  with  it. 

Did  you  include  the  increased  taxes  imposed  this  year  by  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  on  automobiles  and  telephones? 

Air.  Schultze.  It  was  not  an  increase.  It  was  a  deferral  of  what 
would  otherwise  have  occurred,  but  taxes  did  not  go  up. 

Senator  Hartke.  Now,  Mr.  Schultze,  let’s  be  honest.  You  don’t 
want  to  say  that,  really,  do  you?  Do  you  want  to  strike  that  from  the 
record? 

Mr.  Schultze.  I  won’t  strike  it  from  the  record,  but  I  admit  it  is 
not  very  responsive. 
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Senator  Hartke.  Let’s  come  on  back.  Let’s  clarify  the  record,  if 
you  are  not  going  to  take  it  out. 

Excise  taxes  on  telephones  were  repealed,  dropped  to  3  percent, 
from  10  to  3  percent. 

Mr.  Schultze.  That  is  right. 

Senator  Hartke.  The  7  percent  was  repealed? 

Mr.  Schultze.  That  is  right. 

Senator  Hartke.  Congress  adjourned,  we  went  home? 

Mr.  Schultze.  That  is  right.  There  was  a  month  or  2  months 
when  they  were  actually  in  effect. 

Senator  Hartke.  Five  months.  March  1,  they  went  back  on. 

Now  that  we  have  the  record  straight,  what  I  want  to  know:  Did 
you,  when  you  put  those  new  taxes  in — was  that  additional  cost  con¬ 
sidered  when  you  put  the  package  in? 

Mr.  Schultze.  No,  sir. 

Senator  Hartke.  Now,  we  established  that  you  did  not  consider 
it,  but  it  increased  the  cost  of  this  man’s  living,  did  it  not? 

Mr.  Schultze.  The  percentage  passed  on,  that  is  right. 

Senator  Hartke.  It  passed  on,  it  is  a  telephone  bill,  right  at  the 
bottom  it  says  7  percent  more? 

Mr.  Schultze.  I  don’t  want  to  belabor  it.  It  was  up  to  10  percent. 
For  5  months  it  came  to  3,  and  then  went  back  up  again. 

My  point  is  compared  to  last  year,  there  is  not  an  increase  in  that 
sense. 

I  don’t  want  to  belabor  it. 

Senator  Hartke.  I  did  not  think  we  would  have  to  discuss  the  fact, 
but  since  we  did,  what  happened  was  7  percent  was  added  to  his 
telephone  hill.  This  was  an  added  cost  to  his  living. 

Mr.  Schultze.  Compared  to  what  he  had  for  5  months. 

Senator  Hartke.  Even  if  it  is  1  day,  it  is  7  percent  more.  Right? 

Mr.  Schultze.  Yes. 

Senator  Hartke.  Do  increased  taxes  increase  the  cost  of  living? 

Mr.  Schultze.  No,  sir.  It  does  on  the  specific  item  you  indicate, 
but  the  whole  point  of  the  tax  is  to  hold  down  the  increased  purchasing 
power,  so  you  don’t  get  inflation. 

Granted  the  specific  commodity  you  put  it  on  does  rise  in  price 
it  if  it  is  an  excise  tax,  but  the  whole  object  of  the  game  is  to  keep  down 
excessive  demand. 

I  cannot  agree  increased  taxes  increase  the  cost  of  living,  even  though 
it  does  on  this  one  item. 

Senator  Hartke.  We  are  going  to  have  a  reasonable  difference  of 
opinion  on  that. 

In  this  package,  if  you  went  to  full  comparability,  what  would  be 
the  additional  cost  to  the  Government,  $873  million?  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  Schultze.  That  would  be  for  pay  alone;  $837  million  for  pay 
alone.  That  is  correct. 

Senator  Hartke.  What  is  the  cost  under  the  administration 
recommendation  for  pay? 

Mr.  Schultze.  Taking  the  whole  administration  recommendation 
of  pay  and  fringes,  it  is  $485  million. 

Senator  Hartke.  So  it  is  roughly  about  $350  million  difference? 
Is  that  right? 

Mr.  Schultze.  Right. 

Senator  Hartke.  For  $350  million  we  could  put  these  on  a  com¬ 
parable  pay  basis  all  the  way  through? 
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Air.  Schultze.  If  you  then  dropped  all  the  other  fringe  recom¬ 
mendations,  that  is  correct.  The  $485  million  includes  fringes  as 
well  as  pay.  If  you  put  $350  million  on  and  dropped  all  the  fringes, 
then  you  are  correct. 

Senator  IIartke.  As  I  understood  you  to  say  on  page  5,  you  said 
attainment  of  full  comparability  of  all  grade  increases  for  fiscal  year 
1967  would  cost  over  $416  million. 

Mr.  Schultze.  That  is  for  pay  alone. 

Senator  Hartke.  You  consider  that  irresponsible? 

Mr.  Schultze.  Yes;  I  would. 

Senator  Hartke.  Because  you  consider  the  package  which  the 
administration  recommended  meets  the  necessities.  Right? 

I  will  read  your  words:  “The  necessities  of  both  fiscaf  prudence  and 
guidepost  principles.” 

Right? 

Mr.  Schultze.  Right. 

Senator  Hartke.  What  meets  the  necessities  of  living  for  the  man 
working  for  a  living  out  here  on  the  Federal  payroll?  What  about 
him? 

Mr.  Schultze.  As  you  know,  Senator - 

Senator  IIartke.  Hoes  he  have  to  take?  Does  he  have  to  be  not 
considered? 

Mr.  Schultze.  No,  sir.  We  are  considering  him.  This  pay 
increase  and  the  pay  increases  the  administration  has  proposed,  and 
Congress  enacted  in  recent  years,  moved  Federal  employees’  salaries 
up  well  beyond  the  cost  of  living.  There  have  been  other  increases, 
but  the  pay  increases  were  beyond  that. 

Senator  Hartke.  Do  you  expect  increased  taxes  this  year? 

Mr.  Schultze.  The  President  has  said  he  is  prepared  if  necessary — - 
now  it  is  not  necessary. 

Senator  Hartke.  Do  you  see  an  increase  in  the  living  cost  to  the 
individual  that  the  Federal  pay  raise  would  be  adjusted  to  account 
for  this  increase  in  taxes  he  would  have  to  pay? 

Mr.  Schultze.  I  don’t  think  so.  If  this  were  done  in  general 
and  private  employment  and  private  unions  followed  the  same 
thing,  it  would  defeat  any  action  you  might  take. 

Senator  Hartke.  Thank  you. 

The  Chairman.  Thank  you,  Senator  Hartke. 

Senator  Simpson? 

Senator  Simpson.  I  won’t  ask  a  question,  but  I  want  to  compliment 
Mr.  Schultze.  and  Air.  Alacy  on  making  very  fine  statements  in  defense 
of  the  administration’s  policy. 

I  don’t  agree  with  sonie  of  what  has  been  said,  or  at  least  the  con¬ 
struction  placed  upon  it.  I  think  there  is  some  disparagement  be¬ 
tween  the  two  statements,  and  I  would  like  to  have  an  opportunity  to 
either  examine  them  here,  or  to  submit  questions  to  them  bv  mail, 
which  they  might  answer,  because  I  understand  Mr.  Schultze  is 
obligated  to  other  committees. 

I  can’t  think  of  any  committee  more  important  than  this. 

Air.  Schultze.  I  agree,  but  find  that  difficult  to  tell  other  com¬ 
mittees. 

Senator  Simpson.  I  think  we  have  opened  up  with  these  two  wit¬ 
nesses  the  whole  ramifications  of  this  matter. 
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Mr.  Schultze.  I  would  be  glad  to  be  at  the  committee’s  conveni¬ 
ence  any  way  it  wishes,  barring  the  fact  I  absolutely  am  locked  in  on 
testimony. 

The  Chairman.  Will  you  prepare  for  the  committee,  at  the  earliest 
possible  time,  the  cost  of  every  item  in  the  bill,  and  whether  it  is  in 
the  guidelines? 

Mr.  Schultze.  We  will  give  you  a  comparative  analysis  of  the 
House  bill,  and  our  analysis  of  those  items. 

The  Chairman.  We  will  move  forward  with  the  witnesses  for 
Government  employees  tomorrow  at  10  o’clock. 

Mr.  Minton.  One  filial  question.  In  determining  guideposts,  do 
you  take  into  account  salary  plus  fringe  benefits? 

Mr.  Schultze.  Right. 

Mr.  Minton.  In  determining  comparability  in  private  enterprise 
is  it  just  salary,  or  salary  plus  fringe  benefits? 

.Mr.  Schultze.  Just  salary.  We  are  trying  to  get  information  on 
fringe  benefits,  but  at  the  moment  the  information  only  allows  us  to 
compare  it  on  salary. 

Mr.  Minton.  Isn’t  it  inherently  unfair  to  compare  Federal  salaries 
and  private  enterprise  salaries  and  include  fringe  benefits  with  the 
Federal  salary  while  you— and  the  1962  statute— exclude  fringe 
benefits  from  consideration  in  private  enterprise? 

Mr.  Schultze.  I  am  not  sure  how  it  will  work.  As  you  know,  the 
last  time  there  was  a  survey  of  the  two,  by  the  Bureau  of  Labor 
Statistics,  in  1963,  which  showed  them  about  equal.  There  has  been 
a  quarrel  lately  whether  the  Federal  cost  was  not  understated. 

The  Chairman.  The  committee  stands  in  recess  until  10  tomorrow 
morning. 

(Whereupon,  at  12:30  p.m.,  the  committee  recessed,  to  reconvene 
at  10  a.m.,  Thursday,  April  21,  1966.) 
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THURSDAY,  APRIL  21,  1966 

U.S.  Senate, 

Committee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service, 

Washington,  D.C. 

The  committee  met  at  10  a.m.,  pursuant  to  recess,  in  room  6202, 
Senate  Office  Building,  Senator  A.  S.  Mike  Monroney  (chairman  of 
the  committee)  presiding. 

Present:  Senators  Monroney,  Yarborough,  Burdick,  Carlson,  Fong, 
Boggs,  and  Simpson. 

Staff  members  present:  John  M.  Burzio,  staff  director,  David 
Minton,  general  counsel,  Frank  A.  Paschal,  LeGrand  A.  Rouse  II,  and 
Hugh  B.  Kay  II,  professional  staff  members. 

The  Chairman.  The  Committee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service 
will  resume  its  hearings  on  H.R.  14122,  the  Federal  Salary  and  Fringe 
Benefits  Act  of  1966. 

I  would  like  to  point  out  for  those  who  were  not  here  yesterday  that 
our  first  two  witnesses  were  the  Chairman  of  the  U.S.  Civil  Service 
Commission,  and  the  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget.  Both 
witnesses  completed  their  formal  statements  before  the  committee, 
but  it  may  be  that  we  will  ask  them  to  return  at  a  later  date  so  that 
other  members  of  the  committee  will  have  an  opportunity  to  question 
them  on  issues  that  were  raised  at  our  hearings  yesterday.  Neither 
of  these  witnesses  is  available  to  the  committee  for  our  hearing  this 
morning. 

I  have  been  informed  Mr.  Richard  J.  Murphy,  Assistant  Postmaster 
General,  Bureau  of  Personnel,  Post  Office  Department,  will  represent 
the  Postmaster  General  and  be  our  first  witness  this  morning. 

Please  come  forward,  Mr.  Murphy. 

Senator  Carlson.  I  hope  we  will  have  the  Chairman  of  the  Civil 
Service  Commission  and  Director  of  the  Budget  return  in  view  of 
what  I  believe  is  their  expressed  statement  that  the  total  amount  of 
the  House  bill  is  more  than  they  would  approve.  I  think  we  should 
have  a  further  discussion. 

The  Chairman.  I  had  an  interrogation  with  reference  to  the  admin¬ 
istration’s  position  on  the  bill  and  the  amount  of  the  bill.  As  I  recall 
the  bill  is  some  $33  million  over  the  guidelines  laid  down  by  the  Presi¬ 
dent;  is  that  not  correct? 

Mr.  Murphy.  Yes;  that  is  correct. 

The  Chairman.  May  I  ask  if  the  Postmaster  General  will  also 
represent  the  Post  Office  Department? 

Mr.  Murphy.  I  don’t  think  he  plans  to  but  I  am  sure  he  would 
be  happy  to  come  anytime  you  like. 
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STATEMENT  OF  RICHARD  J.  MURFHY,  ASSISTANT  POSTMASTER 

GENERAL,  BUREAU  OF  PERSONNEL,  POST  OFFICE  DEPART¬ 
MENT;  ACCOMPANIED  BY  DR.  HERBERT  BLOCK,  COMPENSA¬ 
TION  DIVISION,  BUREAU  OF  PERSONNEL;  JOHN  D.  SWYGERT, 

DIRECTOR,  INSTALLATIONS  MANAGEMENT  DIVISION,  BUREAU 

OF  OPERATIONS ;  AND  ADAM  G.  WENCHEL,  ASSOCIATE  GENERAL 

COUNSEL 

First  I  would  like  to  take  the  opportunity  to  thank  you  for  the 
opportunity  to  appear  here  this  morning  and  for  holding  these  hearings 
so  promptly.  I  would  like  to  present  the  people  accompanying  me: 
Dr.  Herbert  Block,  from  the  Compensation  Bureau,  Mr.  John  D. 
Swygert,  Director  of  the  Installation  Management  Division,  and 
Mr.  Adam  G.  Wenchel,  Associate  General  Counsel  of  the  Department. 

It  is  a  pleasure  to  appear  here  once  again  and  to  present,  on  behalf 
of  Postmaster  General  O’Brien,  our  views  on  H.R.  14122,  the  Federal 
Employees  Salary  Act  of  1966,  passed  by  the  House  on  March  30,  1966. 

Before  speaking  specifically  on  H.R.  14122,  I  believe  it  is  appro¬ 
priate  at  this  point  to  recognize  and  commend  the  Congress  for  some 
remarkable  achievements  in  personnel  legislation.  Legislation  passed 
last  year  by  the  Congress  helped  us  greatly  to  modernize  the  work  and 
pay  rules  of  the  postal  establishment. 

Paywise,  we  had  lagged  considerably  behind  comparability,  our 
overtime  rules  were  antiquated,  work  schedules  outmoded,  our 
employment  ceilings  unrealistic. 

These  are  some  of  the  progressive  legislative  changes  which  this 
Congress  adopted  last  year. 

1.  Removed  the  Post  Office  Department  from  the  unrealistic 
employment  ceiling  imposed  by  the  Whitten  amendment. 

2.  Provided  a  5-day  week  for  postmasters. 

3.  Eliminated,  for  rank  and  file  employees,  and  first-line  supervisors 
the  antiquated  system  of  compensatory  time. 

4.  Provided,  for  the  first  time,  premium  pay  for  overtime  worked 
by  substitute  employees. 

5.  Clarified  rules  on  overtime  including,  for  the  first  time,  cash 
opportunities  for  work  on  a  sixth  or  seventh  day. 

6.  Recognized  through  a  25  percent  differential  that  regularly 
scheduled  Sunday  duty  was  special  duty. 

7.  Provided  cash  instead  of  compensatory  time  for  holidays. 

8.  Established  the  maximum  permissible  hours  of  work  in  1  day. 

9.  Provided  an  increase  in  base  pay  of  3.6  percent. 

10.  Provided  severance  and  relocation  pay. 

While  1965  was  a  banner  legislative  year  for  postal  employees,  we 
recognize  that  there  is  still  much  to  be  done.  Proposals  to  deal  with 
the  unfinished  business  in  three  major  areas  are  reflected  in  the  message 
on  pay,  health  benefits,  and  retirement,  which  the  President  sent  to 
the  Congress. 

H.R.  14122  contains  some  of  these  proposals,  modifies  some,  and 
adds  some  new  items.  I  plan,  in  today’s  session,  to  speak  about  those 
features  of  H.R.  14122  pertinent  to  the  postal  service. 
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1.  Increases  In  Base  Pay 

Section  104,  H.R.  14122  proposes  an  across-the-board  pay  increase 
of  2.87  to  2.9  percent  for  all  PFS  salary  levels  except  those  at  the  very 
top.  Slightly  smaller  percentage  increases  aie  assigned  to  the  super¬ 
grades  in  the  PFS  schedule. 

We  do  not  see  any  validity  or  necessity  for  an  across-the-board 
pay  increase.  A  pay  increase  is  clearly  necessary — but  the  amount  of 
increase  appropriate  for  each  salary  level  should  be  based  on  some 
objective  criteria. 

The  President  in  his  message  to  Congress  of  March  7,  1966,  recom¬ 
mended  pay  increases  ranging  from  1  percent  to  4/2  percent.  These 
various  percentage  adjustments  were  based  on  the  most  recently 
completed  survey  by  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  as  to  prevailing 
salary  rates  in  private  enterprise  for  various  levels  of  work. 

The  BLS  statistics  revealed  that  at  the  lower  levels  a  relatively 
small  percentage  adjustment  was  needed  to  achieve  comparability, 
while  in  higher  levels  a  proportionately  higher  percentage  adjustment 
was  needed.  This  was  true,  primarily  because  we  have  never  fully 
voted  the  increase  necessary  to  close  the  gap  between  private  industry 
rates  and  the  Government  in  the  middle  and  higher  grades  in  prior 
years. 

The  President’s  schedule  was  developed  within  the  framework  of 
two  principles: 

1.  To  the  maximum  extent  possible  comparability  should  be 
attained. 

2.  Total  direct  salary  increases  should  not  cost  more  than  2.85 
percent  of  payroll  so  as  to  keep  within  the  wage  price  guideposts. 

Because  private  industry  rates  in  lower  levels  did  not  move  as 
rapidly  during  the  past  4  years  as  rates  in  higher  levels,  and  because 
in  past  years  postal  employees  in  the  lower  levels  had  catch-up  in¬ 
creases,  it  was  possible  to  fully  apply  the  first  principle  to  the  first 
four  levels  of  the  PFS  schedule. 

A  2.4  percent  increase  in  levels  PFS-4  would  result  in  full  compara¬ 
bility  according  to  the  latest  available  BLS  data,  which,  as  you  know 
is  based  on  the  March  1965  survey.  As  you  know,  PFS-4  is  the  level 
for  clerks  and  carriers;  further,  the  first  four  levels  encompass  about 
85  percent  of  postal  employment. 

Applying  full  comparability  with  industry  rates  above  level  4, 
however,  would  have  resulted  in  payroll  costs  greater  than  2.85  percent 
of  payroll.  The  alternative  then  was  to  shave  down  the  increases 
proper  under  full  comparability  for  levels  above  PFS-4  keeping  one 
eye  on  comparability,  the  other  on  total  payroll  costs. 

Overall,  the  reduction  averaged  about  one-third  of  the  comparability 
gap  above  level  PFS-4.  Thus,  while  a  2.4-percent  increase  gave  the 
PFS-4  level  full  comparability,  at  PFS-11  the  proposed  increase  of 
3.5  percent  was  about  one-third  of  the  percentage  adjustment  needed 
to  achieve  full  comparability.  The  result  of  these  adjustments  is 
contained  in  the  attached  chart. 

(The  document  referred  to  follows:) 


61-925 — 66- 
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Proposed  pay  increase — Comparability  analysis 


Proposed 
4th  step 

Proposed 

percent 

increase 

Full 

comparability 

Proposed 

dollar 

increase 

Percent  of 
1965  com¬ 
parability 

PFS-l _  . 

$4,  590 

2.2 

(2.2) 

$99 

1 100.0 

PFS-2 _ 

4, 970 

2.3 

(2.3) 

111 

‘  100.  0 

PFS-3 _ 

5, 385 

2.3 

(2. 3) 

122 

>  100.0 

PFS-4 _ 

5, 840 

2.4 

(2.4) 

136 

1 100.  0 

PFS-5 _ _ 

6,240 

2.4 

(3.  6) 

146 

98.8 

PFS-6 _ _ 

6,690 

2.4 

(4.  7) 

158 

96.8 

PFS-7 _ 

7,165 

2.4 

(5.  8) 

168 

96.  7 

PFS-8 _ 

7, 755 

2.4 

(5.  9) 

183 

96.  6 

PFS-9 _ _ 

8, 390 

2.4 

(6.  0) 

197 

96.6 

PFS-10 _ 

9, 220 

3.2 

(8.  4) 

285 

95.2 

PFS-H _ _ _ _ _ 

10, 225 

3.5 

(9.  2) 

346 

94.8 

PFS-12 _ 

11,340 

3.8 

(10. 2) 

415 

94.2 

PFS-13 _ _ 

12,  585 

4.1 

(11.0) 

495 

93.7 

PFS-14 _ 

13, 935 

4.5 

(12.  2) 

598 

93.1 

PFS-15 _ _ _ 

15, 395 

4.5 

(13.  3) 

663 

92.2 

PFS-16 _ _ 

17, 025 

4.5 

(14. 3) 

735 

91.5 

PFS-17 _ _ _ 

18,  840 

4.5 

(15. 1) 

810 

90.8 

PFS-18 _ 

20,  375 

2.0 

401 

PFS-19 _ 

22, 580 

2.  0 

441 

PFS-20 _ _ _ 

25, 040 

2.  0 

492 

■This  would  provide  100  percent  of  comparability  for  about  85  percent  of  our  work  force,  descending  to  a 
minimum  of  90.8  percent  at  PFS-17.  The  supergrades  PFS-18  to  20  are  given  2  percent  because  of  the 
compression  problem  with  pay  of  executive  level  categories. 


The  chart  demonstrates,  Senator,  exactly  what  the  percentage 
increase  is  as  proposed  by  the  President,  what  the  proposed  dollar 
increase  would  be  and  where  this  puts  us  in  relationship  to  1965 
comparability  for  each  of  the  PFS  levels. 

As  indicated  here  this  could  provide  100  percent  of  compara¬ 
bility  for  85  percent  of  our  work  force  descending  to  a  minimum  of 
90.8  at  PFS-17. 

I  hope  that  this  recital  of  how  the  President’s  schedule  was  developed 
will  clarify  a  common  fallacy.  The  fallacy  is  that  the  2.85-percent 
increase  the  President  spoke  of  related  to  the  amount  each  individual 
ought  to.  receive  and  that  anything  higher  would  be  departure  from  the 
wage  guideposts. 

The  2.85  figure  is  a  total  cost  figure  and  can  encompass  increases 
from  some  of  1  percent  and  for  others  of  4.5  percent.  For  that  reason 
also,  the  guideposts  are  not  violated  if  increases  to  some  are  in  excess 
of  3.2  percent. 

Last  year  the  Congress  was  faced  with  much  the  same  dilemma  on 
pay  as  it  is  confronted  this  year — should  all  employees  be  given  the 
same  percentage  increase?  A  3.6  percent  across-the-board  increase 
was  enacted.  The  result  was  only  to  worsen  the  disparity  with 
comparability  on  the  part  of  the  middle  and  higher  level  employees. 

During  the  period  1961-65  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  found 
these  increases  had  taken  place  in  private  enterprises: 

Clericals,  10.6  percent. 

Lower  professional  and  administrative,  13.7  percent. 

Higher  professional  and  administrative,  15.2  percent. 

Clearly  an  across-the-board  increase  of  the  same  amount  does  not 
recognize  what  is  taking  place  in  the  private  sector  of  the  economy. 
To  enact  another  across-the-board  increase  this  year  will  resolve 
nothing. 

Next  year  the  Congress  will  be  faced  with  the  same  dilemma  and  if 
the  private  sector  trend  continues,  the  need  for  higher  percentage  in¬ 
creases  in  the  higher  levels  will  be  even  more  demanding. 
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Congress  has  done  an  exceptionally  fine  job  in  keeping  pay  for  our 
lower  level  postal  employees  fairly  current. 

The  justifiable  increases  provided  postal  rank  and  file  employees 
during  the  past  few  years  compare  favorably  with  the  experience  of 
employees  in  private  industry  during  comparable  periods  of  time. 

The  committee  is  also  mindful,  I  am  sure,  that  the  average  postal 
employee’s  salary  is  not  tied  solely  to  initial  salary.  Happily,  unlike 
many  areas  of  private  industry,  each  postal  employee  has  a  series  of 
pay  increases  which  he  achieves  virtually  automatically. 

During  his  first  6  years  of  employment  he  receives  an  increase  of  3 
percent  every  12  months.  Thereafter,  he  receives  an  additional  3 
percent  every  3  years,  until  he  has  reached  the  12th  pay  step.  Because 
of  our  relatively  low  turnover  in  the  postal  service,  plus  the  fact  that 
in  1962  the  law  provided  an  extra  step  to  each  employee  in  PFS-4, 
and  below  on  the  rolls  at  that  time,  the  average  postal  clerk  and 
carrier  is  now  in  step  8  of  his  level. 

The  following  chart  on  the  salary  progression  of  the  average  clerk 
and  carrier  should  prove  informative. 

(The  document  referred  to  follows:) 


1962  schedule 

October  1962  schedule 

Ostober  1965  schedule 

Increase 

Step 

Rate 

Step 

Rate 

Step 

Rate 

1962  amount 

1965  percent 

1 

$4, 345 

2 

$4, 725 

5 

$5, 865 

$5,  520 

35.0 

2 

4, 505 

3 

4,885 

6 

6,036 

1,  531 

34.0 

3 

4,665 

4 

5,045 

7 

6,207 

1,542 

33. 1 

4 

4,825 

5 

5,205 

7 

6,  207 

1, 382 

28.6 

6 

4,985 

6 

5,365 

7 

6,  207 

1, 222 

24.5 

6 

5, 145 

7 

5, 625 

8 

6,  378 

1,233 

24.0 

7 

5,305 

8 

5,  685 

9 

6, 549 

1,244 

23.4 

A 

5,404 

9 

5,845 

10 

6, 720 

1,315 

24.3 

B 

5,505 

10 

6, 005 

11 

6, 891 

1,386 

25.2 

O 

5, 605 

11 

6, 165 

12 

7,062 

1, 457 

26.0 

12 

6,325 

What  it  demonstrates  is  an  employee  who  in  1962  was  in  step  1 
due  to  increases  voted  by  the  Congress,  plus  the  scheduled  step  in¬ 
creases  he  has  received,  is  in  step  5  in  October  of  1965  or  he  has  had 
a  pay  increase  of  35  percent  in  that  4-year  period,  which  we  think  is  a 
very  remarkable  increase  and  compares  favorably  with  anything  in 
private  industry. 

As  you  know  as  you  go  down  the  steps  the  percentage  increases 
change,  they  drop  and  then  go  up  again,  that  used  to  be  the  longevity. 

The  schedule  showrs  a  minimum  of  23.4  percent. 


2.  Salary  Protection  for  Transferees 

Section  401,  H.R.  14122  authorizes  the  Postmaster  General  to 
appoint  or  advance  any  Federal  employees  who  together  with  his 
function,  is  transferred,  prior  to,  or  after  the  date  of  enactment  of 
this  subsection  to  a  post  office  or  other  postal  installation  at  a  salary 
rate  that  within  certain  limits  will  honor  the  salary  earned  in  his 
former  position. 

We  endorse  this  provision.  Under  present  law,  except  for  scientific 
and  professionals,  any  person,  whether  currently  a  Federal  employee 
or  not,  upon  initial  employment  in  a  post  office  must  start  at  step  1  of 
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the  level  of  his  position.  This  has  worked  severe  hardships  on  many 
employees  transferred  to  the  postal  service. 

For  example,  a  few  years  back  a  number  of  civilians  with  the 
Department  of  the  Army— -carpenters,  electricians,  and  so  forth — 
transferred  with  their  functions,  to  the  Postal  Concentration  Center 
m  Long  Island  City,  N.Y.  The  Post  Office  Department  had  accepted 
maintenance  responsibility  from  the  Army  for  the  APO  mail  building. 

Despite  the  fact  that  these  civilians  continued  to  do  the  same  work 
in  the  same  locality,  as  postal  employees  they  were  all  forced  to  take 
substantial  pay  cuts.  _  Section  401,  H.R.  14122,  permits  the  Depart¬ 
ment  to  rectify  this  situation  as  well  as  to  preclude  it  from  happen - 
ing  in  the  future.  \\  e  do  not  foresee  extensive  use  of  this  provision, 
but  as  an  equity  measure  we  see  the  provision  as  being  extremely 
meritorious. 

3.  Postal  Seniority  Adjustments 

Section  402,  H.R.  14122,  is  an  extreme  liberalization  of  the  cur¬ 
rent  law  which  permits  the  adjustment  of  a  senior  employee’s  salary 
vis-a-vis  a  junior  employee. 

The  liberalization  contained  in  section  402,  H.R.  14122,  are  these: 

1.  All  employees  regardless  of  PFS  salary  level  are  covered,  and 
currently  only  employees  through  PFS-9  are  covered. 

2.  The  requirement  that  comparisons  be  on  the  basis  of  the  same 
position  is  dropped.  This  permits  comparing  a  foreman  of  mails  with 
a  foreman  of  auto  mechanics. 

.  3-.  The  rulemaking  authority  on  the  part  of  the  Postmaster  General 
is  withdrawn. 

In  the  anxiety  to  mitigate  an  immediate  inequity  section  402, 
H.R.  14122  overlooks  the  whole  host  of  events  which  led  to  the 
enactment  of  the  present  statute  as  well  as  being  somewhat  oblivious 
to  future  events.  In  personnel  administration  one  of  the  hard  lessons 
to  learn  is  that  what  may  be  appropriate  for  certain  immediate 
problems  may  not  be  appropriate  for  subsequent  application.  There¬ 
fore  any  short-range  proposal  also  must  be  examined  for  its  long-range 
implications. 

There  are  many  reasons  why  a  senior  employee  may  find  that  a 
junior  employee,  at  a  given  point  in  time,  is  in  a  higher  pay  rate: 

1.  Employees  do  not  progress  through  the  step  rates  or  upward 
through  the  salary  levels  in  the  same  sequence  or  time  intervals. 
Step  increases  may  be  withheld  (for  performance  or  absentee  reasons) 
or  may  be  accelerated  (for  quality  performance  reasons).  Promo¬ 
tions  may  be  at  one  PFS  salary  level  interval  for  some  employees  and 
for  some  at  two,  three,  or  more  jumps.  In  the  postal  service  it  is 
not  uncommon  for  an  employee  to  progress  from  clerk  PFS-4  to 
foreman  PFS-7  and  then  to  general  foreman  PFS-9;  while  in  the 
same  office  another  employee  may  progress  from  carrier  PFS-4  to 
technician  PFS-5,  to  foreman  PFS-6,  to  foreman  PFS-7. 

Promotions  depend  upon  the  coincidence  of  a  qualified  person  being 
available  when  a  position  vacancy  is  also  available.  Because  of  these 
variables  a  senior  may  find  that  his  junior  is  in  a  higher  pay  step. 

2.  To  encourage  employees  to  seek  and  to  accept  promotions  the  law 
provides  a  minimum  dollar  pay  increase  on  promotion.  If  one  or  two 
levels  are  involved,  the  minimum  increase  is  the  dollar  value  of  two 
pay  steps. 


THE  FEDERAL  SALARY  AND  FRINGE  BENEFITS  ACT  OF  19  66  49 

If  three  or  more  levels  are  involved,  the  minimum  increase  is  the 
dollar  value  of  three  steps.  As  a  result,  employees  who  progress 
through  each  of  the  levels  often  end  up  in  higher  step  than  an  employee 
who  may  have  jumped  levels. 

For  example  Employee  A  who  went  from  PFS-4  to  PFS-7  may  be 
in  a  lower  step  than  Employee  B  who  went  from  PFS-4  to  5,  to  6, 
to  7.  Both  employees  are  in  PFS-7.  Should  their  total  postal  service 
establish  their  pay  standing  in  PFS-7  vis-a-vis  one  another?  We  do 
not  believe  so.  The  pay  they  receive  represents  their  value  to  the 
Government.  The  happenstance  of  personal  relativities  should  not  be 
persuasive  for  if  we  establish  pay  principles  in  terms  of  personal 
reasons,  we  will  soon  make  a  mockery  of  the  entire  pay  structure. 

Many  people  seem  to  have  forgotten  why  the  current  law  permits 
certain  limited  junior/senior  adjustments.  Under  the  pay  conversion 
rules  of  the  pay  act  of  1962  (Public  Law  87-793)  each  employee  in 
PFS-4  and  below  received  an  extra  step,  e.g.,  a  carrier  PFS-4,  step  5 
on  conversion  went  to  PFS-4,  step  6. 

Just  prior  to  that  law,  many  employees  accepted  promotions  from 
PFS-4  and  learned  that  had  they  remained  in  PFS-4  until  after  con¬ 
version,  they  would  have  been  better  off.  This  was  especially  true  of 
carrier  technicians  PFS-5  since  that  program  only  started  in  1962. 

The  intent  of  Congress  when  it  enacted  Public  Law  88-426  was  to 
correct  this  basic  problem  and  we  think  it  has  been  corrected  in  most 
every  instance,  and  we  have  taken  action  to  correct  that. 

In  addition  to  establishing  a  personal  basis  for  step  adjustment, 
another  deficiency  in  section  402,  H.R.  14122  is  that  comparisons  are 
terms  of  levels,  not  position.  As  a  result  a  foreman  of  mails,  PFS-7, 
would  have  his  pay  set  in  comparison  with  the  pay  of  a  junior  fore¬ 
man  of  auto  mechanics  PFS-7  or  junior  accounting  assistant  PFS-7. 

With  promotion  ladders  for  each  occupation  having  its  own  special 
arrangements,  I  believe  the  defect  in  this  kind  of  comparison  is  self 
evident. 

Personnel  administration  must  be  concerned  with  the  greatest 
good  for  the  greatest  number.  It  is  not  possible  to  design  a  system 
that  will  be  totally  good  to  all.  A  system  of  personal  administration 
cannot  work  in  any  large  organization.  The  alternatives  to  the 
present  statute,  and  ones  which  we  do  not  recommend  are:  the  return 
to  a  single  rate  system  for  upper  level  employees,  or  the  elimination 
of  any  promotion  incentive,  or  a  law  which  limits  the  number  of 
levels  and  frequency  of  promotions.  We  think  that  is  unsatisfactory. 

We  estimate  that  this  provision  in  H.R.  14122  would  cost  about 
$4  million.  An  expenditure  of  $4  million  could  certainly  be  used 
for  a  more  justifiable  and  urgent  purpose. 

4.  Overtime  for  Supervisors 

Section  404,  H.R.  14122  contains  some  very  significant  and  costly 
changes  to  the  present  law.  Section  404  if  enacted  would: 

First,  extend  the  cash  only  principle  for  holidays  and  overtime 
work  from  PFS-7  to  PFS-10.  We  have  the  opportunity  of  either 
cash  or  comp  at - 

The  Chairman.  Cash  or  compensatory  time? 

Mr.  Murphy.  Yes;  compensatory  time  or  cash; 
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Second,  it  woidd  change  the  maximum  rate  of  overtime  compen¬ 
sation  from  the  top  step  of  PFS-7  to  the  top  step  of  PFS-10.  We 
think  we  are  already  fairly  liberal  by  other  Government  standards  in 
using  the  top  PFS-7. 

Third,  it  woidd  eliminate  from  those  exempted  from  any  premium 
or  compensatory  pay,  employees  in  the  very  top  salary  levels,  viz, 
PFS-15,  PFS-16,  and  so  forth. 

If  enacted  section  404  woidd  result  in  a  cost  increase  of  about  $15 
million  a  year,  obviously  a  fairly  large  item  in  a  year  when  we  are 
trying  to  keep  costs  down  as  much  as  we  can. 

Last  year  when  Congress  enacted  Public  Law  89-201  and  provided 
premium  pay  for  supervisors  it  accepted  an  extremely  important 
principle  supported  strongly  by  the  administration. 

The  principle  was  that  first  line  supervisors  should  not  be  at  a  pay 
disadvantage  to  their  subordinates.  Since  Public  Law  89-301  ex¬ 
tended  overtime  opportunities  to  substitutes  and  regular  clerks  and 
carriers  and  eliminated  compensatory  time,  it  was  appropriate  that 
the  first  line  supervisor  shoald  also  receive  such  benefits. 

The  work  schedules  of  higher  level  supervisors  are  more  flexible 
(in  fact  they  become  increasingly  more  subjective  and  more  flexible 
up  the  hierarchy  to  the  point  where  fixed  schedules  are  inappropriate 
in  an  installation  operating  7  days  a  week,  24  hours  a  day). 

The  current  legal  requirement  of  cash  or  compensatory  for  higher 
level  supervisors  recognizes  the  greater  flexibility  of  their  work 
schedules.  In  other  words,  overtime  on  1  day  may  be  offset  by 
compensatory  a  few  days  later. 

We  have  always  found  that  sufficient  opportunities  existed  for 
higher  level  supervisors  to  take  compensatory  time  during  slack 
periods.  But  also,  we  have  recognized  special  situations.  To  illus¬ 
trate,  during  the  1965  Christmas  period  higher  level  supervisory 
employees  were  given  overtime  pay  for  excess  work. 

In  this  connection,  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  in  its  recent  study 
on  supplemental  compensation  benefits  in  industry  found  that  only 
one-third  of  the  industrial  units  studied,  paid  any  amount  for  overtime 
work  by  supervisory  employees.  Where  excess  work  was  paid  for. 
the  most  common  rates  was  100  percent  not  150  percent. 

The  present  authority  of  the  Post  Office  Department,  which  requires 
the  payment  of  overtime  compensation  to  supervisors  in  PFS-7  to  or 
below,  and  provides  optional  pay  or  compensatory  time  in  higher 
levels,  is  clearly  liberal  by  industry  standards. 

We  see  no  justification  for  further  liberalization  at  this  time, 
especially  in  view  of  the  cost  involved  compared  to  the  value  of  the 
benefit  received. 

5.  Increase  in  Uniform  Allowance 

Section  507,  H.R.  14122  changes  the  current  uniform  allowance 
law  in  two  respects: 

1.  Allowances  in  effect  are  increased  by  the  following  schedule: 


Allowances :  Percen 

$100  or  more _  _____  25 

$75  to  $100 _  30 

$50  to  $75 _  35 

Under  $50 _ 40 
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The  second  major  change  the  bill  makes  is  the  allowances  as  of 
April  1,  1966,  are  not  to  be  reduced. 

Insofar  as  I  am  able  to  discern  no  testimony  was  submitted  to 
justify  the  scale  of  increases  contained  in  section  407  especially  in¬ 
creases  of  40  percent.  I  recall  only  some  testimony  that  clothing 
prices  went  up  over  the  last  10  years  about  20  percent. 

That  evidently  was  the  justification  for  increasing  the  maximum 
allowance  to  $125 — nothing  was  ever  submitted  to  my  knowledge 
justifying,  for  example,  an  increase  of  40  percent  for  the  window 
service  uniform  or  maintaining  that  all  letter  carriers  were  having 
out-of-pocket  personal  costs  of  $25  above  their  $100  allowance  in 
order  to  be  properly  attired. 

With  the  enactment  of  Public  Law  89-301  in  October  1965,  Con¬ 
gress  authorized  the  Postmaster  General  to  increase  uniform  allow¬ 
ances  up  to  $125  a  year  from  the  old  maximum  of  $100  a  year. 

The  action  was  not  a  mandate,  but  an  expectation  that  administer¬ 
ing  officials  would  make  necessary  adjustments  where  uniform  cost 
increases  dictated.  We  have  already  indicated  our  willingness  to  do 
so.  As  an  administrator,  each  agency  head  was  obligated  to  ad¬ 
minister  the  program  with  due  regard  for  the  Government’s  interest 
in  the  expenditure  of  money,  as  well  as  for  the  employees’  needs  for 
increased  uniform  allowances. 

Since  October  1965  we  have  reviewed  with  employee  representatives 
and  representatives  of  the  uniform  manufacturing  and  vending 
industry  ways  of  assuring  the  efficacious  administration  of  the  program. 
This  we  believed  was  a  necessary  prerequisite  to  any  determination 
as  to  how  the  increased  allowances  were  to  be  distributed. 

The  fundamental  question  to  be  answered  is  the  extent  to  which 
employees  are  actually  unable  to  obtain  all  of  their  required  uniform 
items  within  the  present  allowance.  I  have  serious  reservations  as 
to  the  inadequacy  of  the  present  allowance,  for  other  than  the  new 
employees,  for  these  reasons: 

1.  Demands  for  additional  items  to  be  authorized  for  purchase. 
In  1955  the  original  letter  carrier  uniform  listed  13  authorized  items; 
now  there  are  26.  The  additional  items  include  gloves,  parka  hoods, 
rain  pants,  fur  cap,  mesh  cap,  and  so  forth.  From  our  view  the  de¬ 
mand  for  additional  items  is  indicative  of  the  desire  to  find  outlets 
to  spend  the  allowance  now  authorized.  While  13  new  items  were 
added  we  turned  down  requests  for  inclusion  of  many  other  items. 

2.  Purchases  of  high-priced  items.  The  willingness  of  some 
employees  to  pay  $17.95  for  a  sweater  when  a  regulation  one  can  be 
bought  for  $9.50,  or  $22.95  for  a  pair  of  pants  when  regulation  ones 
are  available  for  $12,  et  cetera,  indicates  to  me  that  employees  ap¬ 
parently  are  seeking  ways  to  use  up  their  allowance. 

3.  Abuses.  I  do  not  wish  to  relate  here  the  far  too  many  employees 
who  have  gotten  into  trouble  because  they  submitted  requests  for 
reimbursement  for  questionable  purchases,  or  for  prohibited  purchase 
of  civilian  type  of  items. 

Apparently  our  frequent  warnings  to  employees,  the  cooperation 
of  the  Uniform  Manufacturers  Association,  and  the  pleadings  by  out 
emploj^ee  unions  on  the  dangers  of  submitting  false  vouchers  have 
failed  to  reach  all  employees.  Once  again,  to  me,  it  is  evidence  that 
the  current  allowance  must  be  sufficient  if  questionable  vouchers  are 
submitted  in  order  to  use  up  the  current  allowance. 
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4.  Reimbursement  system.  On  a  few  occasions  and  primarily  as  a 
means  to  eliminate  abuses  to  the  system,  we  have  proposed  to  our 
employee  organizations  a  system  of  periodic  cash  allotments  instead 
of  our  present  reimbursement  system.  Employees  would  not  have 
to  prove  their  purchases.  Almost  every  employee  organization  has 
indicated  their  fear  that  their  members  would  not  spend  all  the 
allotment  on  uniforms. 

The  uniform  manufacturing  and  vending  industry,  too,  opposed  any 
change  in  this  direction.  The  industry  believes  that  with  a  direct 
allotment  system  the  cash  would  not  be  spent  on  uniforms  and  there 
would  be  a  very  substantial  cutback  in  the  $19  million  a  year  postal 
uniform  business  the  industry  now  enjoys.  Only  if  the  current 
allowance  were  more  than  adequate  for  year-to-year  maintenance 
would  their  fears  be  justified. 

From  all  of  the  above,  what  other  conclusions  could  we  draw  but 
that,  except  for  the  new  employees,  who  are  in  our  estimation  entitled 
to  a  25-percent  increase  for  the  first  year  or  two  in  order  to  become 
entirely  outfitted,  our  uniformed  employees  were  apparently  suffi¬ 
ciently  supplied  under  the  current  allowance.  To  increase  the 
allowance  across  the  board  then  would  represent  a  bonus  for  wearing 
the  uniform  and  would  not  be  necessary  to  meet  existing  costs. 

As  part  of  the  revisions  to  our  national  agreement  under  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  E.O.  109S8,  we  offered  to  negotiate  a  uniform  allowance  with 
all  organizations  having  uniformed  members.  We  indicated  we 
favored  some  increases.  With  the  exception  of  two  organizations  all 
expressed  a  willingness  to  negotiate.  If  this  matter  could  be  settled 
through  negotiation  the  taxpayer’s  dollar  would  be  most  wisely  spent. 

In  our  opinion  section  407,  H.R.  14122  is  totally  wrong.  The  Post¬ 
master  General  and  other  agency  heads  should  continue  to  be  trusted 
with  administering  the  uniform  allowance  program  within  the  dis¬ 
cretionary  authority  now  prescribed  by  law. 

If  the  intent  of  Congress  is  that  each  employee  required  to  wear  a 
uniform  should  be  given  a  cash  bonus  for  such  duty,  then  the  law 
should  be  designed  along  that  line.  We  do  not  endorse  or  recommend 
any  change  to  the  present  law.  We  think  the  matter  should  and  could 
be  settled  by  negotiation  between  the  Postmaster  General  and  the 
employee  unions. 

H.R.  14122  contains  some,  but  not  all,  of  the  President’s  recom¬ 
mendations  on  needed  pay  increase  and  employee  benefits  legislation. 
The  increase  proposed  by  the  President  in  base  pay  averages  about 
2.85  percent.  When  supplemented  by  the  fringe  benefits  the  total 
increase  the  administration  proposes  comes  to  3.2  percent. 

These  proposals  were  described  in  some  detail  by  Chairman  Macv 
and  I  want  to  say  on  behalf  of  Postmaster  General  O’Brien  that  these 
will  be  of  particular  benefit  to  postal  employees  and  to  the  efficiency 
of  postal  operations.  The  Post  Office  Department  whole  heartedly 
subscribes  to  them.  The  new  cost-sharing  ratio  proposed  by  the 
President  for  the  health  benefits  is  manifestly  more  equitable  and 
realistic  than  the  ratio  that  now  prevails. 

The  privilege  of  retiring  with  full  annuity  at  age  55  after  30  years’ 
service  responds  to  a  need  long  expressed  by  employee  groups  and  we 
fully  support  it.  The  greatly  limited  concurrent  authority  recom¬ 
mended  by  the  President  for  agencies  to  exercise  the  retirement 
option — limited  to  employees  in  top  grades  who  are  fully  eligible  for 
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unreduced  annuities — responds  to  a  long-felt  need  of  management 
officials,  and  is  essential  from  our  point,  of  view  if  we  are  to  do  the 
management  job  we  are  expected  to  do. 

Reducing  the  service  requirements  at  age  60  from  30  years  to  20 
years  will  give  an  entirely  new  retirement  option  to  career  employees 
who  reach  an  age  when  they  may  reasonably  feel  entitled  to  stop 
work  or  may  find  it  actually  necessary  to  withdraw  because  of  declining 
physical  capacity. 

The  transfer  of  credit  provisions  will  finally  close  the  gap  for  large 
numbers  of  present  and  future  workers  who  under  the  existing  struc¬ 
ture  would  end  their  working  lives  without  either  civil  service  retire¬ 
ment  benefits  or  social  security  credit  for  their  Federal  employment. 

The  social  security  minimum  will  guarantee  that  employees  who 
receive  benefits  under  the  civil  service  retirement  system  will  get  no 
less  than  if  their  Government  service  had  been  covered  under  social 
security. 

These  several  benefits,  when  added  to  the  general  pay  increase 
which  the  President  has  proposed,  represent  an  extremely  meaningful 
package  of  improvements  in  the  compensation  of  postal  and  other 
Federal  employees. 

From  the  above  material,  the  Post  Office  Department  recommends 
as  follows: 

1.  Base  pay. — The  President’s  recommendation  of  a  graduated 
increase  in  base  schedules,  averaging  just  under  2.9  percent  for  all 
pay  systems,  starting  January  1,  1967,  is  the  fairest  and  soundest 
approach  and  conforms  to  the  concept  and  purpose  of  the  wage 
guidelines. 

2.  Retirement  and  health  insurance. — The  fringe  benefits  package 
submitted  to  the  Congress  by  the  President  is  an  extremely  merito¬ 
rious  document.  Postmaster  General  O’Brien  had  the  privilege  of 
serving  on  this  Cabinet  Committee  on  Retirement  and  concurring  in 
the  Committee’s  report.  Enactment  of  the  proposals  in  the  package 
will  improve  significantly  the  total  compensation  value  of  Federal 
employment.  As  a  matter  of  fact  in  the  longrun  term  I  think  it  is 
one  of  the  most  significant  things  in  the  bill. 

3.  Salary  retention  of  transferred  employees. — We  recommend 
enactment  of  this  provision  in  order  to  provide  equitable  treatment 
of  Federal  employees  who,  with  their  functions,  are  transferred  to 
the  postal  service. 

J.  Junior  and  senior  adjustments. — The  principles  for  sound  per¬ 
sonnel  administration  preclude  spending  millions  of  dollars  in  this 
fashion.  We  recommend  that  section  402  be  stricken  from  H.R. 
14122  as  unwarranted  and  the  money  applied  to  really  necessary 
purposes. 

5.  Premium  compensation  for  higher  level  supervisors . — Our  present 
system  of  cash  or  comp  is  clearly  in  line  with  or  better  than  industrial 
practice.  We  recommend  that  section  404  be  stricken  from  H.R. 
14122. 

6.  Uniform  allowances.— The  present  law  is  sound.  Section  407 
in  H.R.  14122  recognized  neither  the  realities  of  current  employee 
needs  nor  the  responsibility  for  administration.  Needed  increases 
in  uniform  allowances  can  and  should  be  negotiated  between  labor 
and  management  without  further  legislation. 
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This  discussion .  sums  up  the  principal  features  of  the  proposals 
before  this  committee  on  postal  pay  and  related  benefits.  It  has 
been  a  privilege  to  discuss  them  with  you,  as  in  the  past,  I  look 
forward  to  working  with  this  distinguished  committee  to  improve 
employee  benefits  again  this  year.  I  am  sure  that  we  have  no  t  covered 
all  the  points  of  interest  to  you.  However,  I  will  be  glad  to  answer 
any  questions  the  committee  may  have. 

(The  document  referred  to  follows:) 

Salary  legislation 


[Costs  in  millions] 


1.  House  committee  estimate,  H.R.  14122: 


Total  cost - -  $593.  6 


(a)  “Guidepost”  costs _  518.  6 

(fr)  “Nonguidepost”  costs _  71.  4 

(c)  Legislative  employees _  2.  2 

( d )  Judicial  employees _  1.  4 


2.  Administration  guidepost  costs  (excluding  legislative  and  judicial 


employees) - - -  485.  0 


3.  Postal  share,  H.R.  14122: 

(a)  Salary  increases,  postal  field  service  only _  131.  8 

( b )  Seniority  adjustments _  4.  0 

(c)  Uniform  allowances _  »  5.  3 

(d)  Special  delivery  mileage  allowance _  0.  3 

(e)  Overtime  for  supervisors _  15.  0 

(/)  Health  insurance _  10.  1 

( g )  Transferred  employees _  .  5 


Total . . . . . . .  167.0 

1  Revision  of  earlier  estimate  of  $6,600,000. 


Mr.  Murphy.  I  may  say  we  have  included  on  the  last  page  a  very 
brief  rundown  of  the  cost,  first,  as  taken  from  the  House  committee 
report  and  second,  as  the  administration  computes  the  guideposts 
cost  and  third,  we  broke  out  the  cost  as  recommended  to  the  post 
office  service  and  costed  up  the  items  reflected  in  our  budget. 

I  want  to  call  attention  to  one  item  because  this  represents  a 
change,  the  item  for  uniform  allowances  which  we  placed  in  at  5.3, 
from  the  original  figure  in.  the  House  report  which  was  furnished  by  our 
Bureau  of  Finance,  I  might  say  when  I  testified  before  the  Souse 
committee  we  really  did  not  have  time  to  get  the  figure  worked  out 
the  way  we  would  like  to  have  it. 

The  ihgure  is  5.3.  It  said  6.6  in  the  House  report.  This  is  the  postal 
share  of  the  increase.  I  did  not  have  figures  available  as  to  what  the 
other  Federal  agencies  would  be.  The  language  applies  not  to  just 
the  postal,  you  have  parks,  customs,  GSA,  and  many  other  employees 
affected  by  the  mandatory  increases  under  this  bill/ 

The  5.3  is  the  postal  cost  but  it  would  be  greater  for  the 
Government  as  a  whole. 

The  Chairman.  Thank  you. 

I  understand  this  amount  of  5.3  on  uniform  allowance  was  in  the 
postal  budget  due  to.  the  authorization  last  year  for  the  $25  increase 
in  the  maximum  uniform  allowance.  It  is  my  understanding  and 
information  that  the  Post  Office  just  sat  on  that.  Since  October, 
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somebody  has  been  twiddling  their  thumbs  and  no  uniform  allow¬ 
ances  have  been  made  and  the  House,  in  desperation,  has  written 
into  this  bill  another  formula  to  see  that  some  action  is  obtained. 

I  am  not  a  bit  impressed  by  making  this  a  negotiable  matter  be¬ 
tween  the  unions  and  management.  Everyone  is  familiar  with  the 
market  on  clothes  and  knows  it  has  gone  up.  Shoes  and  everything 
one  wTears  has  increased  in  price. 

In  spite  of  the  bill  passed  last  year  $100  is  still  the  maximum 
amount  allowed.  I  just  feel  that  you  can’t  charge  the  item  twice 
in  your  bookkeeping.  It  is  already  in  your  budget,  it  has  already 
been  provided  for  by  the  House  Appropriations  Committee. 

Mr.  Murphy.  I  must  take  exception  to  your  remark  that  we  sat 
on  our  hands  since  October  of  last  year.  We  have  not  done  that. 
As  a  matter  of  fact  we  have  expressed  immediately  to  our  employee 
unions  that  this  would  be  a  matter  for  negotiation  when  they  were 
open.  It  was  envisioned  to  open  negotiations  in  October  last  year, 
but  we  agreed  mutually  to  extend  the  negotiations  for  6  months. 

During  that  time  we  have  had  extensive  discussions  with  the 
uniform  manufacturing  industry  as  well  as  with  the  postal  employee 
unions  too  on  the  possibility  of  changing  the  uniform  allowance. 

There  should  be  a  change  in  the  allowance.  We  intend  to  see  the 
employees  get  the  maximum  amount  for  uniforms  and  try  to  save 
the  taxpayers’  money  where  justified.  We  indicated  we  felt  some 
increase  was  necessary.  But  the  increase  was  not  mandatory. 

A  considerable  number  of  employees  do  not  get  the  maximum 
now.  We  have  a  number  of  $40  employees,  clerks,  for  example,  a 
number  of  employees  getting  under  a  hundred  dollars.  We  did  not 
sit  on  our  hands  we  explored  every  possibility  for  getting  a  good 
system  to  return  the  maximum  amount  of  benefit  to  the  employees. 

So  we  have  clearly  expressed  the  desire  to  the  Post  Office  employees 
to  give  some  increase  in  allowance.  I  personally  think  a  new  em¬ 
ployee  needs  the  maximum  amount  for  the  first  year  or  two.  That 
is  when  when  the  expenses  are  the  greatest  and  a  hundred  dollars  is 
not  adequate  for  a  new  employee  in  the  beginning. 

I  do  believe  a  hundred  dollars  is  adequate,  and  most  uniform  manu¬ 
facturers  would  agree  it  is  appropriate  once  the  outfitting  is  underway. 

The  Postmaster  General  could  set  any  amount  he  wants  under  the 
law.  He  does  not  have  to  consult  or  negotiate  with  unions,  but  our 
policy  in  the  Department  is  when  we  have  something  in  our  discretion 
we  want  to  negotiate  it  with  the  unions.  That  is  good  labor, relations. 
For  those  reasons  we  feel  it  is  the  Postmaster  General  who  is  most  in 
the  position  to  be  able  to  say  whether  or  not  these  prices  are  reasonable, 
to  know  whether  or  not  there  is  a  need  through  working  in  this  area 
with  employee  groups.  ,  .  . 

As  to  the  money  we  put  in  the  budget  we  asked  in  our  original 
budget  for  5.1,  I  think  that  is  the  figure  we  asked  for  but  additional 
emplovees  have  come  on  the  rolls  since  then  and  now  the  figure  is  5.3. 

We  asked  for  5.1  and  the  money  has  not  been  voted,  authorized,  or 
spent.  We  certainly  would  hope  we  would  not  be  liable  for  the  full 
$5.1  million  but  with  good  negotiation  and  agreements  that  would  be 
less  than  $5.1  million. 

The  Chairman.  You  have  $5.3  million  charged  here  to  uniform 
allowances.  You  have  5.1  charged  to  you  in  the  appropriations  bill 
that  has  passed  the  House  and  is  now  being  heard  by  the  Senate. 
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So  you  have  an  overpricing  of  $5  million  plus,  it  is  not  going  to  cost 
$10  million  to  make  this  allowance. 

Air.  Murphy.  That  is  right,  and.  I  hope  we  are  not  charging  twice. 

The  Chairman.  When  you  put  the  cost  of  this  bill  at  $167  million 
you  are  carrying  an  item  already  provided  for  last  year,  so  you  are 
duplicating  a  bill  of  $5  million. 

Mr.  Murphy.  We  don’t  have  the  money,  we  did  in  good  faith - 

The  Chairman.  You  are  charging  that  against  the  guideposts  and 
it  was  charged  last  year  against  the  guidepost. 

Mr.  Murphy.  No  sir,  the  guidepost  last  year  was  3.2  and  the  pay 
increase  by  the  Congress  was  3.6. 

The  Chairman.  Uniform  allowance  was  a  guidepost  allowance 
last  year. 

Air.  AIurphy.  I  think  we  did  not  include  it  last  year. 

The  Chairman.  Let’s  be  sure.  It  is  my  understanding  and  the 
understanding  of  this  committee  that  it  was  a  guidepost  item.  I  don’t 
like  bookkeeping  that  puts  it  in  a  second  time. 

Air.  AIurphy.  I  stand  to  be  corrected.  I  believe  last  year  it  was  a 
fringe  benefit  item  and  we  did  not  have  fringes  included  in  guidepost 
last  year.  The  pay  increase  by  the  Congress  was  3.6.  I  don’t  believe 
this  was  a  guidepost  item.  We  had  to  reflect - 

The  Chairman.  You  look  it  up  and  report  back  in  a  letter  to  the 
committee.  There  is  no  use  taking  the  committee’s  time  with  some¬ 
thing  you  are  not  certain  of. 

Air.  Murphy.  Yes,  sir. 

The  Chairman.  The  5.3  was  charged  as  a  part  of  the  package  last 
year,  5.1  is  now  requested  by  the  Post  Office  Department,  approved 
by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget,  appropriated  by  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives  and  now  undergoing  appropriations  processes  in  the 
Senate. 

You  have  a  double  item  cost  charged  here  and  either  one  or  the 
other  should  not  be  charged.  You  have  a  $5  million  saving  if  you 
don’t  use  this  appropriation  that  is  now  going  through.  You  are 
putting  a  5.3  million  figure  into  a  figure  of  $167  million  of  which  the 
same  5  million  was  appropriated  and  authorized  last  year. 

Air.  AIurphy.  The  only  thing  we  are  trying  to  do  is  say  the  total 
cost  of  the  Department  was  raised  by  $5.3  million  if  this  item  is  made 
mandatory  on  the  Department  by  the  bill. 

To  the  extent  we  may  negotiate  something  less  with  the  unions, 
that  will  be  the  cost  to  the  Department. 

If  there  is  confusion  and  I  am  causing  it,  I  apologize.  I  don’t 
mean  to  do  so. 

We  are  not  now  spending  the  money  but  are  asking  in  good  faith 
for  money  that  we  would  have  available  to  negotiate  with  the  unions. 
Only  when  _we  actually  begin  to  spend  it  do  we  think  it  should  be 
charged  against  us. 

I  understand  your  point:  you  don’t  want  $10  million  charged  on  a 
$5  million  item. 

The  Chairman.  A  double  charge,  $5  million  last  year  and  $5  million 
this  year,  when  only  one  of  them  is  being  contemplated. 

The  cost  last  year  was  $5  million,  and  since  it  has  been  authorized 
and  appropriated  it  should  not  be  charged  again. 

What  is  the  date  of  comparability  you  used? 
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Mr.  Murphy.  The  reference  point  would  be  March  of  1965;  that 
is  when  the  actual  statistics  were  gathered.  The  material  was  not 
made  available  until  November  of  1965.  As  of  now  we  are  talking 
of  figures  1  year  old. 

The  Chairman.  Do  you  think  it  is  so  right  to  emphasize  on  the 
full  comparability  in  the  lower  grades?  Their  comparability  is 
already  a  year  old,  and  certainly  it  has  been  moving  up  at  a  rate  of 
about  2 }'z  or  3  percent  a  year. 

Mr.  Murphy.  About  3  percent  a  year. 

The  Chairman.  So  they  are  lagging  3  percent  behind.  Those 
receiving  the  smallest  amount  of  pay  in  the  bill  are  nearest  to  com¬ 
parability,  but  they  have  less  money  to  meet  this  lag.  So,  if  the 
Congress  has  to  trim  anywhere  or  delay  fidl  comparability,  isn’t  it 
better  to  provide  for  full  comparability  in  the  very  lowest  bracket, 
while  hoping  we  will  reach  a  time  when  we  can  bring  up  the  higher 
grades? 

Mr.  Murphy.  I  am  strongly  in  favor  of  getting  to  full  comparabil¬ 
ity  for  everyone  as  fast  as  possible.  I  believe  we  are  closer  to  com¬ 
parability,  in  the  first  grades,  first  four  grades  than  any  other. 

The  Chairman.  Wait  a  minute.  If  we  are  a  year  behind,  we  are 
not  at  comparability  in  the  lower  grades. 

Mr.  Murphy.  We  are  not  at  comparability  in  any. 

The  Chairman.  I  asked  on  the  lower  grades. 

Mr.  Murphy.  No. 

The  Chairman.  You  are  not  at  comparability  in  the  higher  grades? 

Mr.  Murphy.  No. 

The  Chairman.  You  are  nearer  in  the  lower  grades.  Your  sta¬ 
tistics  which  show  comparability  are  not  exact  because  of  the  year 
timelag. 

Mr.  Murphy.  This  is  a  time  lag  in  the  entire  system,  I  deplore  it 
and  wish  we  could  find  a  way  to  straighten  that  out.  I  do  believe, 
however,  that  we  have  a  severe  problem  in  the  middle  and  upper 
grades  up  to  grade  15  and  in  the  past  these  are  the  grades  receiving 
a  smaller  percent  of  increase.  There  their  situation  has  not  been 
improved  since  1962;  that  is  why  up  to  this  time,  to  hold  our  ground, 
we  are  advocating  a  slightly  higher  percent  increase  in  the  middle  and 
upper  grades. 

I  am  fully  sympathetic  with  the  lower  grades,  but  I  am  saying  we 
fall  further  behind  with  across-the-board  increases. 

The  Chairman.  According  to  your  table  on  page  4A  there  is  no 
one  in  the  postal  service  that  is  getting  above  iOO  percent  of  com¬ 
parability  on  a  1965  percent  basis. 

Mr.  Murphy.  That  is  right. 

The  Chairman.  We  are  not  overpaying  anyone.  We  are  under¬ 
paying. 

Mr.  Murphy.  We  have  never  overpaid  anybody  in  the  postal 
service. 

The  Chairman.  We  are  underpaying  those  in  the  higher  brackets. 

Mr.  Murphy.  Yes. 

The  Chairman.  PSF-15  at  $15,395  will  receive  the  percentage  of 
2.85  on  $15,000.  The  employee  at  $4,590  in  PFS-1  will  receive 
2.85  on  what  is  approximately  one-fourth  of  that  amount. 

Mr.  Murphy.  That  is  right. 
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The  Chairman.  And  the  cost-of-living  pinch  goes  on  and  it  is 
heavier  on  the  lower  paid  man  than  the  man  paid  $15,000  a  year 
because  groceries  have  gone  up  as  well  as  apparel  and  other  things. 

Mr.  Murphy.  That  is  right.  Of  course  comparability  reflects  not 
only  increases  in  cost  of  living  but  increases  in  wages,  we  are  talking 
of  wages.  Increase  of  wages  compared  to  4  years  ago.  That  is 
what  we  are  talking  about.  Unless  we  make  increases  at  a  higher 
rate  somewhere  along  the  line  we  are  going  to  fall  fm-ther  behind. 

Congress  made  18  percent  pay  increases  since  1962;  you  have 
done  a  wonderful  job,  but  the  people  in  the  middle  and  upper  grades 
are  further  behind  than  the  lower  grades. 

The  Chairman.  That  is  true,  and  nobody  regrets  it  more  than 
this  committee,  but  we  can’t  do  it  all  in  one  year,  particularly  this 
year. 

What  percent  of  your  employees  will  receive  100  percent  of  com¬ 
parability  based  on  last  March’s  figures? 

Mr.  Murphy.  Slightly  over  85  percent. 

The  Chairman.  About  15  percent  will  be  behind? 

Mr.  Murphy.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Simpson.  Did  you  mean  last  March  or  a  year  ago? 

The  Chairman.  A  year  ago. 

Mr.  Murphy.  March  of  1965,  Senator  Simpson. 

The  Chairman.  On  your  overtime,  you  are  opposed  to  the  House 
provision,  are  you  not? 

Mr.  Murphy.  Yes. 

The  Chairman.  Don’t  some  supervisors  getting  overtime  pay 
draw  more  than  the  higher-paid  supervisors? 

Mr.  Murphy.  It  is  possible  to  do  that  because  we  do  provide 
according  to  the  bill  passed  last  year,  pay  through  PFS  level  7,  through 
the  top  of  7,  the  firs  time  supervisors  are  the  majority  of  supervisors. 

The  Chairman.  This  would  take  it  up  to  10? 

Mr.  Murphy.  Yes,  sir,  and  we  think  this  is  going  beyond  private 
industry  practices.  We  think,  in  a  year  when  we  are  trying  to  get  as 
much  as  we  can  in  3.2,  providing  this  is  not  commensurate  with  the 
cost  this  year.  We  are  not  totally  opposed  forever,  we  are  saying 
at  this  time  reflecting  against  the  current  industry  practice  and  in  a 
year  when  we  are  having  to  get  under  3.2  on  everything,  15  million 
is  not  justified. 

The  Chairman.  As  a  general  rule  these  people  will  work  probably 
overtime  hours? 

Mr.  Murphy.  Yes,  sir. 

The  Chairman.  Because  they  are  in  a  higher  pay  scale  they  are 
cut  off  from  what  a  level  7  supervisor  gets? 

Mr.  Murphy.  Yes,  sir. 

The  Chairman.  What  do  they  get? 

Mr.  Murphy.  Under  the  current  law  the  Postmaster  General  has 
the  discretion  to  provide  cash  or  compensatory  time.  During 
Christmas,  as  I  indicated,  the  Postmaster  General  provided  cash  for 
supervisors. 

The  Chairman.  Up  to  10? 

Mr.  Murphy.  I  think  it  was  through  14,  up  to  15.  So  we  went 
pretty  far  at  Christmastime.  The  Postmaster  General  can  do  this  in 
situations  in  the  future. 

We  should  retain  that  discretion,  if  possible.  I  think  under  certain 
circumstances,  it  is  justified.  It  goes  beyond  industry  practices  to 
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say  people  at  PFS  level  10  should  get  cash  only.  Some  higher  level 
supervisors  have  responsibilities  which  require  working  overtime  and 
all  of  us  work  a  lot  of  overtime  on  which  we  are  not  fully  compensated 
on  that  basis. 

The  Chairman.  Evidence  has  been  presented  to  the  committee 
which  indicates  supervisors  in  big  cities  are  working  an  average  of 
11  days  out  of  each  14  days  in  a  biweekly  pay  period,  this  means  they 
are  not  getting  a  day  off  every  other  week  and  being  able  to  use 
compensatory  time,  how  can  we  justify  continuing  this  practice? 

Mr.  Murphy.  I  am  not  aware  of  where  supervisors  have  actually 
lost  comp  time. 

I  think  the  rule  says  within  30  days.  However,  we  have  been  very 
liberal  about  allowing  an  accumulation  and  when  we  hit  a  slack 
period  this  compensatory  time  is  granted.  I  don't  think  any  super¬ 
visor  lost  any  compensatory  time  he  had  coming  to  him  and  we  would 
try  to  rectify  any  case  where  that  was  brought  to  our  attention. 

But  when  you  have  a  surge  of  mail,  over  5-percent  increase,  we 
have  had  people  working  overtime,  supervisors  and  rank  and  file. 
We  tried  to  add  new  employees  to  take  care  of  the  increase  in  mail. 
We  added  60,000  in  4  months. 

The  Chairman.  You  can’t  add  supervisors. 

Mr.  Murphy.  You  have  to  wait  for  them  to  get  promoted.  And 
training  on  the  job,  we  want  to  be  fair  to  these  men  and  it  seems  the 
responsibilities  for  getting  mail  moving  depends  very  heavily  on  the 
supervisor  and  it  does  not  cut  off  automatically.  These  other  men 
are  being  allowed  to  get  compensatory  time  but  it  is  at  the  convenience 
of  the  Post  Office  Department. 

Until  last  year  grade  7  was  not  included,  the  committee  acted  wisely 
in  including  grade  7  last  year.  They  are  seeking  now  to  include  up 
to  grade  10,  but  at  this  time  in  view  of  what  has  happened  in  private 
industry,  in  light  of  the  guidelines  we  think  the  benefit  achieved  is 
not  worth  $15  million. 

The  Chairman.  How  high  up  do  your  supervisor  grades  go? 

Mr.  Murphy.  As  high  as  level  20,  the  regional  director,  is  at  20, 
deputy  director  19. 

The  Chairman.  I  mean  your  supervisors? 

Mr.  Murphy.  Grade  17. 

The  Chairman.  That  would  be  in  the  biggest  post  office? 

Mr.  Murphy.  Yes,  sir.  Of  course,  this  would  also  apply  in  the 
regional  office,  ffhat  is  why  I  say  taking  off  the  limitation  applies 
not  just  in  the  post  office  but  regional  officials  at  grades  16,  17,  IS, 
and  some  in  19  would  receive  overtime  payments. 

The  Chairman.  As  I  understand  it  about  30,000  senior  postal 
employees,  retired  last  December,  taking  advantage  of  the  retirement 
annuities  increase. 

What  experience  has  the  Department  had,  particularly  in  large 
urban  areas  in  recruiting  qualified  people  to  fill  these  vacancies? 

Mr.  Murphy.  I  think  we  had  about  11,000  who  took  advantage  of 
the  Daniels’  bill  during  October,  November,  and  December.  This 
was  way  higher  than  any  previous  retirement  we  had.  I  think  for  the 
postal  service  it  was  11,000.  This  meant  a  lot  more  pressure  was 
placed  on  the  postal  service.  The  majority  of  these  were  highly 
qualified  distribution  clerks  and  senior  supervisors  that  retired. 
The  Department  by  and  large  does  not  have  a  recruitment  problem 
on  a  nationwide  basis. 
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We  have  a  problem  in  certain  cities,  I  think  four  or  five  cities, 
primarily.  Chicago  certainly  would  head  the  list.  Detroit  would  be 
high  on  the  list.  San  Francisco  would  be  high  on  the  list  and  I  would 
add  Atlanta  and  probably  Washington.  In  these  cities  this  changes 
from  month  to  month  and  the  offices  not  reporting  a  recruitment 
problem  a  month  ago  may  he  reporting;  a  problem  now. 

Offices  which  were  reporting  a  problem  may  be  current  now.  The 
last  tally  2  months  ago,  pardon  me,  a  month  ago,  indicated  five  cities 
with  a  problem  on  career  employees.  There  is  a  problem  for  tempo¬ 
rary  employees.  For  temporary  employees  there  is  a  recruitment 
problem  nationwide. 

That  is  because  with  the  job  market  being  at  the  lowest  point  in 
many  years,  people  do  not  want  to  take  temporary  employment  when 
permanent  employees  are  available.  So  quite  obviously,  for  tempo¬ 
raries  there  is  a  recruitment  problem. 

The  Chairman.  Can  you  briefly  indicate  the  steps  which  the  De¬ 
partment  has  taken  to  carry  out  the  provisions  in  the  1965  pay  act 
providing  for  a  basic  Monday-through-Friday  workweek  for  regular 
postal  employees;  for  paying  a  25-percent  premium  for  Sunday  work, 
and  for  giving  senior  employees  preference  for  selection  of  the  basic 
workweek? 

Mr.  Murphy.  That  is  one  of  the  most  complicated  pieces  of 
legislation  I  think  we  have  ever  been  handed  to  work  out  ad¬ 
ministratively.  We  have  negotiated  and  I  mean  worked  very  closely 
with  our  employee  unions  for  5  months  trying  to  come  up  with  a 
system,  that  would,  1,  be  as  mutually  acceptable  and  agreeable  as 
possible;  2,  keeping  in  mind  that  there  was  a  wide  divergence  in 
point  of  view  on  the  interpretation  of  this  law  with  respect  to  our 
clerks  and  carriers. 

Generally  speaking,  the  carriers  wanted  the  minimum  amount  of 
change  possible  to  be  made,  and  generally  the  clerks  wanted  a  much 
more  sweeping  change  made  in  the  office.  Three,  we  had  to  be  certain 
if  we  were  to  be  subsequently  challenged  in  court  that  it  was  not 
just  agreeable  to  Dick  Murphy,  Keating,  Hallbeck,  and  O’Brien, 
but  that  was  agreeable  with  the  lawyers  as  a  defensible  position. 

This  is  a  very  difficult  situation  to  work  out.  By  and  large  we 
worked  out  an  arrangement:  We  confined  the  bidding  on  the  Monday- 
through-Friday  workweek  to  multiple  routes.  In  the  clerical  schedule 
the  Monday-through-Friday  work  assignments  are  much  more  sweep¬ 
ing  than  in  the  carrier  craft. 

Because  it  is  so  highly  complex  and  technical  in  nature,  with  your 
permission  I  would  like  for  us  to  have  John  Swygert  comment  a  little 
more  in  detail  as  to  how  this  has  been  worked  out. 

Mr.  Swygert.  On  March  4,  after  the  period  of  negotiations  that 
Mr.  Murphy  referred  to  we  issued  the  instructions  to  the  field. 

These  instructions  were  in  the  form  of  a  special  postal  bulletin,  one 
set  of  regulations  covered  five  crafts,  the  clerical,  the  special  delivery, 
the  motor  vehicle,  and  the  maintenance  craft.  The  next  set  of  dis¬ 
cussions  covered  the  letter  carrier  and  the  third  set  of  instructions 
carried  the  instructions  for  the  supervisory  and  technical  posts  in  the 
field. 

All  these  were  included  in  that  March  4  postal  bulletin  and  they 
indicated  the  agreements  reached  with  those  crafts  on  the  implemen¬ 
tation  and  seniority  as  applied  to  that  section  of  the  law  last  year 
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and  frankly,  a  great  deal  of  progress  has  been  made  since  March  4  in 
implementing  this  in  the  field. 

I  woidd  say  more  progress  has  been  made  in  the  carrier  craft  and 
we  have  now  agreed  with  that  craft  that  the  cutoff  on  this  one-time 
bidding  under  Public.  Law  89-301  will  be  made  this  year. 

It  is  a  little  more  difficult  than  the  clerical  craft  and  the  cutoff  on 
this  one-time  bidding  is  going  to  be  larger  on  that  one  craft.  The 
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lartment  discussed  this  bidding  at  the  local  level, 
one  and  in  many  cases  it  has  been  completed  and  in 
arger  offices  the  actual  bidding  procedure  is  underway 


Mr.  Murphy.  One  of  the  things  complicating  this  now  has  been 
the  fact  shat  seniority  in  the  post  office  is  determined  by  mutual 
agreement  within  the  post  office  on  a  local  basis  and  it  varies  from 
craft  to  craft  and  in  many  cases  seniority  is  c.itywide,  in  others  it  is 
on  a  unit  or  section  basis,  others  it  is  on  a  station  basis. 

These  work  assignments  Monday  through  Friday  should  be  posted. 
Are  you  going  to  do  it  for  a  station  as  a  while,  or  the  city  as  a  whole. 
We  have  tried  to  say  when  they — when  these  agreements  are  in  effect 
in  an  office  we  want  them  to  be  disturbed  as  little  as  possible. 

The  Chairman.  Senator  Yarborough. 

Senator  Yarborough.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  will  ask  Mr.  Murphy 
whether  he  will  be  back  after  the  postal  unions  have  testified? 

Mr.  Murphy.  I  will  be  happy  to  come. 

Senator  Yarborough.  I  will  have  some  questions  after  I  have 
heard  the  employees  organizations. 

Mr.  Murphy.  I  will  be  available  at  the  committee’s  discretion. 

Senator  Yarborough.  You  have  a  postal  budget  of  over  $5  million. 
There  are  many  small  things  in  the  Postal  Department  that  have  led  to 
many  complaints  about  the  Department.  In  the  appropriations  bill, 
the  House  just  recently  refused  to  appropriate  $15  million  to  open 
the  money  order  windows  in  some  15,000  post  offices  on  Saturday. 

Tiiey  refused  to  appropriate  money  to  restore  the  Saturday  parcel 
post  delivery  in  the  cities.  I  think  these  are  essential  services. 

There  is  no  prohibition  on  the  Post  Office  Department  instituting 
those  now  if  they  had  the  money  available,  if  they  had  transferability 
of  funds  that  they  had  in  past  years  to  transfer  that  out  of  other 
appropriations. 

Mr.  Murphy.  It  would  be  prohibited  unless  the  language  of  the 
House  committee  report  is  removed. 

Senator  Yarborough.  I  know  the  House  committee  for  the  first 
time  this  year  would  really  prevent  the  transferability  of  funds.  Year 
before  last  5  percent  could  be  transferred  and  last  year  two  and  a  half 
percent. 

Mr.  Murphy.  Yes,  sir. 

Senator  Yarborough.  This  year  the  House  would  prohibit  any 
transfer  of  funds.  I  am  glad  to  see  you  have  $300,000  for  special 
delivery  service.  I  know  that  would  increase  the  mileage  allowance 
of  the  special  delivery  carriers  from  7  cents  to  10  cents  and  their 
minimum  compensation  from  90  cents  per  hour  to  a  dollar  and  a 
quarter  an  hour. 

Will  this  call  for  an  increase  in  the  amount  of  the  special  delivery 
charge  from  30  cents  to  a  higher  amount? 
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Mr.  Murphy.  I  think  this  would  not  solve  all  the  problems  in 
special  delivery;  we  are  working  on  our  problems  there  very  strongly, 
however,  we  would  support  this  matter  as  a  matter  of  equity. 

This  is  a  small  item  in  the  overall  cost  of  the  bill.  It  would  be 
a  guideline  item  but  it  is  very  small.  The  department  would  cer- 
tainly  go  along  with  that. 

Incidentally  1  might  add  to  your  previous  comment,  one  thing  I 
would  like  to  say  is  the  House  committee  also  deleted  $2,004,000 
for  absolutely  basic  and  essential  supervisory  training  for  postmasters 
and  supervisors  in  grievances  and  disciplinary  procedures,  methods 
of  dealing  with  unions  which  we  think  is  absolutely  indispensable  to 
the  Department  and  if  that  language  stands  the  Department  will  not 
be  able  to  spend  one  solitary  dime  on  the  matters  I  have  just  discussed 
for  the  postmasters,  and  even  to  brief  them  on  what  we  have  just 
negotiated. 

We  do  not  think  that  is  a  money-saving  device. 

Senator  Yarborough.  First  we  have  to  set  up  the  laws  here  and 
then  get  the  Appropriations  Committee  to  give  us  money  to  carry 
them  out.  I  am  hoping  we  can  get  those  appropriations  restored  to 
give  the  people  window  service  and  parcel  post  delivery  on  Saturdays. 

Small  companies  are  the  ones  that  complain;  if  it  is  a  big  company 
they  have  their  trucks;  but  if  the  small  business  can’t  get  delivery  it  is 
hurting  them ;  I  think  they  are  hurt  most.  If  we  don’t  get  the  specific 
money  but  get  the  specific  authority,  I  am  hoping  it  can  be  shaved 
off  other  places  to  restore  these  services. 

I  think  it  was  a  great  mistake  to  cut  them  down.  It  will  take  time 
for  you  people  to  build  back  to  service  we  once  had.  These  are  the 
little  things,  the  total  cost,  $300,000  here,  $15  million  there. 

The  postal  employees  are  complaining  all  over  the  country,  all  over 
the  United  States.  What  is  generally  talked  about  among  people  is 
the  climate  of  the  postal  service.  What  is  the  chief  thing,  the  pay 
rate  of  the  employees,  the  big  increase  in  volume  of  mail,  transition 
of  rail  transportation  to  air  and  truck  transportation?  What  is  the 
cause  of  the  vast  volume  of  complaints  on  the  slowdown  of  mail 
service? 

Mr.  Murphy.  I  think  there  are  many. 

Senator  Yarborough.  Is  there  a  decline  in  morale  of  postal  em¬ 
ployees? 

Mr.  Murphy.  No.  I  don’t  think  complaints  are  attributable  to 
increased  pay  rates,  as  Senator  Monroney  points  out  our  people  are 
not  overpaid. 

Senator  Yarborough.  People  don’t  work  less  for  more  pay;  is  it 
the  fact  the  pay  rate  is  not  high  enough? 

Mr.  Murphy.  I  think  it  ought  to  be  higher,  that  is  what  we  are 
supporting  today.  First  you  are  correct  in  saying  we  probably  re¬ 
ceive  more  complaints  about  the  cutback  in  window  service  which 
costs  roughly  $7  million,  more  complaints  about  that  than  anything 
I  have  seen  in  the  years  I  have  been  in  the  Post  Office. 

Senator  Yarborough.  I  think  justifiably  so. 

Mr.  Murphy.  The  Postmaster  General  could  not  agree  more  and 
the  Post  Office  Department  is  appealing  the  full  amount  of  that  $15 
million  cut. 

Senator  Yarborough.  Did  the  Congress  tell  you  to  close  those 
windows? 
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Mr.  Murphy.  No,  sir. 

Senator  Yarborough.  You  had  transferability  of  funds,  you  could 
have  transferred  funds  to  keep  the  windows  open? 

Mr.  Murphy.  We  did  not  have  money  available,  we  had  transfer 
authority  but  not  money.  Therefore,  the  action  was  taken  as  a 
moneysaving  measure  with  the  understanding  as  soon  as  we  got  out  of 
our  problems  we  woidd  reinstate  the  service. 

The  newspapers  complaints  show  this  is  service  clearly  desired  by 
the  public  and  we  ought  to  have  it.  Another  reason  for  some  of  tbe 
problems  is  the  decline  in  train  service.  Many  of  the  trains  are 
running  late  quite  frequently.  In  addition,  we  have  had  tremendous 
problems  very  recently  due  to  increased  mail  volume,  due  to  increased 
mushrooming  of  mail  volume  running  way  in  excess  of  any  forecast 
we  made. 

In  addition  we  have  inadequate  facilities  in  most  of  our  large  cities. 
There  had  not  been  a  major  new  post  office  in  New  York  City,  until 
recently,  in  29  years,  in  the  largest  city  in  the  country. 

This  is  repeated  in  major  cities  throughout  the  country.  All 
these  things  are  reasons  we  are  having  problems.  We  are  not  the 
only  ones.  Other  countries  are,  too.  I  read  about  Argentina,  and 
Great  Britain  had  comments  in  Parliament  about  difficulties  there. 

Every  major  country  is  experiencing  an  explosion  of  mail. 

Also,  we  have  been  under  stringent  manpower  limitations.  We  have 
had  a  fantastic  amount  of  use  of  overtime  in  the  Post  Office  service, 
which  is  inefficient  operation.  You  can’t  work  people  70  and  75  hours 
a  week  and  expect  them  to  be  at  the  same  efficiency  as  a  man  at  a 
40  or  45  hour  a  week  job. 

I  think  all  these  reasons  combined  indicate  why  we  have  problems. 
We  are  working  hard  to  eliminate  them.  It  indicates  the  need  for 
the  ZIP  code  and  the  new  sectional  center  concept. 

Senator  Yarborough.  Many  employees  tell  me  in  the  last  7,  8,  or 
9  years  there  has  been  a  great  decline  in  morale  of  the  Post  Office 
Department.  It  is  not  because  they  are  paid  too  much.  My  next 
question:  If  there  has  been  a  decline,  what  relationship  does  it  have 
to  the  present  comparability  standards? 

Are  these  comparability  standards  realistic?  Are  we  comparing 
postal  service  to  the  right  fields  of  employment  to  get  what  you  call 
comparability? 

Mr.  Murphy.  I  would  be  shocked  if  anyone  could  show  me  if 
there  has  been  a  decline  in  morale  among  postal  workers. 

Senator  Yarborough.  I  am  not  trying  to  prove  that,  I  am  merely 
telling  you  what  postal  employees  have  told  me. 

Mr.  Murphy.  Yes,  sir,  and  I  want  to  tell  you  why  I  think  that  is 
wrong.  There  has  been  an  increase  in  schedule  of  salaries  since  1962 
to  1965,  the  largest  increase  that  I  can  recall  in  the  postal  service. 
We  never  were  near  comparability  until  1962,  so  I  think  that  would 
be  wrong. 

No.  2,  we  had  the  greatest  recognition,  union  recognition,  of 
employees  that  ever  occurred  in  the  history  of  the  postal  service. 
I  can’t  conceive  how  they  could  be  given  more  recognition  or  brought 
more  into  the  management  processes,  more  into  the  negotiations. 

We  are  the  only  department  in  the  Government  that  ever  nego¬ 
tiated  two  national  contracts  and  are  in  the  process  now  of  negotiating 
the  third. 
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Senator  Yarborough.  I  commend  you  for  that  progress,  I  sup¬ 
ported  all  that  legislation  and  was  coauthor  on  some  of  the  legislation. 

Adr.  AIurphy.  Amu  were  one  of  the  pioneers. 

Senator  Aarborough.  d  think  the  salary  increases  made  great 
progress,  particularly  in  the  postal  service.  This  is  a  prelude  to  my 
other  question,  are  we  comparing  postal  salaries  with  the  proper  levels 
of  other  endeavor  to  get  the  employees  to  comparability? 

Adr.  AduRPHY.  If  you  recall  last  year  we  recommended  to  the 
Congress  that  there  be  a  comprehensive  study  done  of  the  compara¬ 
bility  system  every  4  years.  The  nature  of  jobs  change,  the  nature 
of  private  industry;  we  should  take  a  careful  look  every  4  years. 

We  recommended  there  shoidd  be  a  commission,  et  cetera.  Congress 
did  not  enact  that  law  but  we  hope  at  some  point  Congress  may  look 
on  it  more  favorably.  Therefore  we  have  no  objection  to  Congress 
having  an  exhaustive  look  at  this  comparability  process  this  year  or 
next  year. 

Right  now  the  letter  carrier,  GS  level  4  is  equated  with  PFS-5. 
Now  PFS-5  contrary  to  some  stories  I  have  heard,  does  not  relate  to 
jobs  in  which  women  are  dominant.  Jobs  surveyed  in  grade  5  relate 
to  the  junior  level  of  the  professional  grades,  the  entrance  grades  to 
professional  level,  chemists,  job  analysts,  these  are  the  jobs  surveyed 
by  the  BLS  in  order  to  get  a  linkage  with  grade  5. 

Senator  Yarborough.  Are  the  majority  men? 

Adr.  AIurphy.  Yes;  the  majority  of  people  in  grade  5  in  the  postal 
service  and  the  majority  in  the  jobs  surveyed  in  the  private  sector  are 
not  females. 

Senator  Yarborough.  So  comparing  PFS  level  4  with  GS-5  is  fair? 

Adr.  AIurphy.  It  would  be  the  entrance  level  of  the  professional 
grades.  The  big  difference  occurs  if  the  postal  employee  stays  at 
his  level;  85  percent  stay  at  that  level  the  rest  of  their  life.  That  is 
why  we  provided  12  increases  in  order  to  try  to  take  care  of  the 
problem  as  much  as  possible.  When  the  professionals  come  in  they 
go  to  higher  levels. 

Senator  AArborough.  They  called  those  step  levels  fogies  in  the 
military  but  you  did  not  get  them  every  year. 

Adr.  AIurphy.  We  recognize  that  problem.  I  think  one  of  the 
biggest  problems  is  because  we  have  so  many  employees  at  one  level. 
That  is  why  we  are  trying  to  find  higher  level  jobs,  technician  and 
clerical  jobs,  to  give  people  some  hope  of  promotion. 

To  get  back  to  your  basic  point  we  are  criticized  by  job  analysts 
and  there  has  been  disagreement  in  the  past  in  the  executive  branch 
over  where  linkage  should  occur  between  Government  workers. 

Senator  Yarborough.  I  would  defer  any  other  questions  until 
after  the  employee  organizations  testify. 

The  Chairman.  Senator  Carlson? 

Senator  Carlson.  I  followed  your  statement  very  close] y  and  I 
think  you  analyzed  the  House  bill  very  accurately.  As  I  listened  to 
your  testimony  I  tried  to  find  some  place  where  you  were  in  favor  of 
the  House  bill;  you  are  opposed  to  almost  every  provision? 

Air.  AIurphy.  No,  sir;  it  contains  many  provisions  I  think  are  very 
good,  base  pay,  recommendations  from  the  President’s  Cabinet 
committee,  the  health  benefits  increase. 

There  are  really  only  three  major  provisions  I  would  oppose  and 
that  would  be  the  junior-senior  adjustment  and  overtime  for  super¬ 
visors  at  this  time  and,  third,  is  making  uniform  increases  mandatory. 
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We  are  in  favor  of  some  increase  even  there.  I  don’t  want  to  make 
it  mandatory  if  I  can  avoid  it. 

We  would  like  to  have  the  provision  of  management  option  of  retire¬ 
ment  at  55  after  30  years’  service. 

Senator  Carlson.  Do  I  understand  you.  approve  the  total  cost? 

Mr.  Murphy.  No;  we  would  like  it  pared  down  to  the  President’s 
guideline  figure,  if  possible.  I  provided  in  the  back  of  my  testimony 
a  rundown  of  the  postal  service  cost,  we  woidd  like  to  get  it  down  to  the 
figure  that  the  President  originally  had.  As  you  can  see  the  total 
cost  of  the  bill  as  computed  by  the  House  is  $593  million,  the  total 
cost  appropriate  to  the  guideline  is  $485  million. 

We  would  like  to  get  it  to  that  figure. 

Senator  Carlson.  Are  you  not  opposed  to  the  across-the-board 
increases  in  the  House  bill? 

Mr.  Murphy.  Yes,  sir,  but  not  to  the  total  amount.  We  would 
be  opposed  to  making  it  across  the  board,  we  would  like  a  graduated 
increase. 

Senator  Carlson.  You  propose  an  increase  of  1  percent  up  to 
about  4 %  percent? 

Mr.  Murphy.  For  the  postal  field  service  it  would  be  a  minimum 
of  2  percent,  GS-1  is  1  percent  up  to  4.5  percent;  that  is  correct. 

Senator  Carlson.  Last  year  we  enacted  a  pay  increase  of  3.6? 

Mr.  Murphy.  Yes,  sir. 

Senator  Carlson.  The  problem  in  the  committee  is  when  you 
come  in  with  these  small  amounts,  1  and  2  percent,  as  the  chairman 
brought  out,  practically  no  increase  in  the  lower  sections  of  the  field 
employees,  makes  it  most  difficult  to  break  out  a  dollar  or  2  or  5  or 
10.  It  is  most  difficult. 

I  assume  that  is  one  of  the  reasons  the  House  did  it.  I  want  to 
assure  you  as  a  member  of  the  committee  it  is  going  to  be  very  difficult 
for  one  member  not  to  vote  for  across  the  board.  I  think  you  have 
stated  comparability  is  lacking  in  upper  grades  but  t  hese  pay  increases 
that  have  taken  place  since  March  1965  to  the  present  day  have 
amounted  to  very  little  in  the  lower  grades  and  I  can’t  support  the 
recommendation  of  the  Department  with  respect  to  lower  brackets. 

I  frankly  can’t  do  it.  You  are  opposed  to  across-the-board  pay  in¬ 
creases  ;  Are  you  for  health  benefits. 

Mr.  Murphy.  Yes;  the  House  approved  the  recommendation  but 
speeded  it  up  into  one  phase  instead  of  two  and  we  would  like  two 
phases. 

Senator  Carlson.  You  are  opposed  to  the  seniority  adjustment? 

Mr.  Murphy.  Yes;  this  is  not  a  big  item,  in  terms  of  need,  in 
terms  of  what  the  Department  would  gain  by  doing  this  and  the  worst 
part  is  its  prospective  for  the  future. 

The  amount  would  be  less  than  $4  million  depending  on  what 
adjustment  is  needed. 

Senator  Carlson.  Regarding  this  junior-senior  inequity,  the  $4 
million  estimate  given  last  year  was  too  high  since  many  of  these  em¬ 
ployees  retired  or  reached  the  top  level  of  their  grade  and  are  no  longer 
qualified  for  this. 

Mr.  Murphy.  I  don’t  think  so.  It  happens  any  time  an  employee 
junior  to  a  senior  goes  to  level  7  by  a  different  route  [than  going 
directly. 
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By  the  time  he  gets,  to  7  he  may  be  way  over  this  guy  here  who 
went  directly  to  7  with  one  increase.  1  don’t  believe  the  cost 
would  be  less. 

Senator  Carlson.  You  really  believe  $4  million - - 

Mr.  Murphy.  To  the  best  of  my  knowledge.  I  am  not  an  expert 
on  cost.  I  am  sure  they  have  been  very  conscientious  in  the  finance 
department. 

Senator  Carlson.  You  are  opposed  to  the  section  dealing  with 
uniform  allowances? 

Mr.  Murphy.  I  am  opposed  to  making  it  mandatory.  I  indicated 
I  approve  getting  it  for  the  new  employee.  I  don’t  think  we  ought 
to  make  it  for  everybody  every  year  because  the  amount  now  pro¬ 
vided  for  maintenance  I  think  what  I  have  shown,  by  and  large,  the 
amount  is  pretty  good. 

On  the  other  hand  there  is  a  clear  need  for  the  new  employee.  I 
think  we  should  give  that  as  a  matter  of  negotiations,  we  are  in  the 
process  of  negotiation  and  I  hope  we  can  work  it  out. 

Senator  Carlson.  About  the  special  delivery  mileage  section? 

Mr.  Murphy.  We  go  along  with  that. 

Senator  Carlson.  The  section  dealing  with  overtime  for  postal 
supervisors? 

Mr.  Murphy.  We  would  be  opposed  at  this  time  because  we  feel 
it  is  more  liberal  than  industry  practice  as  a  whole.  I  emphasize  at 
some  time  in  future  years,  I  may  not  be  around  but  someone  might 
want  to  appear  from  the  Department  and  support  this. 

Senator  Carlson.  Regarding  overtime,  is  it  not  true  if  this  bill  is 
passed  making  mandatory  the  payment  of  overtime  in  levels  8  through 
10,  by  rescheduling  the  employees  at  lower  levels  you  can  avoid  some  of 
the  cost? 

Mr.  Murphy.  Any  time  you  provide  a  mandatory  premium  you 
provide  them  a  way  of  doing  a  better  job  in  management,  of  finding 
somebody  else  to  do  that  job  without  paying  premium  compensation. 

It  is  a  mixed  blessing.  We  found  that  out  with  our  substitutes. 
We  were  deluged  with  protests  when  we  put  this  in  effect.  Some 
people  found  their  work  cut  down  and  their  take-home  pay  was  less. 

I  think  it  was  a  good  principle,  but  it  is  not  an  unmixed  blessing. 
I  think  there  would  be  some  incentive  on  the  part  of  management  to 
do  rescheduling  but  we  figured  out  how  many  employees  were  in 
these  levels,  and  calculated  our  estimate  on  the  basis  of  that.  That  is 
the  best  estimate  I  can  give  you. 

Senator  Carlson.  In  the 'bill  there  is  an  item  of  $15  million  for 
overtime  for  postal  supervisors  in  an  item  of  $15  million  for  classified 
overtime.  Are  you  opposed  to  both  provisions? 

Mr.  Murphy.  No,  sir;  I  think  Chairman  Macy  said  yesterday  that 
he  would  go  along  to  extending  certain  benefits  to  the  GS-10  category, 
the  rest  of  the  Federal  overtime  provisions  that  were  extended  by  the 
committee  to  the  postal  workers,  last  year,  therefore  the  administra¬ 
tion  would  not  oppose  that. 

We  object  only  to  the  postal  overtime  because  once  again  it  goes 
beyond  the  prevailing  practice.  The  $15  million  is  not  commensurate. 

Senator  Carlson.  As  I  remember  last  year  the  overtime  on  those 
levels  8  through  10  was  $500,000. 

Mr.  Murphy.  I  think  that  was  holiday  only.  I  will  be  happy  to 
check  that  out. 
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Senator  Carlson.  I  would  like  to  have  the  record  show  a  break¬ 
down  of  this  $15  million. 

Mr.  Murphy.  We  will  be  happy  to  provide  that. 

Senator  Carlson.  We  get  to  the  Sunday  premium  section  of  the 
House  bill;  are  you  opposed? 

Mr.  Murphy.  No,  that  was  voted  for  postal  workers  last  year,  that 
was  a  premium.  We  do  not  object. 

Senator  Carlson.  One  rather  important  section  of  the  bill  deals 
with  retirements  55/20  and  60/30.  I  understand  you  are  in  favor  of 
that? 

Mr.  Murphy.  Yes. 

Senator  Carlson.  What  about  the  section  dealing  with  widows 
remarrying? 

Mr.  Murphy.  I  woidd  favor  that.  The  question  is  you  have  to 
make  a  decision  as  to  what  is  most  important. 

There  were  a  number  of  recommendations  included  in  the  Presi¬ 
dent’s  report  to  the  Congress.  We  could  not  enact  all  the  recom¬ 
mendations  this  year.  The  cost  would  have  gone  up  so  we  had  to 
make  a  choice.  Frankly  the  President  chose  those  he  thought  were 
most  important;  namely,  social  security  minimum  and  transfer  of 
credits,  it  is  for  the  short-term  emplo3,'ee,  the  highest  risk  of  employees. 

We  felt  that  was  the  most  important  part,  and  the  House  did  not 
feel  these  were  the  priority  provisions.  They  gave  preference  to 
widows  and  students,  and  I  would  not  oppose  the  widows  and  students 
provisions.  The  question  is  are  there  other  provisions  more  desirable 
this  year? 

Senator  Carlson.  In  other  words,  the  House  put  them  in  and  you 
would  be  happy  if  the  Senate  committee  took  them  out,  is  that  it? 

Mr.  Murphy.  We  think  these  are  desirable  benefits  and  in  terms 
of  equity  can  be  justified,  but  we  must  all  make  up  unhappy  choices. 

Senator  Carlson.  I  would  agree  I  think  they  are  very  important, 
and  I  hope  they  retain  them,  but  there  again  we  will  have  to  consider 
that  when  we  get  into  executive  session.  The  increased  agency 
contributions  was  not  included  in  the  House  bill. 

Mr.  Murphy.  That  is  correct. 

Senator  Carlson.  The  social  security  transfer  of  credits,  are  you 
opposed  to  that,  it  is  not  included,  but  are  you  opposed? 

Mr.  Murphy.  I  am  in  favor  of  that;  that  is  not  in  the  House  bill, 
but  we  certainly  would  favor  that.  That  was  in  the  recommendation. 

Senator  Carlson.  We  get  to  the  section  dealing  with  recomputa- 
tion  of  annuities  what  is  your  position  on  that? 

Mr.  Murphy.  I  am  not  the  final  authority  on  that  section ;  however, 
the  administration  does  oppose  that.  Mr.  Macy,  I  believe,  indicated 
yesterday  that  the  administration  is  opposed  on  the  grounds  practi¬ 
cally  all  the  benefits  being  recommended  in  the  President’s  recom¬ 
mendations  are  prospective  in  them  application. 

This  feature  goes  in  the  face  of  that.  This  feature  goes  back  and 
actually  recomputes  what  the  formida  is  and  we  feel  this  is  a  costly 
matter  and  establishes  an  unfavorable  precedent. 

Senator  Carlson.  The  gross  total  cost  of  the  bill  would  run  $590 
million? 

Mr.  Murphy.  $593.6  million,  I  believe,  is  the  figure? 

Senator  Carlson.  What  would  be  the  maximum  figure  approved 
by  the  department? 
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Mr.  Murphy.  The  Government  as  a  whole  would  be  $485  million 
the  President  set  aside. 

Senator  Carlson.  $485  million,  in  other  words,  we  have  to  cut 
back  $105  million  to  $480 — $490  million? 

Mr.  Murphy.  It  is  a  difficult  job. 

Senator  Carlson.  It  is  difficult  and  for  one  member.  It  will  be 
difficult  to  back  some  of  the  House  figures. 

That  is  all. 

The  Chairman.  We  have  the  adjusted  cost  from  the  House  report 
of  $593  million  and  eliminating  the  nonguidepost  items  a  differential 
of  $33.6  million  above  the  President’s  allowance. 

Mr.  Murphy.  Aes,  sir.  I  think  that  would  be  correct  that  would 
be  the  total.  The  reason  they  get  that,  they  take  out,  I  believe — 
Mr.  Schultze  would  be  the  expert  on  this  or  Mr.  Macy — they  take  out 
the  amount  of  money  for  the  overtime,  the  Class  Act,  and  the  Sunday 
premium.  I  think  that  is  how  they  get  down  to  the  $33  million 
difference. 

The  Chairman.  The  President  wants  to  stay  within  the  guidepost 
and  if  you  eliminate  nonguidepost  items  you  would  have  a  differential 
of  $33.6  million. 

Air.  Murphy.  That  is  right. 

The  Chairman.  Thank  you,  sir. 

Mr.  Burdick. 

Mr.  Burdick.  I  defer. 

The  Chairman.  Senator  Fong. 

Senator  Fong.  I  would  like  to  ask  you  something  about  the  fig¬ 
ures  which  were  passed  by  the  House  on  this  bill.  The  House  passed 
a  total  cost  bill  of  $593.6  million;  is  that  right? 

Mr.  Murphy.  Yes. 

Senator  Fong.  The  administration  guideposts  were  $485  million,  a 
difference  of  $108  million? 

Mr.  Murphy.  That  is  right. 

Senator  Fong.  Does  the  administration  feel  that  figure  above  $485 
million  would  be  inflationary? 

Mr.  Murphyl  Air.  Schultze  is  really  the  final  authority  on  what  is 
included  in  the  guidepost  and  not  within  the  guidepost.  My  under¬ 
standing  is  the  way  they  arrive  at  the  $33  million  being  the  difference 
is  to  subtract  the  cost  of  the  Sunday  premium  and  the  overtime  pro¬ 
visions  applying  to  the  class  act  which  Mr.  Alacy  said  he  would 
accept  as  a  matter  of  equity,  because  they  were  voted  last  year.  I 
think  that  is  on  top  of  the  amount  included  in  the  guidelines. 

I  believe  I  am  correct,  but  I  am  not  the  final  authority;  Mr.  Schultze 
would  be. 

Senator  Iong.  The  administration  advocated  a  2.87-increase  over¬ 
all.  That  is  the  average  overall  pay  systems. 

Mr.  Murphy'.  Yes. 

Senator  Fong.  The  House  bill  advocates  2.9? 

Mr.  Murphy.  Yes. 

Senator  I  ong.  This  would  give  to  the  first  four  postal  grades  a 
comparability  of  100  percent  and  about  100.7  percent  on  a  PFS-1  on 
the  H.R.  14122,  and  100.5  percent  on  PFS-4  on  the  House  bill? 

Air.  Murphy.  I  think  that  is  close. 

Senator  Fong.  We  advocated  100  percent  comparability  for  the 
first  four  grades  and  the  administration  took  the  figures  of  Alarch 
1965;  is  that  right? 


THE  FEDERAL  SALARY  AND  FRINGE  BENEFITS  ACT  OF  1966  69 

Mr.  Murphy.  Yes. 

Senator  Fong.  From  1965  to  1966  there  is  a  period  of  1  year  that 
has  elapsed? 

Mr.  Murphy.  Y7es,  sir. 

Senator  Fong.  Therefore  we  do  not  have  comparability,  because 
wages  have  increased  in  the  private  sector? 

Mr.  Murphy.  There  is  a  lag  of  1  year. 

Senator  Fong.  Would  you  say  the  figures  passed  by  the  House, 
H.R.  14122,  relating  to  PFS-4  gives  them  a  comparability  of  a  little 
over  100  percent ;  would  that  be  below  the  comparability  of  the  private 
sector  at  this  time  or  would  that  be  in  the  excess? 

Mr.  Murphy.  I  can’t  answer  because  I  don’t  have  the  figures  as 
to  what  is  happening  in  the  private  sector  at  the  current  time.  Based 
on  trends  the  average  increase  runs,  as  the  Senator  pointed  out,  from 
2.8  to  2.9  a  year. 

Senator  Fong.  Under  the  figures  pointed  out  by  the  chairman,  the 
comparability  under  the  first  four  grades  under  H.R.  14122  would 
still  be  less  than  that  of  industry. 

Mr.  Murphy.  I  would  have  to  guess.  I  can  only  say  on  the  latest 
available  data  we  have  what  the  President  recommends  would  bring 
100  percent  of  comparability. 

Senator  Fong.  The  President  recommended  100-percent  compa¬ 
rability  on  the  first  four  grades  based  on  the  figures  of  1965  and  he 
asked  that  comparability  be  increased  by  one-third  for  all  the  other 
grades? 

Mr.  Murphy.  The  overall  difference  of  the  grades  above  that,  if 
you  take  the  overall  difference  and  average  it  out,  the  amount  of 
increase  the  President  has  recommended  would  go  one-third  of  the 
way  toward  cutting  down  the  gap  that  exists  above  grade  4. 

Senator  Fong.  Under  the  philosophy  of  the  administration  bill  we 
are  trying  to  gain  comparability? 

Mr.  Murphy.  Trying  to  go  as  fast  as  we  can  go  with  due  consider¬ 
ation  to  Vietnam,  the  budget,  and  everything  else. 

Senator  Fong.  Last  year  when  we  gave  an  increase  of  3.6  percent, 
we  did  violence  to  the  comparability. 

Mr.  Murphy.  We  fell  further  behind.  It  is  like  a  treadmill,  you 
have  to  run  faster  to  stay  ahead.  What  happens,  the  percentage  in¬ 
crease  for  the  upper  administrative  and  professional  rates  is  a  higher 
amount  than  for  the  lower,  if  we  are  going  to  maintain  comparability 
we  have  to  have  higher  increases. 

Senator  Fong.  Has  what  the  House  has  done  made  it  more  violent? 

Mr.  Murphy.  They  insisted  on  terms  of  money  in  the  pocket  of 
every  individual.  They,  nevertheless,  comparability  wise,  have  put 
people  further  behind  in  the  middle  and  upper  grades. 

Senator  Fong.  Eighty-five  percent  of  the  employees  in  postal  field 
service  have  obtained  some  degree  of  comparability? 

Mr.  Murphy.  Yes. 

Senator  Fong.  For  the  other  90,000 — 15  percent  of  600,000 — we 
do  not  have  comparability? 

Mr.  Murphy.  That  is  right. 

Senator  Fong.  Those  in  the  higher  grades  are  10  percent  away 
from  comparability? 

Mr.  Murphy.  That  is  right,  it  goes  down  starting  at  PFS-5  and 
falls  to  86.8  at  PFS-20. 
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Senator  Fong.  The  administration  did  propose  that  increase  be 
set  np  so  we  Would  be  on  comparability  instead  of  behind  with 
industry  in  1  year? 

Mr.  Murphy.  Yes,  the  President  recommended  a  complete  review 
of  all  comparability  processes  by  a  high-level  commission,  and.  second, 
in  between  that  the  salary  adjustments  be  made  semiautomatically 
subject  to  veto. 

Senator  Fong.  That  would  be  taking  away  the  powers  from 
Congress  except  by  veto? 

Mr.  Murphy.  Except  by  veto,  you  would  have  hearings  and  what 
have  you  but  the  initiative  would  be  with  the  President. 

Senator  Fong.  How  many  months  would  you  be  away  from 
comparability  from  private  industry? 

Mr.  Murphy.  We  would  think  that  woidd  cut  it  down;  the  ref¬ 
erence  point  is  February-March.  Actually  some  figures  are  collected 
in  March — I  think  they  still  collect  figures  in  June — the  average  is 
about  March.  We  don’t  actually  get  the  figures  from  the  BLS  until 
November. 

Then  we  have  to  make  recommendations  to  the  President,  have 
consultations,  the  President  has  to  make  recommendations  to 
Congress,  put  it  in  the  budget,  then  we  have  to  have  hearings. 

By  the  time  it  is  enacted  and  by  the  time  it  is  effective  it  is  January 
of  next  year.  We  would  hope  under  the  semiautomatic  sj^stem 
proposed  by  the  President  that  could  go  into  effect  60  days  after  the 
President  sends  his  message  then.  Maybe  we  could  have  it  by  the 
first  part  of  April  that  they  would  go  in  effect,  we  could  cut  it  down 
9  months. 

Senator  Fong.  If  the  President  does  not  want  to  give  Congress 
that  power  we  are  going  to  be  behind? 

Mr.  Murphy.  I  admit  the  problem  is  there,  I  hope  we  continue 
to  do  something  to  correct  the  timelag. 

Senator  Fong.  I  agree  as  long  as  we  will  not  forgo  some  of  our 
powers  the  comparability  will  lag. 

This  magic  figure  of  2.85  percent  which  has  been  given  to  us  by 
the  administration,  why  is  it  that  we  should  be  within  that  figure  of 
2.85  increase?  Why  can’t  we  be  going  up  more? 

Mr.  Murphy.  3.2  is  your  reference  point,  there  are  many  reasons 
for  that.  The  principal  concern  of  the  President  and  everybody  else  I 
am  sure  is  the  question  of  trying  to  prevent  inflation  in  the  country. 
We  are  trying  to  do  this  without  the  necessity  of  resorting  to  price 
and  wage  control  which  nobody  wants  to  go  through. 

Therefore  start  with  3.2.  You  have  some  fringe  benefits  you  want 
to  put  in  this  bill,  which  we  think  are  long  overdue.  We  have  taken 
out  the  fringe  benefits  we  think  most  important,  and  deducted  what¬ 
ever  the  cost  would  be.  That  brought  us  down  to  2.87  that  was  all 
that  was  left  to  move  toward  comparability. 

We  moved  as  fast  toward  comparability  in  all  the  grades  as  we 
could — within  the  guidcpost  figure  and  at  the  same  time  trying  to 
give  a  little  higher  increase  to  the  middle  and  upper  grades. 

On  the  basis  of  the  chart  on  page  7,  a  hundred  percent  in  the  first 
four  levels  and  descending  rates  thereafter. 

Senator  Fong.  Do  we  follow  the  same  action  we  did  last  year  across 
the  board? 

Mr.  Murphy.  We  woidd  be  worse  off. 
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Senator  Fong.  Thank  you. 

The  Chairman.  Senator  Simpson. 

Senator  Simpson.  I  want  to  associate  myself  with  the  remarks  of 
our  chairman  in  the  questions  he  conducted  as  well  as  the  statement 
made  by  the  Senator  from  Kansas,  Senator  Carlson. 

I  was  one  of  the  members  in  the  last  go-around  of  this  bill;  we  were 
threatened  with  the  Presidential  veto  if  we  went  too  high.  I  was  for 
going  for  the  whole  House  package  and  still  am.  I  think  we  held  at 
that  time  there  was  a  tacit  understanding  in  the  next  session  we  would 
do  something  more  and  I  think  what  they  are  trying  to  do  here  is 
not  enough. 

I  was  sorry  to  hear  you  bring  in  the  necessity  of  Vietnam  as  one 
of  the  reasons.  We  had  that  last  year  and  the  President  assured  us 
we  could  have  guns  and  butter  at  the  same  time  and  I  certainly  don’t 
want  to  see  discrimination  against  the  employees. 

There  is  one  thing  I  want  to  clear  up  before  I  have  to  leave.  You 
made  a  statement  that  some  employees  have  perjured  themselves 
concerning  the  uniform  allowance.  Would  you  give  us  a  list  of  those 
filing  false  vouchers? 

Mr.  Murphy.  Yes;  we  will  do  that. 

The  Chairman.  Senator  Yarborough. 

Mr.  Murpiiy.  Do  you  want  names  and  numbers? 

Senator  Simpson.  Yes;  and  whether  they  still  are  with  the  De¬ 
partment  or  booted  out.  Did  you  keep  any  of  them? 

Mr.  Murphy.  Yes,  sir.  We  have  taken  disciplinary  action  in 
virtually  all  cases  but  we  did  not  feel  the  offense  warranted  dismissal. 
You  have  to  judge  each  case  on  its  merits. 

We  are  hopeful  that  very  few  such  cases  will  be  brought  to  our 
attention  and  we  are  trying  to  change  the  method  of  reimbursement 
so  it  won’t  be  necessary  to  take  disciplinary  action  on  these  employees. 

I  might  say  it  is  overall,  in  terms  of  overall  it  is  a  very  small  per¬ 
centage  of  our  employees,  a  fraction  of  a  percent  of  our  employees. 

Senator  Simpson.  We  would  hope  so. 

Senator  Yarborough.  Do  you  know  what  the  increase  of  cost  of 
living  in  the  United  States  has  been  since  March  of  1965? 

Mr.  Murphy.  I  don’t  have  that  figure  with  me.  It  is  going  to  be 
about  two  and  a  half  but  I  would  like  to  correct  that  for  the  record. 

Senator  Yarborough.  Since  March  1965? 

Mr.  Murphy.  I  believe  so. 

Senator  Yarborough.  We  know  in  food  it  has  been  very  much 
higher. 

Mr.  Murphy.  Yes,  sir. 

Senator  Yarborough.  A  man  is  walking,  carrying  that  mail, 
he  needs  meat  under  his  ribs? 

Mr.  Murphy.  He  certainly  does. 

Senator  Yarborough.  Do  you  have  any  data  other  than  those  of 
the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  on  increases  in  wage  since  March  of 
1965?  We  receive  news  on  this  in  U.S.  &  World  Report  and  other 
publications.  Do  you  have  that  data  outside  the  official  annual 
March  survey? 

There  have  been  certain  preliminary  releases  I  have  seen  reports 
of  from  time  to  time. 

Mr.  Murphy.  T  don’t  have  March  1965  to  now  but  I  have  some¬ 
thing  that  relates  to  it  and  I  will  get  the  figures.  On  the  House  side 
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when  I  testified  we  took  average  earnings  of  production  workers  and 
negotiated  increases  in  pay. 

We  did  it  for  the  years  1961  to  1965. 

Senator  Yarborough.  I  am  speaking  of  the  increases  from  1965 
to  1966? 

Mr.  AIurphy.  No;  I  don’t  have  them  with  me.  The  increase  from 
1961  to  1965  indicated  the  average  negotiated  increase  was  3.25 
percent.  If  you  compare  postal  workers  during  a  comparable 
period  of  time  it  was  in  excess  of  19  percent,  for  an  annual  average  of 
almost  5  percent. 

Senator  Yarborough.  Nine  years  ago  postal  workers  were  33 
percent  off. 

Air.  AIurphy.  Yes. 

Senator  Yarborough.  The  year  I  came  to  the  Senate  they  were 
33  percent  off. 

Air.  Murphy.  Yes,  and  that  is  why  even  every  penny  voted  by 
Congress  is  entirely  justified.  I  strongly  support  that  action.  This 
is  the  fifth  tune  I  have  appeared  here  to  support  pay  increases.  We 
can’t  always  support  as  much  as  we  would  like. 

Senator  Yarborough.  Will  you  get  these  figures,  what  the  increase 
in  wages  across  the  country  has  been  in  the  past  year? 

Mr.  AIurphy.  Yes,  sir. 

Senator  Yarborough.  Back  to  the  item  of  special  deliveries. 
I  have  had  complaints  the  mail  slows  up  when  sent  special  delivery  to 
the  smaller  post  offices.  In  your  opinion,  will  this  increase  be  enough 
to  cause  the  prompt  delivery  of  special  delivery? 

Air.  AIurphy.  No,  sir.  It  is  more  a  matter  of  equitable  adjust¬ 
ment.  The  problems  are  more  complex  than  that.  We  recognize, 
then,  in  the  postal  service  we  are  not  providing  the  right  kind  of 
special  delivery  service. 

The  Department  is  making  a  study  of  this  as  to  what  we  might  do 
in  order  to  improve  service.  In  order  not  to  raise  special  delivery 
fees  higher  than  they  are  now,  I  don’t  think  this  item  in  the  bill  would 
give  you  a  guarantee  the  special  delivery  will  be  of  a  quality  you 
would  like. 

Air.  Swygert.  This  is  a  very  difficult  subject,  the  special  delivery 
service  as  well  as  the  whole  general  aspect  of  the  postal  service. 

I  think  the  committee  is  aware,  if  they  are  not  I  would  like  to  state 
to  them  that  January  of  this  year,  January  31  of  this  year  the  Post¬ 
master  General  gave  our  Bureau,  the  Bureau  of  Operations,  a  directive 
to  improve  the  mail  service. 

This  entails  all  portions  of  the  mail  service.  Obviously,  there  is 
some  cost  involved  and  I  think  the  Senate  Appropriations  Committee 
this  morning  was  meeting  on  some  aspects  of  the  additional  cost 
involved. 

Senator  Yarborough.  Unfortunately,  we  had  a  conflict.  The 
chairman  and  several  of  us  on  this  committee  are  on  both  committees. 

Mr.  AIurphy.  This  all  reflects  the  fact  the  Postmaster  General 
directed  all  our  fieklmen  to  handle  the  mail  in  accordance  with  the 
guidelines  and  regulations  we  have  had  for  some  time  which  we  were 
not  able  to  meet  because  of  the  tightness  of  personnel. 

We  had  personnel  ceilings  fixed  which  we  could  not  exceed  and  also 
the  lack  of  money.  The  Postmaster  General  was  so  interested  he  had  a 
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field  force  of  over  500  people  working  since  January  31  and  there  has 
been  a  decided  improvement. 

There  is  much  more  to  be  done.  We  are  making  our  first  nation¬ 
wide  test  since  that  time.  The  reports  are  in  and  we  are  analyzing 
that  report.  These  tests  were  made  in  the  largest  office  in  the  coun¬ 
try.  I  don’t  have  the  report  or  the  figures  but  I  am  sure  there  is  a 
decided  improvement. 

Senator  Yarborough.  I  want  to  commend  the  Department  for 
making  this  survey  to  improve  the  mail  service.  Is  it  contemplated 
the  increase  in  mileage  allowances  will  be  a  cost  or  an  increase  in  the 
special  delivery  letter?  Do  you  expect  to  raise  that  30  cents? 

Mr.  Murphy.  At  this  time,  to  my  knowledge,  we  do  not  expect  an 
increase  in  the  special  delivery  fee,  which  for  a  first-class  letter  is 
30  cents. 

Senator  Yarborough.  Before  I  came  to  the  Senate  my  volume  of 
mail  was  small,  compared  to  the  Senate  mail,  but  it  was  not  unusual  for 
me  to  receive  an  airmail  special  delivery  letter,  registered.  It  is  now 
a  rare  thing  for  me  to  receive  an  airmail  special  delivery  registered 
letter  from  Texas  in  my  office.  You  get  special  delivery,  but  for  three 
services  it  is  becoming  pretty  high.  Now  telephone  calls  wait  until 
after  9  at  night  because  they  are  less  expensive,  but  mail  is  the  only 
way  you  get  a  man’s  signature. 

I  defer  any  further  questions  until  after  the  employee  organizations 
testify. 

The  Chairman.  Senator  Carlson? 

Senator  Carlson.  The  Senator  from  Texas  mentioned  the  infla¬ 
tionary  rise  in  the  cost  of  living  since  1965  which  I  think  has  a  direct 
bearing  on  the  salary  increases  we  vote  this  year.  I  am  sure  you  are 
going  to  get  that  material  for  him. 

I  would  like  to  place  in  the  record  an  article  from  this  week’s  U.S. 
News  on  pay  raises.  It  says,  “Not  since  1958,  when  cash  raises 
averaged  10.2  cents  an  hour,  has  the  first-quarter  average  been 
as  high  as  the  first  3  months  of  this  year.” 

I  think  that  has  a  very  deteriorating  effect  on  workers  when  it 
comes  to  Federal  workers.  I  am  sure  a  year  from  now  we  would  have 
some  real  differentials. 

I  ask  that  this  be  made  a  part  of  the  record,  Mr.  Chairman. 

The  Chairman.  It  will  be  included. 

Senator  Carlson.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

(The  document  referred  to  follows:) 

Pay  Raises:  Now  at  8-Year  High 

With  most  unions  ignoring  the  administration’s  wage  guideposts,  wages  of 
union  workers  now  are  rising  faster  than  at  any  time  in  the  last  8  years. 

This  was  the  finding  of  the  Bureau  of  National  Affairs,  Inc.,  in  a  study  of  522 
contract  settlements  negotiated  during  the  first  quarter  of  1966. 

For  industry  in  general,  it  was  found  that  cash  raises,  excluding  fringe  benefits, 
averaged  9.1  cents  an  hour,  or  1.4  cents  an  hour  above  the  average  for  the  first 
quarter  of  last  year. 

Not  since  1958,  when  cash  raises  averaged  10.2  cents  an  hour,  has  the  first- 
quarter  average  been  as  high  as  in  the  first  3  months  of  this  year. 

Construction  settlements,  as  usual,  are  running  well  above  the  general  level. 
This  year  the  average  raise  in  construction  has  been  17.8  cents  an  hour — the 
highest  figure  since  BN  A  began  checking  construction  settlements  in  1959. 

For  manufacturing  alone,  the  average  this  year  has  been  8.9  cents  an  hour,  an 
increase  of  1.3  cents  from  a  year  ago. 
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In  nonmanufacturing  industries,  excluding  construction,  the  average  settle¬ 
ment  was  10  cents  an  hour  this  year. 

The  BN  A  predicts  that  “the  outlook  is  for  continued  large  wage  increases  in 
contract  settlements.  \  irtually  all  of  the  facts  bearing  on  collective  bargaining 
point  to  this  development.  Union  demands  are  running  much  higher  than  a 
year  ago,  despite  the  administration  s  wage-price  guideposts,  with  some  unions 
demanding  increases  of  as  much  as  25  percent.”  Administration  guideposts  at¬ 
tempt  to  limit  wage-fringe  increases  to  3.2  percent  annually. 

The  survey  found  that  63  percent  of  the  settlements  this'  year  provide  deferred 
wage  increases  in  late  years  of  long-term  agreements.  Pension  plans  were 
instituted  or  revised  in  29  percent  of  the  settlements.  Insurance  plans  were 
started  or  improved  in  53  percent. 

Mr.  Murphy.  Everyone  is  very  concerned  that  if  we  do  not  have 
wage  increases  under  the  President’s  guideposts  then  inflation  is  as¬ 
sured.  vVe  can’t  always  testify  to  all  we  would  like.  I  am  sure  that 
is  the  feeling  of  the  President  and  Mr.  Macy  himself. 

All  of  us  would  like  to  go  to  100  percent  comparability,  we  Would 
like  to  catch  up  in  one  step  and,  if  we  did  not  have  this  tight  infla¬ 
tionary  situation  on  our  hands,  that  is  what  we  would  be  saying. 

We  have  to  try  to  set  the  proper  example  by  staying  within  the 
guideposts.  We  have  to  stay  within  the  guideposts. 

I  think  our  union  leaders  are  to  be  commended  for  the  support  they 
have  given  to  this.  It  is  a  very  patriotic  gesture. 

The  Chairman.  Senator  Boggs? 

Senator  Boggs.  Nothing  further. 

The  Chairman.  Any  questions  from  the  staff? 

Mr.  Minton.  Would  you  supply  for  the  record  any  evidence  the 
Department  has  concerning  the  number  of  hours  supervisors  above 
level  7  have  worked  in  your  department?  Please  include  the  accumu¬ 
lation  of  compensatory  hours  and  the  amount  of  money  the  Post¬ 
master  General  has  authorized  to  pay  for  any  of  those  hours  of 
OA^ertime  since  last  October? 

Mr.  Murphy.  Yes. 

(The  following  letter  Avas  subsequently  received :) 

Post  Office  Department, 

Assistant  Postmaster  General, 

Bureau  of  Personnel, 
Washington,  D.C.,  May  3,  1966. 

Hon.  A.  S.  Mike  Monroney, 

Chairman,  Senate  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Committee, 

U.S.  Senate,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman:  During  the  course  of  hearings  on  pay  legislation  on 
April  21,  1966,  requests  for  certain  data  were  made.  The  following  is  furnished 
in  response  to  these  requests: 

1.  From  Senator  Monroney: 

Question.  Was  the  uniform  allowance  increase  passed  by  Congress  last  year 
included  as  a  guidepost  item? 

Answer.  The  executive  branch  did  not  recommend  any  change  in  uniform 
allowances  when  proposals  for  pay  and  fringe  benefits  increases  were  submitted  to 
Congress  last  year.  Therefore,  the  uniform  allowance  item  was  never  initially 
contemplated  as  a  guidepost  consideration.  Additionally,  the  Post  Office  De¬ 
partment  never  was  asked  to  testify  before  the  House  on  the  uniform  allowance. 
The  first  occasion  we  had  to  speak  on  the  subject  was  before  your  committee 
during  which  occasion  we  urged  the  denial  of  any  uniform  allowance  increase. 

This  year  the  subject  arose  again  by  virtue  of  action  by  the  House.  During 
the  course  of  my  testimony  before  your  committee  I  commented  on  the  costs  of 
H.R.  14122  not  as  guidepost  items  for  this  year  as  seen  from  our  view,  but  as 
described  in  the  House  report  on  H.R.  14122.  The  House  report  on  page  4 
itemized  “Uniform  allowances,  $6.6  million,”  as  a  guidepost  item.  This  descrip¬ 
tion  was  their  finding.  The  table  I  included  at  the  end  of  my  prepared  statement 
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was  to  indicate  that  the  postal  share  of  II. R.  14122  as  referred  to  in  the  House 
report  was  not  $6.6  but  $5.3.  It  was  not  my  intention  to  endorse  or  to  refute 
the  finding  in  the  House  report. 

Last  year  the  national  guidepost  factor  was  3.2  percent.  For  the  Post  Office 
Department,  base  pay  increases  enacted  last  year  amounted  to  3.6  percent  on 
an  annual  basis  and  when  all  enacted  cost  increases  are  fully  effected,  total 
annualized  compensation  for  the  Department  will  be  increased  by  6.3  percent. 

Since  the  final  bill  enacted  by  Congress  (Public  Law  89-301)  contained  author¬ 
ity — not  a  mandate — for  a  uniform  allowance  increase,  which  if  fully  effected 
would  cost  $5.1  million,  we  included  a  request  for  funds  in  our  supplemental 
appropriations  submission.  That  submission  is  now  pending  before  Congress. 
The  money  has  not  been  appropriated.  The  guideposts  relate  to  cost  increases 
caused  by  fairly  firm  expenditure  commitments.  We  could  not  commit  the 
Government  to  an  expenditure  before  we  had  concluded  negotiations  with  our 
employee  organizations  as  to  the  full  nature  of  the  expected  expenditures. 

In  terms  of  expenditures,  $5  million  for  uniforms  is  important.  In  terms  of 
percentage  of  either  payroll  costs  or  total  compensation  costs  $5  million  in  the 
Post  Office  Department’s  budget  is  a  small  fraction  (about  one-tenth  of  1  percent). 
Therefore,  we  did  not  speak  either  this  year  or  last  year  of  the  effect  such  an 
increase  might  have  on  the  guideposts.  Our  testimony  last  year  and  this  year 
was  entirely  on  the  principles  involved  in  administering  the  uniform  allowance 
program. 

2.  From  Senator  Yarborough: 

Question.  What  was  the  increase  in  the  National  Consumer  Price  Index 
during  the  past  year? 

Answer.  The  CPI  for  March  1966  rose  2.8  percent  over  March  1965.  Much 
of  the  increase  has  been  during  the  past  few  months.  March  1966  rose  0.4 
percent  over  February  1966;  February  1966  rose  0.5  percent  over  January  1966. 
The  CPI  remained  unchanged  between  December  and  January. 

Question.  What  was  the  percent  increase  in  earnings  for  production  workers 
last  year? 

Answer.  Average  weekly  earnings  (which  includes  overtime)  rose  from  $106.71 
for  March  1965  to  $111.22  for  March  1966.  This  represented  a  rise  of  4.2  percent. 
Average  hourly  earnings  for  the  same  period  rose  from  $2.59  to  $2.68  for  a  rise 
of  3.5  percent. 

However,  the  average  earnings  of  postal  employees  also  rose. 

The  average  clerk  in  fiscal  year  1965  earned  $6,161  while  for  fiscal  year  1966 
earnings  will  be  about  $6,575.  This  presents  a  rise  of  6.7  percent  iii  earnings 
(includes  premium  pay).  On  a  weekly  basis,  the  average  earnings  of  these 
employees  were  $118.48  in  fiscal  year  1965,  compared  to  estimated  earnings  of 
$126.44  in  fiscal  year  1966. 

The  average  city  carrier  in  fiscal  year  1965  earned  $6,082  while  for  fiscal  year 
1966  earnings  will  be  about  $6,406.  This  represents  a  rise  of  5.3  percent  in  earn¬ 
ings  (includes  premium  pay).  Weekly  earnings  were  $1 16.06  in  fiscal  year  1965, 
compared  to  estimated  earnings  of  $123.19  in  fiscal  year  1966. 

The  change  in  straight-time  earnings  for  regular  personnel  was  as  follows: 
regular  clerks  and  mail  handlers:  3.4  percent  ($6,354  up  from  $6,144);  regular 
carriers:  3.56  percent  ($6,399  up  from  $6,179). 

3.  From  Senator  Carlson: 

Question.  How  was  the  figure  of  $15  million  as  the  estimated  cost  of  liberali¬ 
zation  of  law  regarding  overtime  for  supervisors  determined? 

Answer.  The  figure  of  $15  million  was  based  on  sampling  some  offices  in  a 
number  of  regions  and  projecting  this  sample.  Because  this  figure  has  been 
questioned  we  have  started  a  sampling  of  the  largest  offices  in  all  regions.  As 
soon  as  the  data  has  been  gathered  and  the  results  obtained  I  will  forward  them 
to  the  chairman.  This  detailed  inquiry  also  responds  to  Mr.  Minton  s  related 
request. 

We  do  have  some  experience  with  overtime  compensation  for  the  PFS-8  through 
PFS-10  group  of  supervisors  under  the  present  law.  As  indicated  in  my  testi¬ 
mony,  we  exercised  the  option  to  pay  overtime  to  supervisors  in  PFS-8  and  above, 
during  the  Christmas  period,  at  a  cost  of  $3,621,300.  Of  this  amount,  it  is  esti¬ 
mated  that  $3,075,000  was  paid  to  supervisors  in  PFS-8  thru  PFS-10. 

Question.  Did  the  Department  indicate  last  year  that  overtime  for  super¬ 
visors  PFS-8  thru  PFS-10  would  cost  only  $500,000? 

Answer.  No.  The  figure,  $500,000,  related  only  to  the  estimated  cost  for 
holiday  premium  pay. 

4.  From  Senator  Simpson: 
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Question.  Submit  a  listing  of  those  who  filed  false  vouchers  and  whether  they 
were  disciplined. 

Answer.  The  attached  lists  contain  the  names  of  the  employees,  dates,  location, 
nature  of  infractions,  and  disciplinary  action  taken  from  1963'  through  the  present 
time. 

May  we  suggest  that  in  order  to  avoid  embarrassment  to  the  individual  em¬ 
ployee,  the  data  not  be  published  but  be  kept  in  the  committee’s  confidential 
files. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Richard  J.  Murphy, 
Assistant  Postmaster  General. 

Mr.  Minton.  I  would  like  to  point  out  that  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  and  the  Bureau  of  Finance  in  the  Post  Office  Department 
have  agreed  that  the  cost  of  the  uniform  allowance  is  not  chargeable 
against  this  bill. 

Recruitment  and  comparisons  of  PFS-4  and  GS-5  are  subject  to 
distortion  because  special  salary  schedules  can  be  established — “504 
schedules” — in  the  classified  service,  and  many  of  your  young  pro¬ 
fessionals  are  hired  under  such  authority.  They  are  usually  recruited 
at  the  seventh  step  in  the  grade  and  not  the  first. 

Mr.  Murphy.  I  think  the  fourth  step  was  the  point  we  used  in 
GS-5  to  make  a  comparison.  These  are  the  jobs  used  in  GS-5. 

Mr.  Minton.  Many  of  these  young  lawyers  are  promoted  to  GS-7 
within  a  year. 

Mr.  Murphy.  No  question  about  it.  I  said  the  difference  in  pro¬ 
motion  is  different  between  a  letter  carrier  and  a  professional.  The 
letter  carrier  gets  annual  increases.  That  does  not  happen  to  the 
professional.  There  is  a  difference  in  the  promotional  route.  That 
is  why  we  promote. 

The  Chairman.  The  Senate  is  in  session;  we  will  have  to  defer 
Mr.  Keating  and  the  other  witnesses  until  tomorrow  morning  at  10 
o’clock. 

We  apologize  as  we  are  anxious  to  get  on  with  this  legislation. 

The  committee  will  stand  in  recess  until  tomorrow  morning  at 
10  a.m. 

(Whereupon,  at  12:05  p.m.,  the  committee  recessed,  to  reconvene 
at  10  a.m.  Friday,  April  22,  1966.) 


THE  FEDERAL  SALARY  AND  FRINGE  BENEFITS  ACT 

OF  I960 


FRIDAY,  APRIL  22,  1966 

U.S.  Senate, 

Committee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service, 

Washington,  D.C. 

The  Committee  met  at  10  a.m.,  pursuant  to  recess,  in  room  6206, 
Senate  Office  Building,  Senator  A.  S.  Mike  Monroney  (chairman  of 
the  committee)  presiding. 

Present:  Senators  Monroney,  Yarborough,  Burdick,  Carlson,  Fong, 
and  Simpson. 

Staff  members  present:  John  M.  Burzio,  staff  director;  David 
Minton,  general  counsel;  Frank  A.  Paschal,  LeGrand  A.  Rouse  II, 
and  Hugh  B.  Key,  professional  staff  members. 

The  Chairman.  The  committee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service 
will  resume  its  hearings  on  the  bill,  H.R.  14122,  the  Federal  Salary 
and  Fringe  Benefits  Act  of  1966. 

It  is  my  hope  that  these  hearings  can  be  concluded  as  soon  as 
possible  so  that  we  may  adjourn  into  executive  session.  Therefore, 
let  me  reemphasize  my  statement  on  Wednesday  morning  that  our 
witnesses  make  their  oral  statements  as  brief  and  succinct  as  possible. 
Anyone  wishing  to  submit  a  prepared  statement  and  to  summarize 
his  remarks  before  the  committee  will  have  his  prepared  statement 
printed  in  full  in  the  record. 

Our  first  witness  is  Mr.  Jerome  J.  Keating,  president  of  the  National 
Association  of  Letter  Carriers.  Please  come  forward  Mr.  Keating  and 
introduce  the  gentlemen  you  have  with  you. 

STATEMENT  OF  JEROME  J.  KEATING,  PRESIDENT,  NATIONAL 

ASSOCIATION  OF  LETTER  CARRIERS,  AFL-CIO ;  ACCOMPANIED 

BY  JAMES  RADEMACHER,  VICE  PRESIDENT;  CHARLES  N.  COYLE, 

ASSISTANT  SECRETARY-TREASURER;  JAMES  P.  DEELY,  DIREC¬ 
TOR,  HEALTH  INSURANCE;  J.  DON  KERLIN,  LEGISLATIVE 

REPRESENTATIVE 

Mr.  Keating.  Thank  you,  Senator.  We  are  happy  to  be  here. 

I  am  president  of  the  National  Association  of  Letter  Carriers, 
an  organization  representing  180,000  letter  carriers  located  in  every 
State  of  the  Union,  the  District  of  Columbia,  and  Puerto  Rico.  I 
am  accompanied  this  morning  by  James  H.  Rademaclier,  vice  presi¬ 
dent;  James  P.  Deely,  director  of  health  insurance;  and  J.  Don  Kerlin, 
legislative  consultant. 

We  very  much  appreciate  the  courtesies  that  have  been  extended 
to  us  by  the  chairman  of  this  committee,  Senator  Monroney,  by  the 
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ranking  minority  member,  Senator  Carlson,  as  well  as  the  other  fine 
members  of  this  committee.  We  are  here  in  support  of  the  Morrison 
bill,  H.R.  14122.  We  hope  that  you  will  be  able  to  take  prompt 
action  on  this  bill  and  report  it  out  without  amendment. 

There  are  a  number  of  matters  on  which  we  wish  to  comment. 
We  firmly  believe  that  the  salary  increase  granted  this  year  should 
be  at  least  7  percent,  but,  because  of  existing  circumstances,  we  have 
agreed  to  go  along  with  the  pending  legislation. 

We  appreciate  the  action  of  the  President  in  making  recommenda¬ 
tions  for  an  annual  pay  raise.  The  most  important  part  of  thi  1962 
Pay  Act,  Public  Law  87-793,  is  the  requirement  that  a  pay  recom¬ 
mendation  be  presented  to  Congress  every  year.  We  appreciate  the 
fact  that  President  Johnson  has  presented  such  a  recommendation 
every  year. 

On  Wednesday,  in  testifying  before  this  committee,  Chairman 
John  W.  Macy  of  the  Civil  Service  Commission  stated: 

I  should  like  to  emphasize  at  this  point  the  interrelationship  of  all  forms  of 
compensation  and  the  necessity  from  now  on  in  considering  the  effect  on  gross 
compensation  whenever  a  change  is  proposed  in  any  of  the  elements. 

The  tone  of  his  statement  in  this  quotation  and  the  accompanying 
paragraph  indicates  a  sort  of  acceptance  of  this  as  a  permanent 
Government  policy.  We  do  not  agree  to  a  package  proposal  as  a 
necessity  or  as  part  of  a  Government  policy.  We  do  not  believe  that, 
if  it  is  necessary  to  increase  some  benefits — fringe  or  otherwise — 
someone  who  is  employed  by  the  Government  and  lias  no  connection 
with  the  increased  benefit  should  have  it  charged  against  a  necessaiy 
salary  increase  to  which  he  would  be  fully  entitled.  The  matter  of 
the  total  Government  expenditure  is  a  budget  consideration,  of 
course,  but  to  embark  upon  a  program  wherein  a  3.2  percent  package 
would  be  presented  year  after  year  with  the  comment,  “This  is 
what  you  will  get  and  no  more,”  would  be  like  inviting  two  people 
to  dinner  and  denying  one  a  piece  of  pie  because  the  other  one  had 
two  pieces  of  meat. 

We  cannot  agree  to  any  annual  package  on  a  percentage  bar, is;  nor 
has  Congress  ever  adopted  such  a  program.  The  fact  that  the  House 
of  Representatives  passed  such  a  bill  this  year  is  no  indication  of  the 
passage  of  this  as  a  regular  program,  nor  is  it  a  proposal  to  which  we 
can  agree.  As  a  normal  procedure,  we  feel  that  each  item  should  be 
considered  on  its  merit. 

In  the  case  of  guidelines,  wo  feel  that,  if  there  are  guidelines  on 
wages,  there  should  be  guidlines  on  prices,  profits,  dividends,  and 
interest.  However,  most  of  our  difficulty  in  the  postal  service  comes 
not  from  guidelines  but  from  what  is  referred  to  as  comparability. 

As  far  as  postal  employees  are  concerned,  comparability  has  not 
worked.  The  Pay  Act  of  1962  carries  the  following  in  its  declaration 
of  policy: 

*  *  *  Federal  salary  fixing  shall  be  based  upon  the  principles  that — 

(a)  there  shall  be  equal  pay  for  substantially  equal  work,  and  pay 
distinctions  shall  be  maintained  in  keeping  with  work  and  performance 
distinctions;  and 

( b )  Federal  salary  rates  shall  be  comparable  with  private  enterprise  salary 
rates  for  the  same  levels  of  work. 

Salary  levels  for  the  several  Federal  statutory  systems  shall  be  interrelated,  and 
salary  levels  shall  be  set  and  henceforth  adjusted  in  accordance  with  the  above 
principles. 
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The  National  Association  of  Letter  Carriers  has  insisted,  from  the 
beginning,  that  the  comparability  principle  was  difficult  to  establish, 
it  not  impossible,  as  far  as  letter  carriers  are  concerned.  This  is  due 
to  the  fact  that  there  is  no  job  in  outside  industry  with  which  the 
letter  carrier  position  can  be  compared.  This  has  been  admitted  on 
numerous  occasions  by  representatives  of  the  administration,  but  an 
arbitrary  decision  was  made  wherein  the  PFS-4  level  was  linked  with 
the  GS-5  grade. 

Recently,  when  Charles  Schultze,  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget,  appeared  before  the  House  Committee  on  Post  Office  and 
Civil. Service,  he  made  the  following  statement  on  the  comparability 
principle  and  the  confusion  arising  in  the  application  of  the  act. 

The  confusion  and  misunderstandings  which  have  arisen  about  the  compa¬ 
rability  principle,  involve  the  words  “salary  rates,”  “private  enterprise,”  and 
“levels  of  work”  in  that  order. 

The  principle  says  nothing  about  Federal  increases  being  comparable  with 
increases  elsewhere.  It  establishes  that  the  standard  is  measurement  of  “rates,” 
not  change.  This  is  an  absolute  standard.  Federal  rates  shall  be  brought  to  the 
level  of  private  enterprise  rates.  We  are  trying  to  do  this  as  rapidlv  as  economic 
and  fiscal  conditions  permit.  The  principle  describes  “private  enterprise”  without 
qualification.  It  says  nothing  about  comparability  with  the  better  employers,  or 
the  bigger  employers,  or  employers  of  organized  or  unorganized  workers.  The 
principle  also  says  that  Federal  salary  rates  shall  be  comparable  with  private 
enterprise  salary  rates  for  the  same  levels  of  work.  It  does  not  say  that  Federal 
workers  in  any  given  occupation  shall  get  the  same  salaries  as  their  counterparts  in 
private  enterprise.  It  prescribes  only  a  work  level  relationship  which  must  repre¬ 
sent  a  number  of  occupations  at  the  same  work  level.  Obviously,  there  will  be 
differences  in  pay  among  the  occupations.  It  must  not  be  forgotten  that  the 
Federal  Salary  Reform  Act  also  retained  the  longstanding  principle  of  equal  pay 
for  equal  work,  and  established  a  requirement  for  interrelated  salary  levels  for  the 
several  Federal  statutory  salary  systems. 

This  statement  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  Director  clearly  indi¬ 
cates  that  the  policy  Congress  thought  it  had  voted  is  not  the  policy 
understood  by  the  administrative  branch  of  the  Government.  There 
is  apparently  no  desire  to  fix  Federal  w  ages  in  keeping  with  the  prac¬ 
tices  of  better  employers  throughout  the  country,  or  with  the  bigger 
employers.  After  all,  the  Federal  Government  is  the  biggest  employer 
of  them  all,  and  its  pay  practices  should  be  in  keeping  with  the  prac¬ 
tices  of  bigger  employers  and  better  employers.  The  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  should  set  a  standard,  rather  than  seek  a  cheap  level  of  pay 
comparison. 

In  1965,  the  pay  comparisons  made  by  the  administrative  branch 
of  the  Government  were  with  employees  in  metropolitan  areas.  This 
year,  the  pay  comparisons  have  been  diluted  by  including  employees 
in  nonmetropolitan  areas,  as  well.  We  are  told  that  only  8  percent  of 
the  sampling  were  from  nonmetropolitan  areas,  but  this  would  reduce 
the  comparability  pay  somewhat.  The  rules  and  practices  in  deter¬ 
mining  comparability  are  left  to  the  administrative  branch  of  the 
Government. 

From  what  we  have  experienced,  we  can  expect  little  in  the  vray  of 
proper  comparability  under  the  changing  rules  and  regulations  that 
are  being  followed.  The  Civil  Service  Commission  and  the  Bureau 
of  the  Budget  are  largely  in  charge  of  the  comparability  program. 
The  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  makes  the  survey,  but  that  Bureau 
secures  the  information  it  is  instructed  to  get.  The  comparability  is 
based  entirely  on  the  study  in  this  book  made  by  the  Bureau  of  Labor 
Statistics.  It  secured  pay  rates  of  technical,  administrative,  prc- 
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fessional,  and  clerical  employees  in  private  industry.  They  are 
comparing  wages  with  people  that  are  pretty  well  paid. 

When  you  come  to  clerical  pay  you  have  a  group  of  people  that  are 
poorly  paid  and  they  are  people  that  are  poorly  organized.  To  com¬ 
pare  level  4  with  office  employees  is,  in  our  opinion,  an  unfair  com¬ 
parison.  There  is  no  similarity  whatsoever  in  the  two  occupations. 

Yesterday  I  was  very  much  interested  in  the  statement  made  by 
Assistant  Postmaster  Murphy  relative  to  comparison  of  level  4  in  the 
postal  field  service  and  GS-5.  I  have  a  supplemental  statement  that 
I  think  you  all  have  on  that  particular  subject. 

I  was  very  much  interested  when  Postmaster  General  Murphy  was 
explaining  that  the  postal  employees  in  level  4  had  their  salaries 
compared — not  with  office  employees — but  with  professional  and 
technical  employees.  J  am  not  certain  that  was  the  exact  language 
he  used,  but  that  was  the  sense  of  the  meaning.  The  Bureau  of 
Labor  Statistics  makes  the  analysis  on  which  comparability  is  based; 
however,  the  comparability  program  is  prepared  principally  by  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget  and  the  Civil  Service  Commission.  The  Bu¬ 
reau  of  Labor  Statistics  does  the  research,  and  the  determinations  are 
made  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  and  the  Civil  Service  Commission. 

It  is  not  surprising  that  the  increase  in  salaries  for  1961  to  1965 
show  10.6  percent  for  clerical  employees;  13.7  percent  for  lower  pro¬ 
fessional  and  administrative  employees;  and  15.2  percent  for  higher 
professional  and  administrative  employees.  Someone  makes  the 
selection  of  the  groups  that  are  chosen  for  comparative  purposes. 

If  the  presidents  of  corporations  that  report  to  the  Securities  and 
Exchange  Commission  had  been  selected,  40  percent  of  the  companies 
handed  out  pay  boosts  of  better  than  9  percent  last  year.  The  year 
before  nearly  60  percent  handed  out  pay  increases  of  12  percent  to 
their  presidents.  You  can  secure  all  sorts  of  averages.  Compara¬ 
bility  is  not  scientific  and  I  seriously  question  whether  it  is  objective 
to  the  extent  of  not  being  determined  by  things  other  than  absolute 
figures. 

In  the  Federal  Statutory  Salary  Systems,  House  Document  No. 
402,  a  message  from  the  President  of  the  United  States  transmitting 
the  Joint  Annual  Report,  on  page  7,  a  list  of  the  various  crafts  that 
were  used  to  determine  comparability  is  set  forth.  In  GS-5,  we  find 
the  following: 

Accountant  I,  Auditor  I,  Job  Analyst  I,  Chemist  I,  Engineer  I, 
Engineering  Technician  III,  Draftsman  II.  According  to  this  table, 
the  average  increase  in  pay  for  this  group  was  2.9  percent.  However, 
in  the  proposed  salary  adjustments  submitted  by  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  before  this  committee  on  April  20,  the  increase  recommended 
for  GS-5  was  2.4  percent,  and  this  statement  shows  that,  with  this 
2.4  percent  increase,  we  reach  a  proposed  pay  line  of  100  percent. 
We  reach  a  100  percent  comparability  according  to  a  statement  made 
by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. 

M  any  of  the  so-called  professional  and  technical  jobs  that  are 
described  in  the  Federal  Statutory  Salary  Systems  are  beginning  jobs 
and  the  functions  of  the  employees  are  largely  comparable  to  that  of 
office  employees.  In  the  Government  service,  I  am  told  that  people 
who  enter  under  a  technical  or  professional  title  remain  in  that  grade 
only  for  a  very  short  period  of  time  before  they  are  advanced  two 
grades. 
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I  have  a  copy  of  the  Memorandum  for  the  President,  subject: 
“Joint  annual  report  on  the  Federal  statutory  salary  systems”  dated 
March  3,  1966,  and  signed  by  Charles  L.  Schultze,  Director,  Bureau 
of  the  Budget,  and  John  W.  Macy,  Jr.,  Chairman,  Civil  Service  Com¬ 
mission.  On  page  3  of  this  report  we  find  the  following  statement: 

Although  the  survey  has  produced  excellent  data  on  several  professional, 
administrative,  and  technical  jobs  at  the  private  enterprise  equivalent  of  GS-5, 
the  data  have  not  been  used  this  year  nor  in  past  years  in  comparability  compu¬ 
tations.  Determination  against  use  of  the  data  is  based  upon  the  fact  that  more 
than  70  percent  of  GS-5  employees  are  engaged  in  clerical  work,  yet  no  data 
have  been  available  to  date  on  private  enterprise  rates  for  clerical  work  at  this 
level.  Until  such  data  are  available,  it  does  not  seem  possible  to  accept  the 
findings  at  GS-5  as  being  sufficiently  representative  of  private  rates  for  the  work 
level.  Repeated  prior  attempts  to  survey  pay  for  GS-5  clerical  jobs  have  failed, 
but  successful  survey  of  the  newly  added  jobs  should  satisfy  the  criterion  of 
representativeness  and  permit  use  of  the  data  in  computing  Federal  comparability 
salaries. 

In  view  of  the  conflicting  statements  made  by  various  Government 
representatives,  I  am  not  entirely  sure  that  anyone  can  know  exactly 
with  whom  they  are  comparing  GS-5,  but  certainly  it  is  a  confused 
operation.  From  our  own  observation  we  agree  with  the  statement 
that  70  percent  of  the  employees  in  GS-5  are  clerical. 

We  feel  that,  despite  statements  to  the  contrary,  the  criticisms 
we  have  offered  against  the  comparability  between  letter  carriers 
in  PFS-4  and  employees  in  GS-5  are  both  sound  and  valid. 

We  not  only  have  an  incongruous  comparability,  but  we  have  a 
phantom  comparability.  The  letter  carriers  are  being  compared  with 
GS-5  and  apparently  the  people  who  came  here  and  represented  the 
administration  don’t  know  who  is  in  GS-5.  Their  own  prepared 
statements  indicate  that  scientific  and  technical  people  are  in  GS-5. 
Their  own  records  indicate  70  percent  are  clerical  employees. 

There  is  no  similarity  between  the  two  occupations.  There  is  no 
similarity  between  the  people  who  are  employed  in  the  two  occupa¬ 
tions.  According  to  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  study,  in  1 1  out 
of  the  17  positions  that  were  examined  in  the  clerical  comparisons, 
over  90  percent  of  the  employees  were  women. 

Historically,  women  have  not  been  paid  equal  wages  with  men  for 
similar  work.  This  has  been  due  to  some  extent  to  the  philosophy 
that  men  are  the  heads  of  families  and  women  are  working  in  many 
cases  to  supplement  their  husband’s  earnings. 

In  our  testimony"  before  the  House  Committee,  we  pointed  out  that 
office  employees  are  one  of  the  poorest  organized  crafts  among  working 
people.  Mr.  Schultze,  in  his  statement,  said  that  comparability  had 
nothing  to  do  with  organized  or  unorganized  employment.  Evi¬ 
dently,  as  far  as  we  are  concerned,  the  administrators  are  going  to 
continue  to  seek  a  low  level  of  comparability. 

According  to  the  Bureau  of  National  Affairs,  Inc.,  in  union  elections 
held  during  the  year  1965  among  clerical  employees,  units  choosing 
union  representation  Avon  elections  in  firms  that  employ  only  42 
percent  of  the  employees  eligible  to  vote — in  firms  employing  58 
percent  of  the  employees,  union  representation  was  rejected.  Such 
elections  are  held  only  in  areas  where  there  are  a  substantial  number 
of  people  Avho  want  union  representation.  To  lose  an  election  in  these 
plants  in  white-collar  units  is  a  sad  reflection  on  the  office  workers’ 
support  of  unions. 
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Government  employees  are  entitled  to  better  consideration;  they 
are  entitled  to  be  compared  with  the  employment  practices  of  the 
better  employers,  bigger  employers,  and  the  employers  in  unionized 
industry. 

Because  of  the  administration  of  the  comparability  principle,  we 
suggested  to  the  House  Committee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service 
that  a  complete  study  be  made  and  that  the  obvious  weaknesses  of 
the  system  be  corrected. 

We  also  would  like  to  make  that  suggestion  here  and  we  think  the 
study  should  be  conducted  by  the  staff  people  of  the  Congress  and 
not  by  the  administrative  people  in  the  Government. 

The  health  benefits  provisions:  Under  the  provisions  of  H.R.  14122, 
the  Government’s  contribution  to  pay  for  health  benefits  premiums 
is  increased  from  $1.25  for  an  individual  and  $3  for  a  family,  to  $1.62 
and  $3.94,  respectively.  The  Commission  has  pointed  out  that,  when 
the  health  benefits  plan  was  placed  in  operation,  the  Government 
contribution  took  care  of  38  percent  of  the  cost;  presently  it  takes 
care  of  only  28  percent.  The  provisions  of  the  House  bill  will  restore 
the  Government  contribution  to  38  percent. 

As  Senator  Tarborough  pointed  out  Wednesday,  the  intention  of 
the  Senate  was  to  have  the  Government  contribute  50  percent.  The 
following  quotations  taken  from,  the  Senate  Report  468  on  Public  Law 
86-832,  dated  July  2,  1959,  substantiate  this  point: 

The  bill  provides  civilian  employees  with  health  benefits  comparable  to  those 
available  to  other  large  employee  groups  by  authorizing:  (1)  Payroll  deductions 
and  (2)  an  equal  contribution  to  meet  the  costs  of  the  program  (p.  3,  statement). 

It  [the  legislation]  establishes  the  principle  of  a  50-50  sharing  of  costs  by  Govern¬ 
ment  and  employees,  regardless  of  the  plan  selected  by  the  employee  (p.  15,  con¬ 
tributions  and  costs). 

On  uniform  allowance  in  the  report  on  H.R.  14122  recently  passed 
by  the  House,  there  is  a  summary  of  the  cost  of  the  bill.  The  title  is 
“Committee  Estimate  of  Guidepost  Costs.”  The  total  cost  shown  is 
$471.8  million.  Included  therein  is  an  item  of  $6.6  million  for  uni¬ 
form  allowances. 

Yesterday  we  were  told  there  was  a  mistake  on  that  report  and  it 
should  be  $5.3  million. 

In  the  report  on  H.R.  10281,  filed  on  October  18,  1965,  there  was  an 
item  for  uniform  allowance  shown  amounting  to  $5  million.  This 
uniform  allowance  has  never  been  granted  to  the  employees,  although 
it  was  passed  by  the  Congress.  ItT  is  manifestly  unfair  to  charge  this 
item  as  a  guidepost  item  twice;  yet  this  is  what  has  been  done.  It 
does  not  belong  in  the  cost  of  the  legislation  this  year.  It  was  charged 
off  against  the  employees  last  year. 

At  this  point  I  would  like  to  say  Mr.  James  Rademacher  made  a 
very  fine  statement  when  we  testified  before  the  House  on  uniforms 
and  I  would  like  him  to  make  a  statement  here  on  the  same  subject. 

Mr.  Rademacher.  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee, 
it  was  not  our  intention  to  go  into  lengthy  testimony  here  today  to 
support  section  407  of  H.R.  14122.  It  was  our  firm  belief  that  this 
interested  Senate  committee  did  agree  last  year  that  an  increase  in  the 
uniform  allowance  was  necessary;  and  at  that  time  you  did  approve 
legislation  to  provide  a  uniform  allowance  up  to  $125  for  those  re¬ 
quired  to  wear  uniforms. 

Our  purpose  now,  however,  is  to  make  the  record  clear  in  view  of 
statements  made  on  April  21  by  Assistant  Postmaster  General 
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Richard  J.  Murphy  on  this  subject.  Needless  to  say,  we  were  very 
surprised  to  hear  the  Assistant  Postmaster  General  imply  that  the 
action  taken  by  Congress,  and  signed  into  law  by  the  President,  should 
now  be  negotiated.  We  are  likewise  surprised  to  have  heard  other 
derogatory  statements  made  concerning  the  uniform  allowance  and 
1  would  like  to  place  our  position  in  the  record. 

At  the  outset,  and  to  present  factual  information  on  the  subject, 
we  are  reminded  that  the  House  of  Representatives  on  September 
30,  1965  by  vote  of  370  to  7  did  agree  to  the  provisions  of  H.R.  10281. 
A  provision  of  the  House  bill  called  for  a  uniform  allowance  up  to 
$150.  Because  of  the  guideline  pressures,  the  Senate  differed  with  the 
House  bill,  and  finally  approved  a  $125  annual  uniform  allowance. 

Needless  to  say,  our  membership  was  elated  with  the  knowledge 
of  this  increase,  even  though  it  had  been  reduced  from  the  original 
$150  base,  as  provided  in  the  House  bill. 

Before  we  could  advise  our  membership  that  the  Post  Office  Depart¬ 
ment  was  not  ready  to  increase  the  allowance,  many  letter  carriers 
made  the  additional  purchase  of  winter  apparel.  They  have  not  been 
reimbursed  for  this  out-of-the-pocket  expenditure. 

Periodically  from  October  29,  1965,  when  President  Johnson  signed 
Public  Law  89-301,  various  officers  of  our  organization  contacted 
departmental  officials  and  urged  that  the  allowance  be  paid.  It  was 
not,  however,  until  after  after  the  House  committee  had  agreed  on  the 
mandatory  allowance  that  a  letter  was  received  from  Assistant  Post¬ 
master  General  Murphy  inviting  our  organization  to  participate  in  a 
meeting  where  rides  would  be  formulated  for  negotiating  an  allowance. 
President  Jerome  J.  Keating  did  not  accept  the  invitation  because  he 
felt,  as  we  all  did,  that  the  matter  had  been  successfully  negotiated 
with  the  Congress,  and  that  the  agency  head  no  longer  had  the  author¬ 
ity  to  negotiate  in  this  area. 

Senator  Yarborough.  Mr.  Chairman,  may  I  ask  a  question? 

The  Chairman.  Yes. 

Senator  Yarborough.  Has  the  price  of  uniforms  declined  any  since 
this  law  was  signed  by  the  President  on  October  29,  1965? 

Mr.  Rademacher.  I  am  sorry,  what  was  the  question? 

Senator  Yarborough.  Have  prices  on  uniforms  gone  down? 

Mr.  Rademacher.  The  cost  of  uniforms,  in  accordance  with  the 
advertisments  appearing  in  our  magazine,  since  last  October  have 
risen.  The  cost  of  shirts  and  trousers  have  gone  up  since  last  October. 

Senator  Yarborough.  I  assume  that  is  why  you  contend  there  is 
nothing  to  negotiate  with  the  Department?  We  have  had  a  law  passed 
and  prices  suddenly  dropped? 

Mr.  Rademacher.  On  the  contrary,  they  have  gone  up.  We  urge 
you  to  make  this  increase  so  that,  it  is  mandatory. 

The  Chairman.  I  am  still  unclear  as  to  what  negotiation  goes  on. 
The  law  is  clear,  that  we  passed  last  year,  that  they  can  pay  up  to 
$125  for  uniform  allowances.  What  type  of  negotiation  is  it? 

Mr.  Rademacher.  I  would  only  have  to  assume  the  assumption 
would  be  that  the  Department  would  have  to  attempt  to  chisel  away, 
and  perhaps  in  the  State  of  Texas  where  it  might  be  warmer  than  in 
North  Dakota  they  might  say  it  is  $1 10  in  Texas,  and  in  North  Dakota, 
where  we  have  to  have  more  winter  clothing  it  would  have  to  be  $125. 
This  is  something  we  can’t  tolerate. 
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When  the  first  law  was  passed  after  many  years  of  striving  for  that 
legislation  the  Congress  determined  it  should  be  $100,  at  least  for  letter 
carriers,  and  that  is  what  we  get.  We  assumed  when  you  said  $125 
that  is  what  you  meant. 

The  Chairman.  You  don’t  contend,  however,  that  the  allowance 
for  a  letter  carrier  out  in  the  elements  every  working  day  should  be  the 
same  as  for  the  clerk  who  works  inside? 

Mr.  Rademacher.  No,  sir,  our  testimony  is  only  for  letter  carriers. 
The  clerks  have  their  own  problems,  and  I  don’t  know  what  their 
responsibilities  are,  but  as  far  as  the  people  working  on  the  outside, 
they  need  twice  what  the  allowance  is  today.  I  have  that  evidence 
here. 

The  Chairman.  You  may  proceed. 

Mr.  Rademacher.  Mr.  Murphy’s  statement  to  this  committee 
yesterday  was  to  the  effect  that  he  did  not  recall  any  testimony  to 
justify  the  scale  of  increases  contained  in  section  407.  Mr.  Murphy 
declared  to  the  committee: 

I  recall  only  some  testimony  that  clothing  prices  went  up  over  the  past  10  years 
about  20  percent. 

At  this  point,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  respectfully  request  that  the  brief 
statement  I  made  to  the  House  Subcommittee  on  Compensation,  on 
March  9,  1966,  be  incorporated  in  my  testimony  today,  and  that  testi¬ 
mony  is  on  page  A  through  E  in  the  latter  part  of  my  statement  before 
you  now. 

The  Chairman.  That  will  be  included  in  the  record  as  part  of  your 
statement. 

Mr.  Rademacher.  The  purpose  of  this  request  is  to  supply  evidence 
to  the  committee,  and  to  Mr.  Murphy  if  need  be,  that  testimony  was 
properly  submitted  indicating  increases  in  the  price  of  uniform  apparel 
not  of  “about  20  percent,”  but  from  34  percent  of  120  percent.  Mr. 
Murphy  has  stated  that  employees  do  not  need  a  $17.95  sweater  when 
one  can  be  purchased  for  $9.50.  In  the  chart  that  we  presented  in 
that  previous  testimony  illustrating  the  increases  in  prices,  we  did 
not  even  consider  a  $17.95  sweater.  On  the  contrary,  we  compared 
the  price  of  a  $7.95  sweater  in  1954  with  its  current  price  of  $12.95;  an 
increase  of  63  percent  in  the  cost  of  the  same  garment  over  the  past 
11  years. 

Mr.  Murphy  also  felt  that  employees  were  using  up  their  allowance 
by  spending  $22.95  for  a  pair  of  trousers,  when  trousers  can  be  pur¬ 
chased  for  as  low  as  $12.  I  submit,  Mr.  Chairman,  the  proven  fact 
that  any  employee  who  is  performing  the  duties  of  a  letter  carrier 
would  require  two  pah’s  of  trousers  normally  selling  for  $12  over  the 
period  of  time  that  a  pair  of  trousers  costing  $22.95  would  satisfy  his 
needs. 

Assistant  Postmaster  General  Murphy  also  testified  yesterday  to 
the  effect  that  he  was  not  aware  that  anyone  had  testified  that  letter 
carriers  were  having  out-of-the-pocket  expenses  in  order  to  attire 
themselves  properly.  I  submit,  Mr.  Chan-man,  and  members  of  the 
committee,  that  my  testimony  delivered  before  the  House  Subcom¬ 
mittee  on  Compensation  does  just  that  and  does  it  in  what  I  sincerely 
hope  are  not  uncertain  terms. 

Mr.  Murphy  also  referred  to  abuses — and  unfortunately  there  have 
been  cases  where  unscrupulous  vendors  coaxed  employees  into  pur¬ 
chasing  items  for  which  there  could  not  legally  be  a  reimbursement. 
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We  have  met  with  the  Uniform  Manufacturers’  Association  and  urged 
that  fine  group  to  adopt  a  code  of  ethics  for  their  industry,  barring  any 
vendor  who  would  encourage  an  employee  to  make  improper  pur¬ 
chases  of  uniform  apparel.  I  am  pleased  to  advise  the  committee 
that  the  Uniform  Manufacturers’  Association  has  adopted  such  a  code, 
and  is  now  placing  it  in  force  throughout  their  association. 

When  we  appeared  before  the  Senate  committee  in  1965  we  testified 
in  support  of  the  higher  allowance  because  of  (1)  increased  costs  during 
the  11-year  operation  of  the  Uniform  Allowance  Act,  and  (2)  the  in¬ 
creased  number  of  reimbursable  items.  There  is  no  question  about 
cost,  and  our  charts  will  bear  out  this  evidence.  In  addition,  a  mat¬ 
ter  that  is  frequently  overlooked  when  one  considers  costs  of  uniform 
apparel,  is  the  fact  that  in  most  States  an  employee  loses  from  $3  to 
$5  of  his  $100  allowance  because  of  local  taxes. 

The  National  Association  of  Letter  Carriers  is  extremely  concerned 
about  what  has  transpired  in  regard  to  the  enactment,  in  1965,  of  the 
increased  uniform  allowance.  Words  alone  are  inadequate  to  express 
the  disillusionment  and  frustration  when  150,000  letter  carriers 
throughout  the  country  learned  they  would  not  be  receiving  the  in¬ 
crease  which  had  been  granted  them  by  the  new  law. 

Our  members  are  delighted  with  the  positive  action  of  the  House  of 
Representatives  which  declared  in  section  407,  of  H.R.  14122: 

Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  this  title,  each  of  the  respective  maxi¬ 
mum  uniform  allowances  in  effect  on  April  1,  1966,  for  the  respective  categories 
of  employees  to  whom  uniform  allowances  are  paid  under  this  title,  are  hereby 
increased. 

Of  course  this  language  does  not  permit  any  agency  head  to  make 
a  determination  that  the  matter  should  be  negotiated.  We  feel  posi¬ 
tive  action  is  called  for  and  the  National  Association  of  Letter  Carriers 
would  appreciate  having  this  provision  retained  in  the  Senate  bill. 

In  conclusion  on  this  subject,  Mr.  Chairman,  we  believe  that 
certain  revisions  of  the  administration  of  the  Uniform  Allowance  Act 
are  in  order.  It  does  appear  that  after  11  years  of  operation  it  is  time 
to  determine  whether  the  best  methods  are  being  used.  There  have 
been  opinions  that  the  employees  should  receive  a  cash  allotment 
annually  rather  than  be  reimbursed  for  expenditures.  Likewise,  there 
have  been  suggestions  that  the  reimbursement  be  made  directly  to  the 
vendor  rather  than  through  the  employee.  There  is  a  National 
Uniform  Committee  at  the  Post  Office  Department,  and  it,  too, 
perhaps  needs  an  evaluation.  We  are  not  satisfied  with  some  of  the 
decisions  that  have  been  made,  but  it  would  not  be  appropriate  to  air 
our  grievances  before  this  committee.  We  have  representation  in  that 
group  and  intend  to  exercise  our  rights  at  the  appropriate  time  and 
place. 

One  of  the  areas  where  we  find  disagreement  is  in  the  decision  of 
management  of  some  of  the  programs  endorsed  by  the  Natick  Labora¬ 
tories.  One  specific  disagreement  has  been  in  the  approval  of  the 
beret  for  female  letter  carriers.  This  disagreement  comes  in  the  cost  of 
the  beret  itself  which  is  made  in  Canada  and  which  because  of  high 
customs  duty  is  costing  our  lady  letter  carriers  $11,  for  just  one  beret. 

We  enjoy  the  atmosphere  which  has  prevailed  where  in  recent  years 
the  National  Association  of  Letter  Carriers  has  been  permitted  to 
negotiate  with  the  Department  in  certain  areas  where  legitimate 
differences  of  opinion  exist.  But  as  I  have  said  above,  when  Congress 
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has  enacted  legislation  the  area  covered  by  such  legislation  is  beyond 
negotiation.  The  areas  of  the  method  of  paying  the  allowance,  and 
the  types  of  apparel  which  are  to  be  approved,  are  definitely  within 
the  realm  of  negotiation.  The  amount  that  can  be  paid  is  not  negoti¬ 
able.  It  is  part  of  the  law,  and  it  is  not  the  proper  role  of  the  executive 
branch  to  negate  and  diminish  by  administrative  decisions  the  laws 
which  Congress  makes. 

In  conclusion,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  members  of  the  committee,  it  is 
our  fond  hope  that  you  will  see  fit  to  allow  the  mandatory  language 
of  section  407,  of  H.R.  14122,  to  be  retained  in  the  legislation  which  is 
reported  out  by  this  group. 

Statement  of  James  II.  Rademacher,  Vice  President,  National 
Association  of  Letter  Carriers 

uniform  allowance  for  letter  carriers 

Mr.  Rademacher.  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  subcommittee,  on 
July  29,  1965,  this  august  body  passed  legislation  which  among  other  features 
would  provide  $150  uniform  allowance  for  those  Federal  employees  required  to 
wear  same.  This  subcommittee  took  that  action  because  they  were  convinced 
that  over  the  past  10  years  since  the  original  Uniform  Allowance  Act  there  have 
been  sufficient  increases  in  prices  of  the  apparel,  as  well  as  increases  in  the  number 
of  items  for  which  reimbursement  would  be  made,  to  warrant  additional  allowance. 

Following  the  action  of  the  subcommittee  on  September  30,  1965,  the  House 
agreed  to  the  provisions  of  H.R.  10281  by  vote  of  370  to  7. 

Subsequently  on  the  Senate  side,  with  the  so-called  guideline  pressures,  the 
Senate  differed  with  the  House  passed  bill,  and  agreed  to  $125  annual  uniform 
allowance. 

The  National  Association  of  Letter  Carriers  is  very  much  aware  of  the  language 
which  is  contained  in  the  Uniform  Allowance  Act  which  now  makes  it  possible 
for  agency  heads  to  pay  an  amount  up  to  $125  to  those  employees  who  are  re¬ 
quired  by  either  regulations,  or  law,  to  wear  a  prescribed  uniform  while  on  duty. 

We  are  also  mindful  that  the  Senate  by  a  vote  of  67  to  0,  on  October  22,  1965, 
agreed  to  the  $125  allowance.  Immediately  following  the  Senate  vote,  the 
House  of  Represesentatives  concurred  and  there  was  enacted  into  law  a  provision 
which  permits  payments  up  to  $125  for  uniform  allowance. 

President  Johnson,  on  October  29,  1965,  signed  Public  Law  89-301  thereby 
rendering  final  approval  for  the  increased  allowance. 

The  National  Association  of  Letter  Carriers  has  been  in  contact  with  the 
Post  Office  Department  on  several  occasions,  and  we  have  been  advised  that  the 
increased  allowances  will  be  a  matter  of  negotiations  when  such  bargaining  does 
take  place  officially  between  those  organizations  which  have  exclusive  recognition 
at  the  Post  Office  Department,  and  postal  officials.  At  the  present  time,  it  appears 
that  such  negotiations  will  not  begin  until  perhaps  April  which  will  mean  that 
even  if  there  is  agreement  that  the  additional  $25  will  be  paid,  the  extra  allow¬ 
ance  would  not  be  payable  until  at  least  June  or  July.  Even  if  there  was  agree¬ 
ment  reached  that  the  additional  allowance  would  be  paid  no  later  than  July  1, 
there  would  still  have  existed  9  months  between  the  date  of  enactment  of  H.R. 
10281  and  the  final  authorization  for  reimbursement  of  the  additional  funds. 

We  are  greatly  concerned  over  this  injustice,  especially  in  view  of  the  fact  that 
all  of  our  members  were  led  to  believe  that  it  was  the  sentiment  of  the  Congress 
to  actually  increase  their  uniform  allowance.  In  discussing  cost  of  this  legislation 
it  was  clearly  pointed  out  that  the  expenditure  to  comply  with  the  new  law 
would  be  about  $5  million,  which  is  the  exact  cost  of  an  additional  $25  for  each 
postal  worker  required  to  wear  a  complete  uniform.  The  attitude  of  the  Post 
Office  Department,  in  withholding  authorization  of  the  additional  funds  until 
there  are  negotiations  on  the  subject,  is  highly  irregular  and  unconscionable.  (I 
might  add  that  sec.  17,  of  the  Senate  Committee’s  Report  No.  910,  sets  out  the 
effective  date  of  the  increased  uniform  allowance  as  the  date  of  enactment.) 

For  the  record,  I  would  like  to  submit  some  of  the  facts  which  were  presented 
to  the  Senate  committee  during  hearings  in  1965.  I  would  like  to  preface  my 
statement  on  the  subject  by  including  in  the  record  a  chart  describing  the  typical 
annual  costs  for  letter  carrier  uniforms.  The  chart,  which  is  attached  to  this 
statement,  contains  figures  which  have  been  taken  from  the  fall  catalogs  of  leading 
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uniform  companies.  They  are  also  figures  which  appear  in  advertisements  which 
have  been  placed  in  the  Postal  Record,  the  official  organ  of  the  National  Associa¬ 
tion  of  Letter  Carriers. 

Until  enactment  of  Public  Lawr  763,  which  was  approved  September  1,  1954, 
letter  carriers  and  other  employees  required  to  wear  uniforms  often  found  it 
necessary  to  go  into  debt  to  purchase  regulation  items.  The  National  Associa¬ 
tion  of  Letter  Carriers  strongly  supported  enactment  of  Public  Law  763  for  a 
number  of  reasons,  especially  for  the  fact  that  letter  carriers  take  pride  in  present¬ 
ing  a  good  appearance  to  the  public.  Since  the  letter  carrier  is  the  only  representa¬ 
tive  of  the  U.S.  Government  who  comes  in  direct  contact  with  the  taxpayer,  it 
is  imperative  he  dress  the  part  of  the  ambassador. 

When  instructions  were  first  issued  in  the  official  Postal  Bulletin  of  June  9, 
1955,  there  were  13  total  items  for  which  letter  carriers  could  be  reimbursed. 
These  items  included:  coat,  jacket,  trousers,  helmet,  cap,  raincoat,  raincap, 
raincap  cover,  uniform  shirt,  tie,  shoes,  sweater,  vest,  and  belt. 

Because  of  the  subsequent  experience  with  the  uniform  allowance,  and  the 
apparent  need  for  revision  of  the  regulations,  a  National  Postal  Uniform  Com¬ 
mittee  was  approved;  and  this  group  had  frequent  meetings  with  Post  Office 
Department  officials.  From  the  period  June  9,  1955,  through  December  29, 
1964,  the  allowable  items  for  which  reimbursement  could  be  made  were  exactly 
doubled.  Where  there  were  13  original  items  allowed,  today  there  are  26  various 
items  for  which  the  cost  is  reimbursable.  The  additional  13  items  which  were 
not  included  in  the  original  regulations  are:  surcoat,  fur  cap,  mesh  cap,  parkas, 
galoshes,  rubbers,  gloves,  short  raincoat,  rampants,  rainleggings,  removable 
cape,  skirt  for  females,  cap  for  females. 

In  addition  to  the  increase  in  the  number  of  reimbursable  items,  through  the 
past  10  years  there  have  been  city  and  State  sales  taxes  which  have  taken  from 
$3  to  $5  from  the  $100  allowance:  and  the  normal  increases  in  cost  of  uniform 
items  has  caused  demands  for  a  higher  allowance. 

Some  examples  of  the  prices  on  uniform  items  which  have  increased  are  shown 
below.  This  information  has  been  taken  from  advertisements  which  appeared 
first  in  the  September  1954  Postal  Record  and,  secondly,  in  the  March  1966  issue 
of  that  publication: 


Item 

1954 

price 

1965 

price 

Percent 

increase 

Sweater _ _  _ 

$7. 95 
46.  50 

$12. 95 

63 

Overcoat..  .  _  .  _  _ 

59. 95 

34 

Caps  (serge)..  _ _ _ 

3.00 

4.  75 

60 

Shirts  (long  sleeve) _  .  _  _ _  . 

3.50 

4. 95 

40 

Shoes.  _  _  _  _ 

7.95 

12. 98/19. 98 

63/120 

Also,  it  must  be  remembered  that  letter  carriers  must  purchase  from  their  own 
pockets  umbrellas,  hip  boots,  and  socks.  The  cost  of  these  items  is  not  reim¬ 
bursable. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  have  proved  it  is  quite  evident  that  the  subjects  listed  above 
have  contributed  greatly  to  the  urgency  of  an  increase  in  the  uniform  allowance 
now;  that  is,  cost  of  articles  having  increased  over  the  past  10  years,  the  increase 
in  the  number  of  reimbursable  items,  and  the  various  sales  taxes  that  have  wiped 
out  from  3  to  5  percent  of  the  allowance.  It  is  also  evident  that  the  intent  of 
Congress  was  to  see  to  it  that  the  uniform  allowance  was  increased,  and  over¬ 
whelming  votes  proved  that  intention. 

We  strongly  urge  that  the  committee  reiterate  in  some  manner  the  intent  of 
the  law  and  urge  that  the  additional  allowances  be  appropriated  immediately. 
We  feel  that  the  entire  matter  has  been  negotiated  with  the  Congress,  and  that 
any  further  negotiations  are  unnecessary  and  time  consuming,  and  can  only  cause 
serious  and  unwarranted  delays  in  approval  of  the  additional  allowance  which 
Congress  has  already  agreed  to. 

(The  information  referred  to  follows:) 

Typical  Annual  Costs  for  Letter  Carrier  Uniforms 

Following  arc  the  typical  costs  of  attaining  uniform  apparel  under  the  uniform 
allowance  in  accordance  with  official  instructions  which  permit  reimbursement  for 
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certain,  designated  items.  The  costs  are  exact  prices  quoted  from  fall  catalogues 
of  leading  uniform  companies. 


NORTHERN  AREAS 


Item 

lst-year  cost 

2d-year  cost 

3d-year  cost 

Coat  (winter) .  _ 

$59. 95 

23. 50 
66.00 

9.  50 

21. 50 
56.  70 

1.25 
29. 90 
12.  95 

2.25 

6. 95 

5.  50 

7. 95 

4. 95 

6.  50 

$59. 95 

23.50 
66.00 

9.50 

21.50 
38.  50 

1.25 
29. 90 
12.95 

2.25 

Jacket  (spring  and  fall) 

$23.  50 
66.00 
9.50 

Trousers  (4  pair).. 

Cap  (two) _ 

Raincoat.. 

Uniform  shirts  (6  summer,  6  winter) 

Tie  _ 

38. 50 
1.25 
29.90 

Shoes  (2  pair)...  _ 

Sweater . 

Belt _ 

2.25 

Rain  leggings.  . . . 

Cap  cover,  cape . 

Galoshes _ 

7. 95 

4. 95 
6.50 

Rubbers _ 

Gloves . . 

6. 50 

Total _ 

315.  35 

177.  40 

284. 70 

SOUTHERN  AREAS 


Jacket...  . . 

$23.  50 
66.00 
4.75 
21.  50 
56.  70 
1.25 
29.  90 
12. 95 
2.  25 

6.  95 
5.50 

4. 95 

$23.  50 
33. 00 
4.75 

$23.  50 
33.00 
4.75 

Trousers  (4  pair) _  _ 

Raincoat.  _ 

Uniform  shirts  (12) _ 

56.70 

1.25 
29. 90 
12. 95 

2. 25 

56.70 

1.25 
29.  90 
12. 95 

2. 25 

Tie _ 

Shoes  (2  pair).. 

Sweater...  ... 

Belt _ 

Rain  leggings.  ..  .. 

Cap  cover,  cape _  _ 

Rubbers _  _ 

4. 95 

Total.  _ 

236. 20 

164. 30 

169. 25 

N ote.— All  prices  are  quoted  from  most  current  sales  catalogs  of  leading  uniform  manufacturers. 


The  Chairman.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Rademacher. 

You  may  continue,  Mr.  Keating. 

Mr.  Keating.  Last  year  we  received  a  3.6  percent  pay  increase. 
Others  received  more.  We  have  some  illustrations  here.  This  is — I 
might  point  out  while  I  am  talking  about  the  increases  the  Bureau  of 
Labor  statistics  submitted  the  cost  of  living  increase  figures.  In 
March  1964  the  index  was  at  109 — in  1965,  I  should  say.  March 
1966  it  is  112. 

In  other  words,  the  cost  of  living  index  has  gone  up  3  points  and 
this  pay  bill  we  are  testifying  on  today  provides  a  2.85  percent  increase. 
So  actually  the  pay  increase  has  merely  kept  pace  with  the  cost  of 
living  index  increase,  rather  than  pay  increase. 

These  are  1965  settlements  and  what  it  indicates  is  that  the  per¬ 
centages  granted  are  way  above  the  guidelines.  These  are  workers 
from  around  the  country;  they  are  far  above  the  3.2.  The  lowest  is 
4.3,  and  increases  go  as  high  as  8.3  percent. 

Our  increases  have  not  kept  pace. 

Now  you  also  have  another  chart  that  points  to  increases  in  Mil¬ 
waukee  where  the  increases  rose  from  7.8 - 

The  Chairman.  Are  these  all  construction  trades? 

Mr.  Keating.  No.  Principally  they  are,  there  is  a  good  deal  of 
construction  trades,  but  there  are  others,  too. 

Here  is  a  case  of  certainly  not  a  construction  trade.  This  advertise¬ 
ment  was  circulated  in  Oakland,  Calif.  This  called  for  a  street 
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sweeper  salary  range  starting  at  $490  per  month.  A  beginning 
employee  in  the  post  office  gets  $431  per  month.  A  new  employee 
in  the  postal  service  is  required  to  work  as  a  substitute  for  a  long  period 
of  time.  His  earnings  often  are  less  than  $431  a  month. 

I  might  point  out  as  a  result  of  the  pay  that  is  given  in  other  indus¬ 
tries,  it  is  very  difficult  to  recruit  letter  carriers  and  post  office  clerks. 
The  Post  Office  Department  has  circulated  an  important  message  from 
your  postmasters ;  they  have  distributed  that  to  practically  everybody 
in  America.  They  passed  it  out  in  a  great  many  cities,  principally 
large  cities,  practically  begging  people  to  come  to  work. 

I  have  been  told  by  many  postmasters  that  it  is  almost  impossible 
to  recruit.  One  of  the  postmasters  in  the  vicinity  of  Chicago  told  me 
he  called  for  a  register;  an  examination  was  held  and  out  of  the 
examination  he  got  two  employees;  one  man  and  one  woman. 

Post  offices  all  over  the  Nation — Assistant  Postmaster  General 
Murphy  said  there  were  about  5,  we  would  be  glad  to  give  you  the 
name  of  40,  cities  where  they  are  having  extreme  difficulties  employing 
men  in  the  postal  service. 

The  wages  are  not  comparable  and  people  won’t  go  to  work  in  the 
postal  service. 

Now  if  you  look  at  other  segments  in  our  population,  you  have  in 
your  paper  “Profits  on  a  Steep  Climb,”  and  it  indicates  the  profits  of 
some  industries,  this  was  taken  from  Business  Week.  It  shows  or  tells 
the  story  in  1965.  Thirty-three  out  of  forty-eight  firms  had  profit 
increases  over  the  previous  year  of  more  than  10  percent.  Seven  had 
increases  over  5;  three  had  increases  between  1  and  5;  and  five  showed 
losses  from  the  previous  year — but  healthy  returns,  notwithstanding. 

The  Chairman.  Where  are  you  reading? 

Mr.  Keating.  From  this  chart  here,  page  6  of  my  statement,  but  I 
am  referring  to  this  chart,  specifically. 

The  figures  to  substantiate  the  statement  are  contained  in  this  chart 
with  the  statement  from  Business  Week. 

Senator  Yarborough.  Will  you  yield  for  a  question? 

The  Chairman.  Yes. 

Senator  Yarborough.  Do  you  know  of  any  guidelines  they  have 
applicable  to  corporations  limiting  them  to  2%0  percent,  5  percent, 
profit?  Is  there  a  guideline  limiting  profit? 

Mr.  Keating.  No,  nor  are  there  guidelines  limiting  dividends  or 
profits. 

U.S.  corporations  paid  a  record  of  $19.5  billion  in  cash  dividends 
last  year,  up  more  than  10  percent  over  1964’s  $17.7  billion.  The 
Conmierce  Department  reports  that  the  greatest  gains  were  in  non- 
ferrous  metals,  transportation  equipment  (excluding  automobiles), 
textiles  and  leather,  nonelectrical  machinery,  and  automobiles. 

“Trends,”  in  its  March  1  issue,  carried  this  interesting  story  of 
dynamic  economic  progress: 

The  fifth  anniversary  of  the  business  expansion  has  just  passed  with  no  indi¬ 
cation  of  a  slowdown  in  sight. 

“The  big  boom  of  the  1960s,”  or  whatever  name  is  given  the  recordbreaking 
upturn,  is  certain  to  receive  special  attention  from  students  of  economics  for 
some  time  to  come. 

Passing  the  60-month  mark  the  end  of  February,  the  current  expansion  is 
already  twice  as  long  as  the  average  length  of  business  expansion  in  every  cycle 
since  1854.  The  30-month  average,  moreover,  includes  several  wartime  periods 
when  the  economy  was  pushed  at  artificially  high  speed  through  necessity. 
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“Then”  and  “now”  comparisons  tell  the  dramatic  story. 

Personal  income  in  the  United  States  was  $405  billion  in  February  1961;  today 
it  is  $550  billion,  a  gain  of  35  percent. 

Industrial  output,  as  represented  by  the  Federal  Reserve  Board  Index,  was 
103  in  1961;  today  it  is  148 — an  increase  of  43  percent. 

Retail  sales  have  risen  33  percent,  from  a  level  of  $18  billion  annually  in  1961 
to  $24  billion  today. 

Overall  construction  is  up  28  percent  in  the  5-year  span,  from  a  yearly  total 
of  $54  to  $69  billion  in  1966. 

Impact  on  the  American  people  is  equally  dramatic. 

Despite  a  steady  increase  in  population  (7  percent  during  the  5-year  period), 
the  number  of  unemployed  has  dropped  from  around  5  million  in  1961  to  3  million 
today. 

The  unemployment  rate  today  among  married  men,  the  Nation’s  breadwinners, 
is  1.8  percent — as  compared  with  4.6  percent  in  1961. 

Business  profits  have  showed  considerable  growth  in  the  upturn.  The  total 
of  all  corporate  profits  after  taxes  is  now  at  the  level  of  $45  billion  a  year — against 
$27  billion  in  1961. 

Recent  concern  over  rising  prices  tends  to  obscure  the  fact  that  the  actual 
buying  power  of  most  consumers  has  gained  sharply.  Consumer  prices  now  are 
7  percent  greater  than  they  were  5  years  ago,  and  wholesale  prices  are  up  3  percent. 
But  the  average  weekly  wage  of  factory  workers,  for  example,  is  24  percent  greater 
than  it  was  in  1961. 

While  wages  of  factory  workers  increased  24  percent  in  5  years, 
salaries  of  letter  carriers  increased  only  16.7  percent.  Where  is  our 
comparability? 

A  number  of  years  ago,  pay  for  letter  carriers  in  our  larger  cities 
equaled  and  even  exceeded  that  of  policemen. 

This  is  no  longer  true,  as  the  chart  you  have  before  you  will  demon¬ 
strate.  We  are  not  saying  that  policemen  are  overpaid — but  we  are 
saying  that  letter  carriers  are  underpaid. 

Ample  figures  have  been  presented  here  to  establish  the  fact  that 
most  segments  of  our  American  economy  have  prospered.  One  more 
illustration  that  is  all  inclusive  is  in  the  area  of  personal  income. 
The  average  increase  in  personal  income  in  1965  was  8.5  percent. 
The  highest  in  any  one  State  was  13.9  percent;  the  lowest  was  3.2 
percent.  This  was  in  the  State  of  South  Dakota.  Amazingly,  this 
is  the  gain  in  compensation  to  which  Federal  employees  are  to  be 
held — the  South  Dakota  standard. 

In  an  article  titled,  “Poverty:  The  Word  and  the  Reality,”  pub¬ 
lished  in  the  Monthly  Labor  Review  of  July  1965,  we  find  the 
following : 

The  estimated  October  1962  cost  of  a  modest  budget  for  an  employed  man, 
housewife,  and  two  children  in  New  York  City,  published  by  the  Community 
Council  of  Greater  New  York,  was  about  $5,500  for  goods  and  services,  and 
almost  $6,500  including  insurance  and  personal  taxes. 

Our  letter  carriers  in  New  York  City  do  not  attain  this  amount 
of  pay  until  they  have  served  their  Government  for  12  years.  I 
should  point  out  that  this  is  an  October  1962  standard.  Today  it  is 
much  higher. 

This  chart,  “National  Comparison”  illustrates  how  existing  in¬ 
equalities  have  been  completely  ignored  in  establishing  the  compara¬ 
bility  program. 

I  think  this  is  a  graphic  chart  because  it  shows  the  pay  of  a  step  7 
letter  carrier,  petroleum  refining  and  related  industries,  these  are 
national  figures,  blast  furnace  and  basic  steel  products,  motor  vehicles 
and  related  workers.  In  1949  we  were  getting  $1.81  an  hour,  1950 
no  increase;  1951  an  increase;  1952,  1953,  and  1954,  no  increase. 
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One  increase  in  1955,  none  in  1956  and  1957.  One  in  1958.  None 
in  1959.  One  in  1960.  None  in  1961.  One  in  1962.  None  in  1963. 
Two  increases  in  1964  and  one  in  1965. 

In  the  petroleum  and  related  industries  the  fellow  getting  less  than 
we  were  in  1949  is  getting  28  cents  more  now.  The  fellow  getting 
less  in  blast  furnace  and  basic  steel  products  in  1949  is  getting  43  cents 
more.  In  motor  vehicles  and  related  workers,  he  is  getting  46  cents 
more. 

I  think  that  is  a  graphic  illustration  of  what  has  happened. 

During  this  period  when  we  were  getting  two  increases,  the  average 
increase  of  labor  in  the  United  States  was  at  5  percent  a  year.  We 
were  not  getting  the  5  percent. 

I  have  a  chart  here  that  I  am  not  going  to  go  into,  but  it  is  a  very 
interesting  chart  prepared  by  one  of  our  members  in  Wisconsin,  and 
he  quotes  comparisons.  It  is  a  four-page  document.  I  would  like 
to  have  it  included  in  the  record.  It  compares  the  wages  of  letter 
carriers  with  those  in  the  various  counties  around  the  State,  State 
employees,  and  he  has  national  figures  in  there.  It  is  very  conclusive 
and  most  interesting,  I  am  sure. 

Most  of  our  postal  employees,  and  I  think  a  lot  of  other  people,  are 
confused  over  the  constant  reference  to  percentages.  Dollar  values 
are  never  mentioned  except  in  the  total  cost  of  the  bill. 

Assistant  Postmaster  General  Murphy  did  publish  a  list  yesterday 
that  showed  that  increases  proposed  by  the  administration  went  from — 
from  $99  to  $492  a  year.  We  hear  the  percentage  figure  mentioned, 
but  I  think  what  is  more  important  is  what  the  dollars  are. 

I  am  sure  that  not  even  the  officials  of  the  Civil  Service  Commission 
or  the  Budget  Bureau  go  into  a  place  of  business  and  offer  the  salesman 
a  percentage  of  salary  for  an  article  they  wish  to  purchase.  I  rather 
suspect  that,  like  the  rest  of  us,  they  make  their  purchases  with  dollars. 

I  think  the  consideration  of  dollars  has  been  completely  lost  in  this 
maze  of  percentages.  I  think  there  have  been  some  things  said  that 
are  not  accurate  and  not  true.  We  have  a  chart  here  on  page  9  that 
shows  the  level  increases — the  dollar  increases  under  the  two  proposals. 

Before  that,  I  would  like  to  refer  back  to  a  little  former  history. 

This  chart  was  prepared  last  year  and  I  think  you  saw  it  before. 
In  this  chart  we  show  the  increases  representing  dollars.  These 
figures  on  the  left  represent  dollars,  not  percentages.  Here  is  level  4, 
step  1;  level  4,  step  7;  level  10,  step  7;  level  19,  step  7.  You  can  see 
the  greater  amount  of  dollar  increases  that  have  gone  to  the  top-level 
people.  From  what  you  gather  listening  to  the  administrative  people, 
top-salaried  people  have  been  totally  neglected,  but  actually,  since 
1955,  that  is  when  public  law  was  enacted,  every  increase  gave 
much  higher  dollar  increases  to  the  higher-paid  people. 

They  said  the  ceiling  kept  wages  down.  We  never  opposed  increases 
in  the  higher  levels  but  when  we  hear  this  doubletalk,  people  come  in 
and  imply  they  have  been  totally  neglected,  I  would  like  to  point 
out  a  few  things. 

In  level  15,  back  in  1955,  there  was  a  difference  between  step  7 
in  level  15  and  step  7  of  level  4  of  $6,740.  As  of  now,  there  is  a 
difference  with  the  bill  as  passed  by  the  House  of  $10,193.  So  they 
have  the  same  percentage;  but  in  dollars,  which  count  in  the  market¬ 
place,  they  have  $3,453  more  in  increases  than  those  in  level  4. 
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You  heard  comments  the  other  day  about,  oh,  yes,  we  gave  those 
in  level  4  an  extra  step,  $160  was  the  extra  step,  but  under  the  same 
percentage  they  were  getting  a  lot  less  in  the  dollar  increases.  When 
the  increase  was  given,  level  4  was  given  an  extra  step,  $160. 

The  amount  of  the  increase  in  level  6,  step  7,  was  $1,945;  in  level  10, 
it  was  $3,006;  in  level  15  it  was  $5,640.  So  I  am  not  very  enthused 
over  this  constant  percentage  and  the  indication  that  those  in  the 
lower  level  are  treated  like  kings  but  those  in  the  higher  levels  are 
ignored.  Maybe  they  are  not  comparable  but  they  certainly  have 
far  more.  The  recommendation  this  time  would  bring  level  15  up 
to  here.  The  H.R.  14122  brings  them  here. 

Senator  Simpson.  May  I  say  when  he  says  “here,”  I  don’t  know 
what  it  means.  Could  he  put  a  figure? 

Mr.  Keating.  The  figures  are  pretty  well  shown  on  this  chart. 

Senator  Simpson.  But  you  made  new  ones  and  I  would  like  to 
know  what  they  mean. 

Mr.  Keating.  This  is  close  to  $17,000.  The  administration 
proposal  will  bring  this  level  to  $16,790.  H.R.  14122  brings  them 
to  $16,580. 

They  do  get  a  substantial  increase.  When  you  take  a  percentage 
of  a  large  amount  of  money,  you  get  a  lot  more  than  a  percentage  of 
a  smaller  amount  of  money. 

I  think  a  lot  of  people  in  the  lower  pay  level  are  not  being  well  taken 
care  of.  Just  to  give  you  an  idea,  administration  proposed  level  1, 
step  4,  the  increase  would  be  $99.  Now,  the  House  people  thought 
that  was  a  very  insignificant  sum  of  money  so  they  increased  it  to 
$130.  In  levei  4,  step  4,  the  administration  proposes  $136,  the 
House  increased  that  to  $165;  level  10,  step  4,  it  is  $285  as  the  admin¬ 
istration  proposal.  It  is  $205  with  the  House  bill.  Level  15,  step  4, 
was  $663  in  the  administration  bill  and  $423  in  the  House  bill. 

Level  15  is  getting  about  $300  more  than  level  1.  But  from  some 
of  the  testimony  I  thought  they  had  their  salaries  reduced  in  the 
House  bill.  We  believe  the  pay  should  not  be  kept  on  the  basis  of  a 
varying  percentage  when  the  percentage  is  as  small  as  it  is,  particularly 
in  view  of  the  fact  the  percentage  of  increase  approximately  only 
reaches  the  increase  in  the  cost  of  living  this  year.  We  do  not  believe 
that  there  is  any  justification  for  a  1-  to  4-percent  increase.  That 
would  give  $564  more  to  those  in  level  15  than  those  in  level  1. 

Where  the  percentage  is  small  we  think  everyone  ought  to  get  an 
equal  percentage  and  we  hope  the  percentages  provided  in  the  House 
bill,  the  overall  uniform  percentage,  will  be  retained  in  the  legislation 
reported  out  by  this  committee. 

One  other  thing  I  want  to  compliment  and  commend  this  committee 
for  is  the  life  insurance  bill  you  reported  out.  I  think  it  was  an  ex¬ 
cellent  bill  and  I  do  hope  the  House  of  Representatives  will  approve 
it.  We  do  not  believe  that  this  should  be  considered  within  the 
guidelines.  When  you  get  in  the  subject  of  guidelines,  I  think  there 
is  room  for  considerable  debate  as  to  what  are  within  guidelines  and 
what  are  not.  There  is  no  uniform  description  of  the  guideposts. 

This  is  the  annual  report  of  economic  advisers.  In  1962  the 
original  description  was  given  out.  The  guideposts  themselves 
involve  general  guides  for  noninflationary  wage  and  price  behavior 
for  specific  qualifications  required  by  the  objectives  of  equity  and 
efficiency. 
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Now,  the  general  guide  for  wages  is  at  the  rate  of  increase  and  wage 
rates,  including  wage  benefits,  should  be  equal  to  the  trend  of  produc¬ 
tivity  increases.  There  has  been  no  study  of  productivity  in  determin¬ 
ing  these  guidelines,  as  far  as  we  can  see.  The  guideline  increase 
for  the  last  year  was  3.6  percent  but  we  are  given  an  average  of  3.2 
because  it  has  been  averaged  over  5  years. 

In  the  original  guideline  social  security  was  not  included  so  retire¬ 
ment  benefits  should  not  he  included  in  guidelines  of  the  legislation 
before  you.  It  is  a  very  complicated  subject  and  you  can  find  as 
many  interpretations  as  you  can  find  people  interpreting  what  guide¬ 
lines  mean.  We  believe  the  House  came  up  with  a  bill  that  was  as 
good  as  could  be  secured  under  the  circumstances  and  we  hope  the 
Senate  will  pass  out  the  House  bill,  that  this  committee  will  report 
out  the  House  bill. 

The  Chairman.  Thank  you  very  much  for  a  comprehensive  and 
full  discussion  of  the  problem.  I,  as  one  member  of  this  committee, 
would  be  glad  to  see  us  get  away  from  a  package  bill. 

It  is  too  complicated  a  subject  to  be  adequately  considered  in  one 
big  package  bill. 

Mr.  Keating.  I  think  this  year  we  have  no  choice  but  generally 
speaking  the  Government  is  a  big  employer  and  they  have  people 
that  work  under  different  pay  schedules  and  the  history  of  the  practices 
built  up  and  the  tradition  in  the  packages  built  up  in  the  past  are 
different. 

If  you  have  a  pay  raise  affecting  one  group,  small  or  large,  it  is 
unfair  to  charge  that  pay  increase  against  some  other  group.  We  are 
almost  like  different  employees.  Certainly,  the  Foreign  Service  is  far 
different  than  the  classified  service  and  it  is  only  in  recent  years  there 
has  been  much  of  a  tie-in  between  classified  service  and  the  Post 
Office.  There  are  many  difficulties  in  making  such  a  tie-in.  Lumping 
all  these  people  in  a  package  and  making  it  a  percent,  it  is  a  budget 
item,  of  course,  but  I  don’t  think  it  is  good  practice  to  do  that. 

The  Chairman.  Getting  to  the  dollar  figures,  our  figures  and  the 
figures  you  have  are  somewhat  different,  a  differential  of  about  3.6 
percent  since  1961.  Your  figure,  on  page  7  was  a  16.7  increase  for 
letter  carriers.  Our  figures  based  on  letter  earners  is  20.3  percent 
increase  since  1961. 

Mr.  Keating.  Your  figure  is  20.3. 

The  Chairman.  Would  you  recheck  those? 

Mr.  Keating.  Yes,  we  will  recheck  that. 

The  Chairman.  I  don’t  know  where  the  variance  is.  It  may  be 
something  we  included  and  you  failed  to  include. 

You  state,  that  GS-5  is  not  a  comparable  grade  to  compare  the 
postal  workers.  You  mentioned  the  fact  that  some  90  percent  of 
these  employees  are  women.  The  Commission  advised  me  this  morn¬ 
ing  that  two-thirds  of  the  people  in  GS-5  are  women. 

Mr.  Keating.  That  is  right. 

The  Chairman.  Is  there  any  comparability  with  other  Federal 
grades  of  civil  service? 

Mr.  Keating.  No,  the  work  is  entirely  different.  There  isn’t  any 
work  in  the  Federal  service  I  can  think  of.  There  might  be  a  small 
group  but  no  grade  I  could  think  of  that  you  could  compare  us  to. 
This  comparability  is  lacking  a  good  deal  in  my  opinion  but  what  they 
have  done,  is  to  take  small  sections;  a  good  deal  of  it  is  done  for 
61-925 — 66 - 7 
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convenience  in  securing  statistics  and  things  of  that  sort.  A  com¬ 
pressed  comparability,  so  to  speak. 

I  think  if  they  are  going  to  provide  a  proper  comparability  that 
Congress  ought  to  see  that  more  basic  rules  are  laid  down. 

Now,  who  are  they  going  to  compare  employees  to?  Are  they  going 
to  compare  them  to  the  employees  working  for  the  larger  employers? 
Are  they  taking  into  consideration  whether  they  are  better  employees 
or  are  they  comparing  them  to  the  poorly  paid  employees?  Are  they 
going  to  give  consideration  to  the  fact  that  their  union  workers  are 
paid  better  than  nonunion  workers? 

In  some  occupations  there  is  a  large  percent  of  union  workers.  Are 
we  going  to  follow  those  principles  or  pick  out  limited  crafts  and  try 
to  force  people  to  that  comparison?  You  could  compare  our  parcel 
post  people  with  truckdrivers.  They  would  have  a  lot  better  com¬ 
parability  than  they  have  in  comparing  them  with  office  employees 
but  I  think  we  should  come  close  somewhere  in  reality  to  making 
comparability.  Certainly,  the  present  system  is  the  most  far-fetched 
comparison  I  have  ever  heard  of.  We  like  the  ladies  but  we  never 
treated  them  very  well.  They  always  get  a  little  less  than  men  when 
it  comes  to  pay. 

The  Chairman.  What  would  by  your  ideal  comparison,  not  based 
on  wage,  but  the  comparability  of  the  work? 

Mr.  Keating.  I  mentioned  one,  that  was  the  Teamsters,  that  com¬ 
pare  with  our  parcel  post  man  and  our  collectors.  I  can’t  think  of 
anyone  offhand  that  could  compare  with  the  duties  of  a  letter  carrier. 
It  is  a  peculiar  occupation,  a  different  type  occupation.  I  think 
perhaps  some  consideration  ought  to  be  given  to  establishing  some  sort 
of  index. 

Generally  speaking,  at  least  some  years  ago  our  pay  ran  more  or 
less  hand-in-hand  with  what  the  police  were  getting.  That  is  no  longer 
true.  They  have  gone  ahead  of  us  in  most  of  the  larger  cities  and 
have  had  increases  that  have  exceeded  those  we  have  received,  but  at 
the  same  time,  I  think  perhaps  consideration  ought  to  be  given  to 
establishing  some  sort  of  a  general  index. 

If  we  are  going  to  go  on  a  percentage  basis,  it  ought  to  be  a  more 
general  index  that  would  give  the  Government  employees  a  better 
system.  The  difficulty  with  the  present  act,  Congress  has  stated  the 
pay  should  be  comparable  and  then  it  was  turned  over  to  the  adminis¬ 
trative  branch  of  the  Government  to  decide  on  the  ground  rules. 
They  turned  it  over  to  BLS  to  make  the  studies  and  they  are  a  very 
objective  organization  and  do  an  excellent  job  but  after  they  get  them 
from  BLS,  the  Budget  Bureau  and  the  Commission  decide  who  the 
comparability  is  with,  the  measure  of  comparability.  One  study 
shows  the  recommendation  for  comparability  in  GS-5  should  have 
been  2.9  and  at  the  same  time  the  recommendation  here  comes  up 
2.4. 

I  think  we  need  more  rigid  rules  and  regulations,  if  we  are  going  to 
continue  to  maintain  comparability  as  a  system  to  establish  wages. 
The  system  we  have  now  is  completely  unsatisfactory. 

The  Chairman.  Shifting  the  fringes,  you  feel,  I  believe,  as  I  do, 
that  it  is  inequitable  to  charge  against  the  ceiling  the  advances  that 
have  occurred  in  the  cost  of  the  health  program  that  the  Government 
participates  in  with  the  employees,  do  you  not?  It  is  listed  as  charge¬ 
able  against  the  guideposts;  it  is  not  granting  a  new  benefit  to  the 
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employee  but  is  merely  meeting  the  rising  costs  of  the  benefit  given 
them  many  years  ago. 

Mr.  Keating.  I  agree  with  you  there.  I  think  what  has  happened 
in  that  field  is  that  all  the  increased  costs  have  been  borne  by  the 
employees. 

The  Chairman.  We  are  up  against  about  $38  million  in  the  House 
bill  that  the  administration  claims  goes  beyond  the  guideposts.  There 
is  $5  million  on  uniform  allowance.  That  is  a  charge  made  last  year 
against  the  pay  raise  and  then  again  this  year.  It  does  not  belong  in 
the  calculation. 

How  do  you  evaluate  the  social  security  transfer  of  credit?  I  put 
a  very  high  evaluation  on  it.  I  think  it  should  be  beyond  the  guide- 
posts  because  it  is  something  that  we  require  private  employers  to 
provide  for  their  employees  under  penalty  of  law. 

Mr.  Keating.  That  is  right,  and  it  is  a  prospective  cost.  It  won’t 
be  made  out  of  revenue.  It  will  be  paid  out  of  the  employer’s  contri¬ 
bution  and  the  social  security  funds. 

The  Chairman.  We  will  have  to  reimburse  the  social  security  funds 
for  the  F ederal  part. 

Mr.  Keating.  That  is  a  retirement  system,  but  it  does  not  require 
an  immediate  outlay  of  money  by  the  Federal  Government. 

The  Chairman.  The  worker  will  be  paying  in  all  the  time? 

Mr.  Keating.  We  were  told  in  the  discussion  with  people  from  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget,  Mr.  Macy  and  Mr.  Schultze,  that  social  security 
was  not  considered  a  guideline  matter  when  the  guidelines  were 
first  issued  and  retirement  should  not  be  considered,  improvement  in 
retirement  and  social  security  should  not  be  charged  against  the 
guidelines.  There  has  been  a  little  change  in  their  thinking  in  that 
area — but  that  is  what  we  were  told,  very  definitely  told. 

The  Chairman.  If  the  committee  has  to  find  places  to  reduce  costs 
to  get  within  the  President’s  guidelines,  is  there  any  line  of  action  you 
can  propose?  We  certainly  don’t  want  to  take  it  out  of  the  cash  in¬ 
crease  in  salaries.  I  think  any  reduction  would  have  to  come  in 
fringe  benefits. 

Mr.  Keating.  That  is  a  most  difficult  question.  You  don’t  know, 
when  you  cut,  if  you  are  going  to  hit  an  artery.  We  are  affected  by 
some  parts  others  are  not  affected  by,  and  it  would  be  unfair  for  me 
to  make  a  suggestion  involving  anybody  else.  I  think  everything  in 
here  that  has  to  do  with  the  letter  carriers  is  fully  justified  and  very 
modest  in  every  respect. 

The  Chairman.  The  only  place  you  come  into  it,  other  than  retire¬ 
ment  features,  would  be  under  the  salary  increase  and  the  uniform 
allowance.  Is  that  right? 

Mr.  Keating.  That  is  right. 

The  Chairman.  I  can  readily  see  why  you  would  not  like  to  point 
out  any  specific  area  of  reduction. 

Senator  Yarborough.  I  have  heard  reports  that  letter  carriers 
had  difficulty  living  on  their  salaries  and  that  some  of  them  had  to 
resort  to  moonlighting.  Do  you  have  any  data  on  the  moonlighting 
by  letter  carriers? 

Mr.  Keating.  There  was  a  study  made  recently  by  the  Commission 
that  indicated  that  the  postal  employees  did  more  moonlighting  than 
any  other  employees  in  the  country. 

Senator  Yarborough.  You  mean  public  or  private  employment? 
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Mr.  Keating.  Both.  There  was  a  study  made  that  showed  that 
moonlighting  had  gone  up  substantially  in  the  entire  country,  and  I 
will  be  glad  to  furnish  the  information  on  that. 

Government  workers  are  moonlighting  more  than  the  private 
employees  and  postal  employees  are  moonlighting  more  than  other 
Government  employees. 

Senator  Yarborough.  That  was  not  because  the  postal  work 
was  so  light  they  ended  the  day  feeling  they  had  not  done  anything? 

Mr.  Keating.  No,  I  heard  many  of  them  say  they  wish  they  could 
get  enough  pay  so  they  wouldn’t  have  to  moonlight. 

Senator  Yarborough.  A  letter  carrier  in  suburbia  is  pretty  tired 
when  he  finishes  a  day’s  work? 

Mr.  Keating.  That  is  right. 

Statistics  on  Multiple  Jobholders 

The  Monthly  Labor  Review  of  February  1966,  published  by  the  Bureau  of 
Labor  Statistics,  carried  an  article  entitled  “Multiple  Jobholders  in  May  1965,” 
written  by  Forrest  A.  Bogan  and  Thomas  E.  Swanstroni.  This  article  contained 
the  following  information: 

“Primary  job.  In  May  1965  about  8  percent  of  the  workers  in  agriculture  and 
5  percent  of  those  in  nonagri cultural  industries  held  two  jobs  or  more.  As  in 
previous  years,  the  highest  multiple  jobholding  rate  was  among  workers  in  public 
administration,  particularly  postal  workers  (table  3).” 

Table  3  which  accompanied  the  article  indicated  that  11.2  percent  of  all  of 
those  who  hold  extra  jobs  are  in  the  postal  service.  The  next  largest  percentage 
was  found  in  the  field  of  public  administration  with  9.7  percent.  There  were  24 
different  occupations  listed. 

The  authors  of  the  above-mentioned  article  supplied  us  with  the  following  addi¬ 
tional  information  on  postal  workers: 


Number 

Percent 

Total  postal  workers  of  all  kinds _  _ _ _ _ 

636,  000 

Number  with  dual  employment  whose  postal  job  pays  more  than  their 
secondary  job _ _  _  _ _ _ _  _ _ _ 

71, 000 

48,  000 

11.  2 

Number  with  dual  employment  whose  postal  job  pays  less  than  their  secon¬ 
dary  job. _ _ _  __  _ _ 

7.5 

Total 

119, 000 

18.7 

Generally,  the  pay  in  a  secondary  job  is  less  than  in  the  primary 
job,  and  it  is  rather  surprising  to  learn  that  48,000  postal  employees 
with  a  second  job  get  more  pay  on  the  second  job  than  they  do  in 
their  work  as  postal  employees. 

Senator  Yarborough.  You  referred  a  few  minutes  ago  to  this 
difficulty  of  recruitment  of  new  workers,  letter  carriers,  postal  em¬ 
ployees  in  the  cities,  and  said  you  could  furnish  40  cities  with  that 
difficulty.  That  difficulty  is  actually  widespread  in  all  large  cities, 
is  that  right? 

Mr.  Keating.  That  is  right. 

Senator  Yarborough.  The  beginning  salary  is  $431  a  month,  is 
that  right? 

Mr.  Keating.  That  is  right. 

Senator  Yarborough.  Roughly  $5,180  a  year? 

Mr.  Keating.  $5,181. 

Senator  Yarborough.  You  mentioned  one  post  office  examination 
where  they  ended  up  with  two  candidates — one  woman  and  one  man. 
How  many  had  taken  the  examination? 
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Mr.  Keating.  It  was  a  good-sized  city  and  I  think  they  were 
looking  for  50,  they  came  up  with  only  2. 

Senator  Yarborough.  Two  that  qualified? 

Mr.  Keating.  That  is  right. 

Senator  Yarborough.  They  are  not  deliberately  trying  to  dis¬ 
qualify  them? 

Mr.  Keating.  They  are  lowering  the  standards  of  the  examination 
in  some  areas,  which  I  think  is  a  shame  and  a  mistake.  In  the 
Greater  NeAv  York  area  they  give  a  less-difficult  examination  than 
they  used  to  take  in  order  to  get  people  who  can  pass  it.  We  would 
like  to  see  the  standard  maintained,  we  think  it  ought  to  be  a  high 
standard.  I  think  that  probably  has  something  to  do  with  some  of 
the  complaints  of  poor  service.  That  matter  was  brought  up  yester¬ 
day  in  the  complaint  of  poor  service  and  I  think  that  is  one  of  the 
factors. 

Senator  Yarborough.  This  lowering  of  standards  is  taking  place — 
for  the  entry  into  the  postal  service — at  the  time  when  we  have  a 
higher  percentage  of  our  young  people  finishing  high  school  and  college 
than  ever  before  in  history? 

Mr.  Keating.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  Rademacher.  I  think  the  question  is  not  so  much  “Are  you 
able  to  recruit?”  as  it  is  “Who  are  we  recruiting?”  For  example, 
in  Detroit,  Mich.,  there  are  100  employees  leaving  the  postal  service 
every  month  according  to  the  top  officials. 

Senator  Yarborough.  Is  that  because  of  age  and  retirement? 

Mr.  Rademacher.  No;  to  go  into  private  industry. 

Senator  Yarborough.  Get  more  pay  in  private  industry? 

Mr.  Rademacher.  Yes;  they  are  using  the  post  office  as  a  stepping 
stone  into  a  higher  place.  There  are  at  least  40  offices  with  recruit¬ 
ment  problems,  but  who  are  we  attracting? 

Senator  Yarborough.  Go  ahead  and  discuss  that. 

Mr.  Rademacher.  We  are  attracting  people  in  many  areas  just 
using  the  post  office  as  a  stopgap.  They  know  here  is  employment, 
they  can  draw  a  check  or  two  until  something  opens  up  in  an  area 
where  they  are  more  interested  in  working.  We  are  concerned  not 
only  with  the  fact  we  can’t  recruit  people,  we  are  concerned  with  the 
fact  we  are  not  recruiting  career-minded  people  that  would  like  to 
remain  with  the  post  office  and  give  the  service  we  need. 

Senator  Yarborough.  Do  you  think  this  low-entrance  pay  is  used 
as  a  meal  ticket  for  a  while  until  the  people  can  find  a  better  paying 
job  and  is  reflected  in  the  postal  service  we  have  had  complaints 
about? 

Mr.  Keating.  Definitely. 

Senator  Yarborough.  Do  you  think  this  low  money  saves  the 
Government  money  in  the  long  run? 

Mr.  Keating.  I  think  it  costs  them  money  in  the  long  run. 

Senator  Yarborough.  In  the  lower  average  efficiency? 

Mr.  Keating.  Yes,  and  the  cost  to  recruit  people.  It  is  costing 
more  to  recruit  them  than  to  pay  overtime. 

Senator  Yarborough.  After  they  are  recruited  it  takes  some  time 
to  train  the  people? 

Mr.  Keating.  By  the  time  they  are  trained,  they  are  ready  to  leave 
for  higher  pay  in  industry. 
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Senator  Yarborough.  How  long  does  it  take  to  train  a  letter 
carrier?  Haven’t  we  had  data  about  that  in  past  years:  what  it  costs 
to  train  a  letter  carrier,  letter  carrier  trainee,  or  clerk? 

Mr.  Rademacher.  Because  of  the  many  types  of  work  a  letter  car¬ 
rier  now  performs,  including  mechanized  routes  and  so  on,  it  takes  at 
least  a  year  to  train  a  new  employee — letter  carrier — in  all  phases, 
because  the  substitute  is  required  to  work  anywhere  there  is  a  vacancy 
that  particular  day.  He  doesn’t  know  whether  he  will  drive,  be  a 
foot  carrier,  or  what  job  he  will  take  that  day.  It  takes  at  least  a 
year  for  him  to  become  skilled,  then  he  sees  a  better  opportunity  as  a 
street  sweeper,  or  going  around  and  collecting  nickles.  He  leaves  the 
service  and  it  costs  the  Department  money  for  all  that  training. 
Nothing  is  gained  for  this  type  of  recruitment. 

Senator  Yarborough.  Do  you  have  any  data  on  that  on  the  cost  of 
training? 

Mr.  Kerlin.  The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  at  one  time  estimated  the 
initial  recruitment  of  an  employee  amounted  to  $400.  The  entrance 
salary  of  a  letter  carrier  is  $5,180  and  clerks  the  same  amount.  The 
first  year’s  salary  is  $5,500;  that  includes  recruitment.  It  has  been 
estimated  the  efficiency  is  50  percent,  so  the  cost  is  $2,750  estimated 
lost  for  each  employee  recruited. 

Senator  Yarborough.  Each  letter  carrier,  I  take  it,  according  to 
your  statement,  must  be  qualified  to  walk  or  drive  a  route.  A  letter 
carrier  has  to  be  competent  to  go  on  whatever  kind  of  route  he  is 
scheduled  for? 

Mr.  Keating.  Yes;  he  has  to  be  able  to  go  on  any  of  those  routes. 

Senator  Yarborough.  He  has  to  be  physically  fit  and  mentally 
alert  in  order  to  handle  this  mail.  It  takes  both  the  mental  and 
physical  capacity  to  fill  the  job? 

Mr.  Keating.  I  might  point  out  that  nowadays  in  every  city 
they  are  required  to  have  a  valid  driver’s  license  and  in  many  cities 
they  are  required  to  have  a  chauffeur’s  license  because  they  all  do 
more  and  more  driving;  all  the  men  are  doing  some  driving.  That  is 
a  requirement  in  many  States.  If  anything  goes  wrong  with  any  of 
these  licenses  the  man  is  out  of  his  means  of  a  livelihood.  There  is 
a  tremendous  variety  of  work.  They  have  to  be  familiar  with  a  lot 
of  regulations.  They  have  to  be  able  to  answer  questions  asked 
them  by  the  public  and  they  have  to,  of  course,  case  the  mail. 

They  have  to  have  a  good  memory  to  remember  the  addresses  of 
not  only  the  people  that  live  there,  but  that  used  to  live  there,  to 
handle  the  route  properly.  It  takes  a  great  deal  of  time  to  learn  a 
route  properly. 

Senator  Yarborough.  A  man  has  to  have  a  memory.  He  can’t 
take  a  book  to  go  from  door  to  door  to  remember  who  lived  there? 

Mr.  Keating.  They  have  a  book  but  that  is  at  the  office. 

Senator  Yarborough.  Yes.  He  can’t  take  it.  He  has  to  mem¬ 
orize  those  before  he  goes  out. 

Mr.  Keating.  If  you  take  an  apartment  house  or  rooming  house 
route  where  people  move  rapidly,  sometimes  there  are  several  books 
these  people  have  to  resort  to,  to  find  addresses.  Then,  of  course,  it 
is  more  difficult  to  memorize  the  names  of  patrons  there  than  on 
other  routes. 

Senator  Yarborough.  To  save  time,  I  will  associate  myself  with 
the  remarks  made  by  the  Chairman  here  concerning  the  Department’s 
failure  to  increase  the  uniform  allowance. 
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Mr.  Keating.  We  thought  it  was  presumptive. 

Senator  Yarborough.  I  waive  any  further  questions  at  this  time. 

Senator  Carlson.  Mr.  Keating,  you  made  a  very  excellent  state¬ 
ment  in  regard  to  the  needs  and  problems  of  the  workers  of  this 
Nation.  As  I  listened  to  your  statement  and  your  comments  regard¬ 
ing  this  legislation  I  rather  believe  you  feel  like  some  of  the  members 
of  this  committee,  you  are  not  happy  about  it  yet  you  urge  the  com¬ 
mittee  to  approve  H.R.  14122,  is  that  correct? 

Mr.  Keating.  Yes,  sir.  That  is  correct. 

Senator  Carlson.  I  am  getting  concerned  about  the  pay  legisla¬ 
tion,  not  just  this  year  but  as  we  get  back  it  is  getting  more  con¬ 
sistently  difficult  to  try  to  get  comparability  in  these  pay  schedules. 
Last  year  we  passed  across  the  board  3.6;  we  didn’t  get  down  to 
cases  and  pick  out  grade  4,  grade  5  and  try  to  get  comparability. 
It  seems  to  me  if  this  is  the  situation  confronting  this  committee  and 
the  Congress,  we  are  going  to  get  further  and  further  away  from 
comparability.  We  get  orders — this  is  not  a  critical  statement — we 
get  orders  from  down  below,  so  much  across  the  board.  I  think  the 
executive  department,  should  let  the  Congress  write  the  legislation 
and,  if  they  don’t  agree,  they  have  a  right  to  veto  and  we  can  write  it 
again.  It  seems  we  are  on  a  treadmill,  we  are  moving  closer  but 
not  getting  comparability  as  we  go  along.  I  have  been  on  this 
committee  a  great  many  years. 

Mr.  Keating.  It  has  been  a  delusion,  I  think  you  are  a  thousand 
percent  right.  It  has  not  worked  the  way  it  was  said  it  would  work 
or  the  way  the  people  hoped  it  would  work. 

Senator  Carlson.  Here  we  are  again  passing  a  pay  bill  on  figures 
arrived  at  last  March  1965.  Here  we  are  in  April,  1966,  trying  to  get 
an  increase  for  our  Federal  workers  and  talking  about  comparability. 
We  need  to  get  this  updated  where  we  can  give  consideration  to 
factors  which  are  prevalent  at  the  time  we  are  writing  the  legislation. 
I  don’t  think  there  is  any  question  but  that  this  first  quarter  had  the 
highest  increase  in  cost  of  living  since  1958. 

Mr.  Keating.  We  are  going  to  ask  you  to  consider  moving  the 
letter  carriers  up  to  level  5.  I  think  that  would  have  a  wholesome 
effect  and  help  our  problems.  This  year,  of  course,  there  was  not 
time,  the  question  is  rather  complex.  In  the  time  permitted  we  didn’t 
feel  we  had  time  to  completely  explore  the  situation  with  the  Members 
of  Congress. 

We  had  the  experience  we  believe  this  pay  increase  should  be  con¬ 
sidered  early  enough  by  the  Congress  so  the  Members  of  the  Senate 
and  House  can  work  their  will.  When  you  get  up,  as  we  have  on 
occasion,  up  against  the  elements  of  time  it  is  generally  hard  to  work 
out  legislation  on  a  satisfactory  basis.  When  your  legislation  is  the 
last  thing  that  comes  up  it  is  difficult  to  consider.  That  was  one  of 
the  factors  last  year,  that  we  were  as  late  as  we  were. 

Senator  Carlson.  I  am  familiar  with  this  committee  and  I  appre¬ 
ciate  the  problems  confronting  the  Nation  this  year,  but  I  have  some 
question  about  these  guidelines  discussed  this  morning;  I  don’t  believe 
they  belong  in  the  pay  bill,  health  benefits,  social  security,  retirement. 
That  is  something  for  the  committee  to  determine. 

Again  I  say  you  made  an  excellent  statement. 

The  Chairman.  Senator  Burdick? 

Senator  Burdick.  I  too  appreciate  the  testimony  you  and  Mr. 
Rademacher  gave  this  morning.  I  have  a  few  questions. 
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In  the  testimony  of  Mr.  Murphy  yesterday,  he  said  that  in  general 
the  increases  in  levels  up  to  PFS-4  resulted  in  full  comparability. 

In  your  testimony  this  morning  you  seem  to  have  some  doubt  on 
that  basis  whether  full  comparability  has  been  reached? 

Mr.  Keating.  We  think  it  would  take  a  minimum  of  7  percent  to 
reach  full  comparability.  The  figures  are  in  the  study  as  of  February 
and  March  of  1965  on  which  the  comparability  is  based  so  when  they 
are  talking  about  full  comparability  it  is  a  year  old  already.  On  top 
of  that,  much  of  the  study  that  went  into  providing  these  figures 
according  to  the  statement  of  BLS  in  this  book,  a  lot  of  the  figures 
were  taken  back  in  1964.  We  question  the  basis  of  comparability  as 
well  but  even  on  the  basis  of  comparability  the  Government  witnesses 
in  previous  hearings  have  always  testified  that  they  were  about  2 
years  behind  and  all  of  a  sudden  I  don’t  know  were  these  years  dis¬ 
appeared  to,  but  they  had  full  comparability.  There  isn’t  any  full 
comparability  and  there  is  no  real  comparability  as  far  as  we  are 
concerned  in  this  method  of  establishing  salaries. 

Senator  Burdick.  I  thought  your  argument  for  dollars  and  cents 
was  well  taken  also. 

Is  it  your  recommendation  that  the  2.85,  whatever  increase  it  is, 
apply  equally  to  all  levels? 

Mr.  Keating.  Yes,  I  think  they  all  should  get  an  equal  amount 
but  2.85  is  not  as  much  as  it  should  be,  but  we  think  everybody  ought 
to  get  2.85  percent.  We  don’t  think  there  is  any  justification  for  the 
1  to  4  percent  suggested  by  the  administration. 

Senator  Burdick.  Do  you  suggest  we  change  that  ratio  on  all 
levels? 

Mr.  Rademacher.  The  bill  provides  that  now,  across  the  board 
for  all.  The  administration  wanted  1  percent  to  4.5  percent  and  the 
House  made  it  straight  across  the  board. 

Senate  Burdick.  You  are  satisfied  with  the  way  it  is  at  the  moment. 

Mr.  Kerlin.  It  is  better  than  the  1  percent  in  the  administration 

bin. 

Senator  Burdick.  Thank  you. 

The  Chairman.  Senator  Fong? 

Senator  Fong.  I  want  to  commend  you  for  a  very  strong  statement 
for  your  organization.  As  I  understand  it,  although  you  feel  there 
should  be  a  7-percent  increase,  you  are  willing  to  go  along  with  the 
2.85  increase  as  set  by  the  House? 

Mr.  Keating.  Under  the  circumstances  we  will*  agree  to  go  along 
with  it.  If  it  is  the  best  we  can  get. 

Senator  Fong.  From  your  statement,  you  don’t  think  compara¬ 
bility  will  work  as  far  as  you  are  concerned? 

Mr.  Keating.  It’s  been  a  complete  failure. 

Senator. Fong.  In  1962,  when  that  philosophy  was  broached  to 
the  committee,  how  did  your  organization  stand? 

Mr.  Keating.  We  said  we  thought  it  was  the  best  way — there 
were  other  ways  discussed  considering  the  cost  of  living,  other  factors, 
and  we  thought  comparability  would  work  all  right  "but  we  pointed 
out  then  there  was  no  comparability,  as  far  as  letter  carriers  were 
concerned,  there  was  nobody  to  compare  us  with.  They  admitted 
that,  it  is  just  a  dogmatic  decision  to  compare  us  with  GS-5,  there 
is  no  relationship  whatsoever  in  the  duties  of  the  two  groups. 
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Senator  Fong.  You  feel  that  the  classification  the  Civil  Service 
Commission  started  off  with  is  incorrect  and  places  your  letter  carriers 
at  a  very  low  position  in  a  very  low  starting  salary?  If  the  Commis¬ 
sion  placed  your  letter  carriers  in  a  very  high  position  comparability 
would  then  work? 

Mr.  Keating.  I  think  you  have  to  give  a  little  stricter  rules. 
There  are  too  many  decisions  left  to  administrative  decisions.  I  feel 
the  way  the  law  is  now  after  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  makes  their 
recommendation,  then,  of  course,  the  recommendations  given  to  the 
President  are  subject  to  budget  requirements  and  many  other  things. 
I  think  that  the  President  ought  to  get  a  recommendation  and  that 
recommendation  ought  to  be  published  and  then,  if  for  budget  reasons 
it  has  to  be  cut,  that  should  be  known.  It  should  be  5  percent  but  we 
can’t  afford  more  than  2.8,  whatever  it  is.  I  think  the  practice  of 
taking  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  and  carving  it  up  to  suit  yourself  in 
the  administrative  branch  is  entirely  improper.  That  is  my  opinion. 

Senator  Fong.  Yesterday  there  were  charts  before  us  according  to 
the  House  bill,  those  in  PFS-4  step  1  through  4  would  have  attained 
100  percent  comparability,  you  don’t  agree? 

Mr.  Keating.  No,  I  don’t  think  anybody  obtained  it.  I  think 
there  is  more  needed  to  provide  full  comparability.  I  think  the 
Government  has  the  responsibility  to  its  employees,  the  fact  that  the 
average  in  certain  areas  may  bring  down  the  general  average,  I  still 
think  there  should  be  some  consideration  as  to  whether  the  pay  is 
fair  or  not. 

Senator  Fong.  You  feel  as  far  as  people  you  represent  they  are  not 
getting  an  adequate  wage  in  view  of  the  high  cost  of  living? 

Mr.  Keating.  That  is  right. 

Senator  Fong.  And  that  there  would  be  mounting  cost  of  living, 
the  increases  we  have  given  them,  percentagewise  is  not  commensurate 
with  the  high  cost  of  living? 

Mr.  Keating.  It  is  wiped  out  already. 

Senator  Fong.  Thank  you. 

The  Chairman.  Senator  Simpson? 

Senator  Simpson.  Do  you  have  any  information  on  the  increased 
cost  of  living  and  the  across-the-board  increase? 

Mr.  Keating.  Dollar  for  dollar  across  the  board? 

Senator  Simpson.  Yes. 

Mr.  Keating.  We  favor  that.  The  argument  was  made  it  was 
unfair.  We  use  to  get  across-the-board  increases  but  have  not  had 
one  for  a  long  time.  It  was  quite  common  a  few  years  ago.  When 
Senator  Monroney  and  Senator  Carlson  first  came  on  the  committee 
that  was  the  practice.  In  later  years  we  have  gone  to  percentage  and 
the  argument  favoring  that  was  you  were  compressing  the  salary 
scale.  Of  course,  it  is  true  that  perhaps  there  are  factors  that  make  a 
flat  increase  not  always  equitable  but  certainly  when  there  is  a  low 
amount  of  money  I  think  a  flat  increase  is  a  fair  and  more  equitable 
increase  than  any  other  kind. 

Senator  Simpson.  Do  you  think  there  would  be  a  necessity  of  a 
hearing  on  a  bill  of  this  proportion  with  the  various  ingredients 
inherent  in  it  if  we  had  passed  the  House-passed  bill  10281  of  last 
year  which  was  reduced,  if  you  will  recall? 

Mr.  Keating.  I  think  if  that  had  happened  it  would  not  be  as 
necessary. 
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Senator  Simpson.  Would  you  repeat  that? 

Mr.  Keating.  I  think  it  would  not  be  as  pressing.  There  were  two 
steps  in  the  House  bill  in  1965. 

Senator  Simpson.  You  recall  we  were  told  at  that  time  we  faced  a 
Presidential  veto,  and  we  believed  that.  I  was  opposed  to  it  and 
stood  out  to  the  very  end  on  that  matter. 

Now  we  have  the  instance  that  there  may  be  a  veto  if  we  change 
from  the  guideposts  set  forth  in  the  President’s  bill.  I  propose  to 
take  the  House  bill  because  it  is  more  adequate  in  many  respects. 

I  notice  in  Mr.  Murphy’s  statement  he  spent  some  four  pages  of 
testimony  belaboring  the  situation  with  respect  to  allowances  of 
uniforms  and  the  other  ingredients.  He  must  have  given  some  thought 
and  had  something  in  mind.  Let  me  ask  you,  Mr.  Keating,  could 
any  appreciable  saving  be  made  by  employees  using  the  Government- 
recommended  uniform  rather  than  using  the  higher  figure  alluded  to 
in  Mr.  Murphy’s  testimony,  could  there  be  an  applicable  reduction 
there? 

Mr.  Keating.  I  don’t  think  there  'would  be  any  saving;  the  cost  of 
uniforms  is  very  high,  and  there  have  been  many  things  discussed  in 
the  way  of  saving.  The  allowance,  of  course,  as  Mr.  Rademacher 
pointed  out,  is  not  sufficient.  To  illustrate,  a  two-piece  uniform, 
a  doeskin  uniform  costs  $88.50.  It  costs  $88.50,  and  the  carrier  has 
to  buy  new  uniforms  quite  frequently. 

Senator  Simpson.  He  accused  some  employees  of  cheating  and 
perjuring  themselves  on  false  affidavits.  How  many  would  that 
include? 

Mr.  Keating.  There  were  a  limited  number  of  people  involved,  and 
very  often  it  was  the  fault  of  the  vendors,  to  a  great  extent,  that  there 
was  any  cheating  whatsoever.  We  think  perhaps — and  we  did 
suggest  when  this  uniform  allowance  first  went  into  operation — that 
a  good  way  would  be  for  the  Government  to  pay  the  vendor  directly 
and  keep  a  little  closer  watch  on  them.  Instead  we  have  a  system 
that  is  not  too  good  a  system  whereby  the  man  buys  the  uniform  and 
turns  in  a  receipt,  and  he  is  paid  on  the  basis  of  the  receipt.  The 
vendor,  very  often,  is  anxious  to  get  the  money  quick  and  urges  him 
to  take  something  else  so  he  can  get  more  of  the  dollar.  If  a  man 
has  a  hundred-dollar  allowance  and  he  spends  $60  he  knows  he  has 
$40  left. 

Senator  Simpson.  Is  that  widespread? 

Mr.  Keating.  No;  it  is  very  limited. 

Senator  Simpson.  Under  Public  Law  89-301,  we  raised  the  allow¬ 
ance  from  a  hundred  to  $125. 

Mr.  Keating.  We  think  the  Government  could  pay  the  vendor 
direct  and  do  away  with  a  lot  of  the  chicanery.  The  system  we  have 
now  is  a  little  complicated;  we  have  never  been  satisfied  with  it,  and 
it  has  reduced  some  of  the  evils  we  thought  it  would,  but  it  is  on  a 
limited  basis. 

Senator  Simpson.  You  disagree  with  Mr.  Murphy  that  there  are 
far  too  many? 

Mr.  Keating.  If  there  are  two,  there  are  far  too  many.  I  would 
say  if  there  is  one  there  is  far  too  many. 

What  he  memit  by  far  too  many,  1  don’t  know.  It  is  on  a  very 
limited  basis,  it  occurred  in  certain  areas  and  usually  where  it  oc¬ 
curred  we  found  some  vendor  has  been  stirring  it  up. 
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Senator  Simpson.  That  is  all. 

The  Chairman.  Any  further  questions  by  the  committee? 

Senator  Yarborough.  When  you  entered  the  postal  service, 
did  you  enter  as  a  letter  carrier,  Mr.  Keating? 

Mr.  Keating.  Yes. 

Senator  Yarborough.  Were  there  any  college  graduates  entering 
at  that  time? 

Mr.  Keating.  Yes;  we  had  them  at  that  time,  and  later  on  we 
had  a  lot  of  them. 

Senator  Yarborough.  Were  there  sizable  numbers  then? 

Mr.  Keating.  Yes. 

Senator  Yarborough.  Were  you  a  college  graduate? 

Mr.  Keating.  Yes. 

Senator  Ya  rborough.  Do  you  have  college  graduates  now  applying 
to  get  on  in  the  postal  sendee? 

Mr.  Keating.  Not  many. 

Senator  Burdick.  I  would  like  the  committee  to  know  Jerry 
Keating  was  a  classmate  of  mine  at  the  University  of  Minnesota; 
I  can  verify  that. 

Mr.  Keating.  Mr.  Burdick  is  quite  well  known,  both  he  and  his 
father  played  football  with  the  Gophers.  They  had  some  good  foot¬ 
ball  the  years  the  Senator  was  there. 

Senator  Yarborough.  I  just  wanted  to  illustrate  this  problem 
with  pay. 

Mr.  Rademacher.  I  am  not  a  college  graduate,  but  my  father  was 
a  letter  carrier. 

Senator  Yarborough.  Are  you  having  as  much  trouble  recruiting 
the  sons  of  letter  carriers  as  when  you  entered  the  service? 

Mr.  Rademacher.  They  are  going  elsewhere. 

Senator  Yarborough.  In  your  generation  the  sons  were  glad  to  get 
in  as  a  letter  carrier  to  follow  the  footsteps  of  the  fathers? 

Mr.  Rademacher.  They  can’t  afford  it  now.  They  are  no  longer 
interested. 

The  Chairman.  I  understand  you  have  established  scholarships? 

Mr.  Keating.  Yes,  sir. 

The  Chairman.  It  has  grown  to  18? 

Mr.  Keating.  Yes,  sir. 

The  Chairman.  I  understand  there  are  16,000  applications  of 
qualified  young  men  for  these? 

Mr.  Keating.  Yes.  We  hope  to  enlarge  our  scholarship  program 
as  time  goes  on  and  encourage  sons  and  daughters  of  letter  carriers 
to  go  to  college. 

Senator  Yarborough.  The  practice  in  the  past  has  been  to  recruit 
men  like  Mr.  Keating  and  these  others  here.  They  have  great 
difficulty  now  getting  people  with  the  same  level  of  education  and 
drive  and  capability;  I  think  this  ought  to  be  considered,  that  salary 
has  a  lot  to  do  with  it. 

Mr.  Keating.  I  would  like  to  mention  that  our  scholarship  com¬ 
mittee  happens  to  be  in  the  city  at  the  present  time  going  over  the 
applications  of  those  that  applied  for  scholarships,  and  they  are  in  the 
audience  listening  to  the  hearing.  They  are  William  Simpson  of 
Illinois;  Louis  Maranaho  of  Massachusetts;  and  Clarence  La  Pinske 
of  Wisconsin. 
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The  Chairman.  Thank  you,  sir,  we  very  much  appreciate  your 
testimony. 

The  Chairman.  Our  next  witness,  and  we  would  like  to  conclude 
with  his  testimony  before  we  recess,  is  Mr.  Patrick  J.  Nilan,  legislative 
director  of  the  United  Federation  of  Postal  Clerks,  AFL-CIO. 

STATEMENT  OF  PATRICK  J.  NILAN,  LEGISLATIVE  DIRECTOR, 

UNITED  FEDERATION  OF  POSTAL  CLERKS,  AFL-CIO;  ACCOM¬ 
PANIED  BY  JACK  LOVE,  SECRETARY- TREASURER  AND  JOSEPH 

THOMAS,  DIRECTOR 

The  Chairman.  Would  you  come  forward?  I  believe  you  are 
accompanied  by  Mr.  Love  and  Mr.  Thomas. 

Mr.  Nilan.  Yes,  sir. 

The  Chairman.  We  are  happy  to  have  you.  You  may  proceed  in 
your  own  way. 

Mr.  Nilan.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

We  welcome  the  opportunity  to  be  heard  once  more  by  this  dis¬ 
tinguished  committee  of  the  U.S.  Senate  on  the  subject  of  employee 
compensation.  One  which  is  so  vital  to  the  welfare  of  our  postal  clerk 
membership,  and  indeed  to  all  Federal  employees  in  general.  I  am 
accompanied  this  morning  by  Mr.  Jack  Love,  the  national  secretary- 
treasurer  of  our  United  Federation  of  Postal  Clerks’  Hospital  Plan, 
and  Mr.  Joseph  Thomas,  director  of  organization  for  our  union,  here 
in  Washington. 

I  am  appearing  before  the  committee  this  morning  as  legislative 
director  of  the  United  Federation  of  Postal  Clerks,  AFL-CIO,  the 
exclusive  national  representative  of  the  Nation’s  245,000  postal  clerks, 
under  the  terms  of  our  national  agreement  with  the  Post  Office  De¬ 
partment.  This  agreement,  of  course,  does  not  cover  the  general 
area  of  wages,  a  subject  which  Congress  quite  properly,  in  our  judg¬ 
ment,  has  retained  in  its  own  jurisdiction.  The  members  of  our 
union  have  complete  confidence  in  the  wisdom  and  the  judgment  of 
Congress  to  legislate  in  the  area  of  employee  compensation,  and  it  is 
our  sincere  hope  that  Congress  will  retain  complete  jurisdiction  in  the 
area  of  compensation  legislation. 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee,  the  members  of  our 
AFL-CIO  postal  clerks’,  union  would  certainly  be  ungrateful  if  we  did 
not  take  this  opportunity  to  express  our  heartfelt  appreciation  and 
complete  support  of  the  bill  H.R.  6926,  amended  by  this  committee 
and  subsequently  approved  without  objection  by  the  U.S.  Senate. 
H.R.  6926,  as  amended  by  this  committee  is  a  considerable  improve¬ 
ment  over  the  original  bill,  since  it  now  provides  more  realistic  and 
liberal  life  insurance  benefits  for  Federal  employees,  consistent  with 
practices  in  the  private  sector.  It  is  our  hope,  Mr.  Chairman,  that 
the  U.S.  House  of  Representatives  will  concur  in  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ments  to  H.R.  6926,  and  this  legislation  will  be  enacted  into  law  prior 
to  the  adjournment  of  Congress. 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee,  we  appear  before 
you  this  morning  in  support  of  H.R.  14122,  and  request  this  com¬ 
mittee  to  favorably  report  the  legislation  to  the  Senate.  We  would 
hope  the  bill,  H.R.  14122,  would  be  reported  out  by  this  committee 
with  little  or  no  change  in  the  basic  provisions  of  the  legislation. 
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f  We  would  like  to  address  our  remarks  this  morning  to  the  three 
basic  provisions  of  H.R.  14122,  which  not  only  directly  affect  the  mem¬ 
bership  of  our  union,  but  also  all  Federal  employees.  The  three  parts 
of  the  pending  legislation  with  which  we  are  primarily  concerned, 
include  salary  adjustments,  retirement  and  increased  Government 
contributions  to  the  Federal  health  benefits  program. 

Over  the  years,  the  U.S.  Congress  has  continually  demonstrated 
its  interest  and  desire  to  attain  realistic  and  meaningful  comparability 
between  postal  and  classified  pay  schedules  in  the  lecleral  Service 
and  the  national  average  rates  of  private  enterprise  with  those  whose 
training  and  duties  are  most  comparable  with  that  of  our  postal  clerk 
membership.  We  say  this,  Mr.  Chairman,  recognizing  at  the  same 
time  that  the  postal  clerk,  because  of  his  unique  skills  has  no  specific 
counterpart  in  the  private  sector  of  the  economy. 

In  recent  years,  the  United  Federation  of  Postal  Clerks  has  totally 
and  unequivocally  supported  the  comparability  principle  first  recom¬ 
mended  by  our  late  President  John  F.  Kennedy  as  embodied  in  the 
Federal  Pay  Reform  Act  of  1962,  and  subsequently  endorsed  in 
principle  by  President  Lyndon  B.  Johnson.  We  desire,  at  this  time 
Mr.  Chairman,  to  reiterate  our  support  for  true,  and  most  important, 
current  comparability,  of  postal  clerk  salaries;  even  though  we  cannot 
agree  that  our  membership  today,  or  since  the  Salary  Reform  Act 
of  1962  was  enacted,  has  enjoyed  realistic  and  current  salary  compara¬ 
bility. 

We  believe  that  most  postal  and  Federal  employees  are  truly 
appreciative  of  the  many  forward  steps  taken  by  the  administration 
and  the  Congress  in  recent  years  toward  better  pay  for  postal  and 
classified  workers.  We  are  ever  mindful  and  grateful  for  the  interest 
and  initiative  of  President  Lyndon  B.  Johnson,  and  before  him, 
President  John  F.  Kennedy,  in  this  and  related  fields  of  employee 
endeavor.  We  recognize  also  that  the  best  interests  and  welfare  of  all 
employees  of  the  Federal  Government  are  of  paramount  interest  to  the 
Congress,  as  well  as  the  President  and  the  administration  generally. 

We  endorse  the  2.9-percent  across-the-board  salary  adjustments 
provided  in  H.R.  14122,  as  the  minimum  salary  increases  which  should 
be  provided  for  our  postal  clerks  during  1966.  We  say  minimum,  Mr. 
Chairman,  because  if  conditions  were  different  than  exist  today,  such  as 
the  Vietnam  situation  and  other  conditions  which  our  Government  and 
its  economy  are  confronted  with,  we  certainly  believe  a  much  more 
substantial  salary  adjustment  would  be  considered  by  the  Congress 
and  we  would  hope  aiso  by  the  administration. 

According  to  the  most  recent  BLS  survey  Federal  salaries  were 
lagging  between  2)4  Mid  3  percent  behind  the  wage  paid  in  private 
industry  as  of  March  1965.  Assuming,  as  I  think  reasonable,  that  the 
normarannual  increase  in  industry  salaries  has  been  3  percent,  we  take 
the  position  that  a  pay  raise  effective  right  now  of  6  percent  would  be 
the  minimum  necessary  to  bring  Federal  salaries  reasonably  into  line 
with  those  currently  being  paid  in  private  industry.  In  addition,  we 
believe  that  there  has  to  be  an  additional  upward  adjustment  of  at 
least  1  percent  in  order  to  reflect,  changes  now  taking  place. 

The  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics,  uses  the  February-March  period 
for  reference  months  each  year  in  analyzing  and  reporting  wage 
increases  in  the  private  sector.  However,  the  statistics  used  in  support 
of  the  February-March  reference  point  has  been  accumulated  from 
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the  same  reference  point  1  year  earlier.  In  other  words,  the  criteria 
for  the  suggested  3.2-percent  wage-price  guideposts  -with  an  adminis¬ 
tration  recommended  effective  date  of  January  1,  1967,  are  based,  to 
a  large  extent,  on  calendar  year  1964  and  the  first  3  months  of  1965. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  suggest  salary  increases  approved  this  year 
should  in  the  interests  of  Christian  justice  and  equity  be  made  retro¬ 
active  to  not  later  than  April  1,  1965,  even  then  it  could  be  argued 
postal  and  Federal  employees  would  still  lag  up  to  12  months  behind 
certain  segments  of  the  private  sector  where  increased  wages  were 
negotiated  in  1964. 

To  further  point  up  this  severe  discrepancy  in  adjusting  Federal 
employee  salaries  on  a  current  basis,  the  Labor  Department  in  July 
1965,  made  a  preliminary  report  which  demonstrated  conslusively 
that  during  the  first  6  months  of  1965  new  labor  contracts — which  are 
used  in  BLS  surveys — negotiated  with  private  industry  provided 
median  wage  increases  of  4  percent.  These  wage  gains  for  the  April- 
June  1965  part  of  the  6-month  period  will  be  used  in  the  February- 
March  1966  BLS  report  expected  in  November  of  this  year.  And  we 
are  still  talking  here  only  of  a  3.2  percent  across-the-board  wage 
and  fringe  benefit  increase  for  Federal  employees  almost  1  year  later. 

The  April  25,  1966,  U.S.  News  &  World  Report  announces  the 
administration’s  wage  guideposts  are  being  ignored  in  the  private 
sector,  as  wages  of  union  workers  are  now  rising  faster  than  at  any 
time  in  the  last  8  years.  I  would  like  to  quite  in  part,  if  I  may,  of 
this  timely  news  report  as  follows : 

This  was  the  finding  of  the  Bureau  of  National  Affairs,  Inc.,  in  a  study  of  522 
contract  settlements  negotiated  during  the  first  quarter  of  1966. 

For  industry  in  general,  it  was  found  that  cash  raises,  excluding  fringe  benefits, 
averaged  9.1  cents  an  hour,  or  1.4  cents  an  hour  above  the  average  for  the  first 
quarter  of  last  year. 

Not  since  1958,  when  cash  raises  averaged  10.2  cents  an  hour,  has  the  first- 
quarter  average  been  as  high  as  in  the  first  3  months  of  this  year. 

Construction  settlements,  as  usual,  are  running  well  above  the  general  level. 
This  year  the  average  raise  in  construction  has  been  17.8  cents  an  hour — the 
highest  figure  since  BNS  began  checking  construction  settlements  in  1959. 

For  manufacturing  alone,  the  average  this  year  has  been  8.9  cents  an  hour, 
an  increase  of  1.3  cents  from  a  year  ago. 

In  nonmanufacturing  industries,  excluding  construction,  the  average  settlement 
was  10  cents  an  hour  this  year. 

The  BNS  predicts  that  ‘‘the  outlook  is  for  continued  large  wage  increases  in 
contract  settlements.  Virtually  all  of  the  facts  bearing  on  collective  bargaining 
point  to  this  development.  Union  demands  are  running  much  higher  than  a 
year  ago,  despite  the  administration’s  wage-price  guideposts.” 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee,  our  people,  as  loyal 
hard-working  American  citizens,  certainly  have  no  desire  to  contribute 
in  any  way  to  an  inflated  economy.  However,  it  is  difficult  for  us  to 
explain  the  rigidity  of  the  3.2  percent  wage-price  guideposts  to  our 
members  when  the  Government  insists  they  be  applied  to  postal  and 
Federal  employees,  even  though,  as  Budget  Director  Charles  L. 
Schultze  stated  before  this  committee  on  April  20,  1966,  “The  Federal 
Government  does  not  have  authority  to  impose  ceilings  on  wages  and 
prices”  in  the  private  sector. 

Therefore,  even  if  the  3.2-percent  guidepost  was  accurate  as  of 
March  1965,  and  we  have  some  reservations  about  it,  there  is  every 
indication  the  guidepost  as  of  March  of  this  year  may  be  4  percent  or 
better.  Certainly,  the  July  1,  1966  effective  date  proposed  in  H.R. 
14122  with  an  “across  the  board”  2.9-percent  salary  adjustment  and 
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the  fringe  benefits  provided  therein  are  neither  inflationary  nor  outside 
of  what  our  people  were  entitled  to  as  of,  at  least  15  months  before, 
April  1,  1965. 

One  of  the  subjects  to  which  I  am  addressing  my  statement  this 
morning  is  the  general  question  of  “comparability.”  Over  the  years, 
the  Congress  has  demonstrated  its  awareness  of  the  need  of  attaining 
realistic  and  meaningful  comparability  between  postal  and  classified 
pay  rates  in  the  Federal  service  and  the  national  average  rates  in 
private  enterprise  for  equal  skills,  training,  and  duties  most  comparable 
with  those  of  our  membership.  But  if  the  application  of  such  a 
comparability  test  awards  to  some  workers — some  postal  clerks — less 
than  they  are  entitled  to  under  the  administration’s  proposed  wage 
guidelines,  doesn’t  it  fall  short  of  the  mark? 

The  wages  of  postal  and  Federal  employees  have  for  years  lagged 
far  behind  the  wages  of  comparable  employees  in  private  industry. 
Salary  increases,  when  they  have  been  granted,  have  always  been  a 
year  or  2  years,  or  more,  behind  the  times.  If  postal  employees  were 
to  be  granted  a  wage  increase  today  that  would  make  their  current 
wage  comparable  with  the  wage  paid  to  employees  in  private  industry 
for  work  requiring  the  same  measure  of  skill,  training,  and  intelligence, 
they  would  receive  increases  of  at  least  7  percent. 

Instead,  this  committee  has  before  it  legislation  which  would  raise 
Federal  wages  by  2.9  percent.  Statistics  upon  which  this  recom¬ 
mendation  is  based  were  gathered  by  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics 
during  a  period  which  ended  in  March  1965.  For  the  most  part, 
therefore,  they  reflect  the  wage  paid  during  the  year  1964.  It  was  a 
wage  higher  than  Federal  and  postal  employees  were  paid  during  the 
year  1965.  However,  the  administration  proposal  would  only  make 
the  wage  paid  in  private  industry  in  1964  payable  to  Federal  employ¬ 
ees,  effective  January  1  of  1967,  thus  further  widening  the  existing 
pay  gap. 

Adopting  the  administration  recommendations  and  making  them 
effective  as  of  right  now  would  at  best  raise  Federal  salaries  only  to 
a  level  that  existed  in  private  industry  at  the  tune  the  survey  was 
made.  It  would  not  relate  the  Federal  wage  to  the  wage  currently 
being  paid  in  private  industry.  If  the  increase  is  delayed  until 
January  of  1967  as  has  been  proposed,  the  lag  will  be  increased  another 
year.  We  believe  that  any  increase  should  be  effective  not  later  than 
July  1,  1966. 

We  believe  that  the  Congress  and  the  administration  have  a  re¬ 
sponsibility  to  see  that  the  current  2  or  3  year  lag  is  eliminated.  The 
Congress  and  the  administration  must  recognize  that  a  timing  of 
2  or  3  years  makes  true  comparability  impossible.  In  point  of  fact, 
comparability  will  never  be  attained  until  wage  increases  are  made 
retroactive  to  the  time  of  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  Survey. 
Anything  less  than  this  means  that  Government  employees  will  be 
deprived  of  income  they  should  have  received  during  the  period 
covered  by  the  survey  and  prior  to  adjustments  being  made. 

The  Salary  Reform  Act  of  1962  established  procedures  for  periodic 
wage  adjustments,  based  on  annual  surveys  by  the  Bureau  of  Labor 
Statistics  from  which  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  and  the  Civil  Service 
Commission  would  make  recommendations  to  the  President  for  neces¬ 
sary  changes  in  the  wage  structure  that  would  insure  comparability 
between  the  wage  paid  in  private  industry  and  the  wage  paid  by  the 
Federal  Government  for  similar  work. 
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We  endorsed  the  principles  of  the  1962  Pay  Act  because  we  had 
hopes  that  under  the  inspired  leadership  of  President  Kennedy,  and 
with  the  assistance  of  the  then  Secretary  of  Labor,  Mr.  Arthur  Gold¬ 
berg,  that  at  long  last  there  would  be  an  opportunity  to  put  Federal 
and  postal  employee  wages  on  a  basis  that  would  insure  at  least  a 
measure  of  economic  justice.  As  a  result  of  the  experience  we  have 
had,  I  am  not  at  all  sure  that  we  would  again  endorse  such  a  proposal, 
as  we  certainly  have  not  benefited  from  the  1962  Pay  Act  as  I  am 
certain  the  Congress  intended. 

The  simple  truth  is  that  the  principle  of  comparability  has  not 
worked.  It  has  not  been  allowed  to  work.  Comparability  has  been 
sacrificed  to  budgetary  expediency,  to  guidelines,  to  delays/  As  far  as 
we  are  concerned,  it  can  be  put  hi  a  “deep  freeze”  until  such  time  as 
this  committee  can  give  it  further  study. 

If  I  may  deviate  from  the  prepared  text  I  would  like  to  join  with  my 
colleague,  the  president  of  the  National  Association  of  Letter  Car¬ 
riers,  as  we  did  on  the  House  side,  and  urge  this  committee  to  make  a 
study  of  the  many  facets  of  comparability  and  also  the  1962  Reform 
Act  which  contributed  to  this  principle.  We  feel  it  needs  a  complete 
reappraisal  and  urge  the  committee  to  consider  that  recommendation 
of  that  organization. 

We  despair  of  ever  achieving  true  comparability  for  post  office 
clerks  under  the  present  act.  Presently,  the  vast"  majority  of  our 
people  are  in  PFS  level  4,  which  by  “linkage”  is  equated  with  level  5 
of  the  GS  schedule.  GS  level  5  represents  for  the  most  part  an  ex¬ 
tremely  low-salaried  white-collar  group,  people  it  would  be  extremely 
hard  to  find  in  the  postal  service.  The  work  that  our  people  do 
would  more  appropriately  be  compared  to  the  blue-collar,  skilled 
trades  group,  for  which  there  is  no  counterpart  in  the  GS  schedules. 
Comparability,  if  it  is  to  mean  anything  at  all,  requires  that  the 
comparison  be  of  like  things.  You  cannot  compare  an  apple  and  an 
onion  and  say  they  compare  with  each  other  merely  because  they  are 
of  approximately  the  same  size  and  weight. 

It  seems  to  us,  therefore,  that  there  is  a  pressing  and  immediate 
need  for  a  complete  reappraisal  of  the  1962  Salary  Reform  Act  in  the 
light  of.  the  experience  of  the  past  4  years.  We  believe  that  such 
reappraisal  would  result  in  significant  amendments  to  the  act.  I  am 
confident  that  such  a  study  would,  in  the  case  of  our  people  at  least, 
provide  a  more  realistic  formula  for  comparing  and  determining  future 
wages.  I  hope  that  this  committee  will  give  early  attention  to  a 
complete  reappraisal.  In  the  meantime,  the  entire  theory  of  com¬ 
parability  can  be  put  on  ice  because  it  isn’t  working  anyhow. 

In  the  face  of  growing  signs  of  unusual  prosperity,  the  President 
has  strongly  and  repeatedly  emphasized  adherence  to  the  adminis¬ 
tration’s  guidelines.  The  guideline  figure  has  been  decreed  to  be  3.2 
percent,  which  is  supposed  to  approximate  the  rate  at  which  produc¬ 
tivity  has  been  increasing  throughout  the  Nation.  We  understand, 
however,  that  the  Nation’s  productivity  increase  would  have  been 
calculated  at  3.6  percent  if  the  Council  of  Economic  Advisers  had  used 
the  same  formula  it  used  in  every  single  previous  year  in  which  it  has 
ever  calculated  guidelines.  The  credibility  of  the  administration’s 
wage  policy  was  not  improved  by  the  Council’s  explanation  that  it 
would  simply  be  “inappropriate”  to  raise  the  guidelines. 
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The  claim  is  that  a  5-year  period  for  calculating  productivity  is 
not  long  enough.  We’re  not  going  to  argue  the  merits  of  a  longer  or 
shorter  period  of  time  calculation.  But  postal  workers  and  all  Govern¬ 
ment  workers  are  living  in  the  “here  and  now”  and  they  simply  need 
and  deserve  their  fair  share  of  the  Nation’s  increasing  productivity 
in  order  to  help  them  fulfill  their  hopes  and  aspirations,  and  further, 
to  permit  them  to  continue  to  enter  consumer  markets  with  their 
dollars  to  help  perpetuate  our  country’s  high  levels  of  production  and 
prosperity. 

Organized  labor  has  opposed  the  Government’s  wage  guideline 
policy  as  prejudicial  and  unfair  to  labor,  unjustly  permissive  to 
management,  and  tending  to  award  the  major  benefits  of  prosperity 
to  investors,  managers,  and  employers  in  general,  while  denying  a 
fair  share  to  wage  earners. 

By  discarding  its  own  rules  for  calculating  the  wage  guideline — 

States  a  recent  report  of  the  Economic  Policy  Committee  of  the 
AFL-CIO— 

in  flagrant  effort  to  keep  it  low,  the  Council  of  Economic  Advisers  has  destroyed 
the  guideline’s  credibility,  has  helped  to  accelerate  the  shift  of  incomes  away  from 
wage  and  salary  earners  to  other  groups  in  the  economy,  and  has  added  to  im¬ 
balances  that  can  undermine  healthy  economic  growth.  Neither  trade  unionists 
nor  members  of  the  public  at  large  can  be  expected  to  accept  such  a  one-sided 
shift  in  the  method  of  arriving  at  the  guideline  figures. 

The  theory  supporting  the  “guidelines”  is  that  average  worker 
earnings  should  increase  to  the  same  degree  that  average  productivity 
increases.  Or,  stated  another  way,  when  productivity  increases — - 
when  output  per  unit  of  input,  per  worker,  increases — the  gains  of 
this  increasing  productivity  should  be  shared  with  the  workers.  It 
should  be  recognized  than  when  there  is  increasing  productivity — 
and  there  certainly  has  been  in  recent  years — the  gains  of  it  accrue 
immediately  to  the  employer.  He  already  has  “his,”  so  to  speak. 
Increased  productivity,  whether  it  be  in  government  or  private 
industry  or  business,  is  a  matter  of  fact.  It  is  then  the  responsibility 
of  the  employer,  in  government  or  elsewhere,  to  pass  these  gains  on 
to  his  workers  who  help  make  them  possible — to  share  the  gains. 
The  employer  can  do  this  by  lowering  his  prices — and  I  must  say  we 
have  to  look  hard  and  long  to  find  cases  of  this — or  by  increasing  his 
wage  payments  to  them. 

We  are  painfully  aware  of  that  fact  that  the  wage-price  guideline 
on  which  the  administration  recommendations  are  based  currently, 
provides  for  increases  of  not  to  exceed  3.2  percent.  This  is  the 
guideline  that  has  been  set  up  for  all  wages — public  and  private. 
However,  there  are  very  significant  differences  in  application. 

In  the  private  sector,  the  wage-price  guideline  is  applied  solely  to 
workers.  It  is  not  applied  to  management,  and  management  wage 
increases  have  far  exceeded  the  guideline.  In  the  Federal  sector,  it  is 
proposed  to  dilute  the  value  of  the  3.2-percent  guideline  by  making  it 
applicable  not  only  to  workers,  but  to  management  as  well,  and  to 
give  management  by  far  the  largest  dollar  and  percentage  increases. 

We  propose  that  the  maximum  increases  allowable  under  the  guide¬ 
line  be  applied  across  the  board  as  presently  provided  in  H.R.  14122, 
and  solely  to  those  in  the  nonmanagerial  levels.  We  do  not  believe 
there  is  any  more  justification  for  diluting  the  possible  benefits  that 
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could  accrue  to  postal  and  Federal  workers  by  including  management 
personnel,  than  there  would  be  for  diluting  the  possible  benefits  that 
could  accrue  to  the  steelworkers,  for  example,  by  including  increases 
for  the  presidents  and  other  management  officials  of  the  steel  corpora¬ 
tions  in  adjusting  steel  wages. 

Spreading  the  allowable  increases  under  the  guideline  among  exactly 
the  same  kind  of  people  who  would  be  covered  in  a  similar  situation  in 
private  industry,  will  permit  a  more  realistic  division  of  the  available 
money  among  postal  and  classified  workers.  Management  can  always 
take  care  of  itself  in  other  ways — -such  as  upgrading  of  positions. 

This  course  of  action  will  certainly  make  possible  across-the-board 
increases  to  those  to  whom  they  would  properly  apply  considerably  in 
excess  of  those  proposed  in  the  President’s  message  to  Congress. 

I  see  no  purpose  at  this  time  in  submitting  for  the  record  repetitive 
examples  of  what  the  committee  already  knows.  Each  member  of 
this  committee  is  fully  aware  of  the  changes  that  have  taken  place  in 
wage  levels  in  his  own  and  other  parts  of  the  country.  I  am  confident 
that,  without  exception,  every  member  of  this  committee  knows  that 
wages  in  private  industry  have  always  gone  up  faster  than  wages  in 
Government.  .  They  know  also  that  private  wages  are  continuing, 
and  will  continue,  to  rise.  The  simple  truth  is  that  Government 
wages  have  never  kept  up  with  the  wages  in  private  industry. 

The  administration  proposes  to  restrain  wages  and  prices  through 
the  device  of  voluntary  wage-price  guidelines,  guidelines  which  now 
seem  to  be  less  than  valid  and  certainly  suspect.  The  voluntary 
feature  has  more  expression  outside  of  Government  than  inside  it,  we 
all  know.  “Consultation”  and  the  opportunity  to  make  statements 
before  the  distinguished  members  of  the  committees  of  Congress,  but 
in  the  final  analysis  we  can  only  acquiesce  in  the  bill  which  is  finally 
passed.  We  hope  we  can  also  applaud  what  you  and  the  other  Mem¬ 
bers  of  Congress  finally  see  fit  to  extend  to  our  members  and  other 
Federal  employees  as  a  just  and  fair  salary-benefit  package,  the 
minimum  provisions  of  which  are  presently  in'H.R.  14122. 

Labor  and  wages  have  not  made  a  net  contribution  to  any  infla¬ 
tionary  pressures  which  may  exist.  This  is  because  the  increase  in 
workers’  earnings  has  been  less  than  increases  in  productivity.  In 
his  economic  report,  the  President  has  stated  that  unit  labor  costs 
in  the  national  economy  “have  barely  moved  as  gains  in  productivity 
have  largely  offset  moderate  increases  in  hourly  labor  costs.”  We 
believe  it  is  even  more  significant  that  the  economic  report  showed 
that  in  the  key  manufacturing  sector,  unit  labor  costs  have  been  in  a 
declining  trend  since  1960 — -having  declined  eight-tenths  of  1  percent 
in  1965  alone. 

It. seems  clear  that  in  the  major  industries  where  productivity  has 
continued,  to  rise;  that  is,  where  unit  costs  have  decreased  through 
more  efficient  production,  prices  have  been  set  by  factors  which  have 
little  or  nothing  to  do  with  the  labor  costs.  If  this  is  true,  where  is 
the  linkage  feared  by  the  administration  between  wages  and  infla¬ 
tion?  Despite  this  record  of  relatively  stable  unit  labor  costs  in  the 
economy  as  a  whole  and  declining  costs  of  labor  per  unit  in  manufac¬ 
turing,  the  level  of  consumer  prices  has  risen  over  1  percent  per  year 
in  recent  years  and  wholesale  prices  have  increased  4 y2  percent  during 
the  past  18  months.  To  illustrate  this  distinction  between  wage  in- 
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creases  and  price  increases,  I  quote  the  AFL-CIO  Policy  Committee’s 
recent  report  to  the  executive  council: 

In  unorganized  companies  wages  are  set  unilaterally  by  the  employer.  Where 
employees  are  represented  by  unions  wages  are  determined  jointly,  through  collec¬ 
tive  bargaining,  with  the  restraint  of  employer  resistance.  In  addition,  millions 
of  employees  in  major  industries  are  covered  by  long-term  agreements  that  pro¬ 
vide  extensive  periods  of  time  before  they  are  subject  to  renegotiation.  On  the 
other  hand,  prices  in  several  key  industries  are  effectively  set  by  a  few  top  execu¬ 
tives  of  the  dominant  corporations  and  in  many  other  industries  prices  respond 
to  immediate  market  opportunities  with  little,  if  any,  regard  for  costs. 

When  prices  are  detached  from  unit  costs  they  cease  to  reflect 
efficiency  or  productivity.  It  follows  then,  that  the  problem  of 
rising  prices  cannot  be  attacked  by  limiting  wages  to  an  arbitrary 
level  based  upon  an  estimate  of  efficiency  and  costs. 

I  want  to  emphasize  this  because  I  know  a  number  of  members  of 
the  committee  in  the  last  few  days  were  interested  in  parts  of  this 
which  were  not  available. 

The  United  Federation  of  Postal  Clerks  submits  that  in  its  efforts 
to  hold  down  wages  through  the  wage  guideline  policy,  the  adminis¬ 
tration  has  ignored  the  main  pressure  against  stability  in  the  econ¬ 
omy — prices  and  resulting  excess  profits.  The  Commerce  Department 
reported  in  February  that  dividends  paid  by  U.S.  corporations  during 
1965  were  up  to  10.25  percent  over  1964  and  totalled  $19.5  billion — 
and  this  report  covered  only  20  industry  groups.  In  a  study  of  13 
major  corporations  during  1965  (see  attachment  A)  it  will  be  seen 
that  net  profits  after  taxes  of  these  13  major  corporations  during 
1965  referred  to  in  attachment  A,  averaged  33.8  percent  over  the 
previous  year.  The  profits  of  some  of  these  corporations  were  as 
high  as  74  and  76  percent  over  the  previous  year. 

Quite  frankly,  we  believe  that  it  is  going  to  take  more  than  wage- 
price  controls  to  do  the  job.  Any  burdens  should  be  shared  by  all, 
not  just  those  least  able  to  bear  them. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  believe  you  and  other  members  of  this  committee 
questioned  previous  witnesses,  including  Assistant  Postmaster  General 
Richard  J.  Murphy,  regarding  cost-of-living  increases  related  to  the 
“BUS  Consumer  Price  Index”  for  the  past  year.  Since  this  informa¬ 
tion  was  not  available  from  Mr.  Murphy  and  the  other  administration 
witnesses  during  their  testimony,  we  are  happy  to  provide  this  in¬ 
formation  to  the  committee  today. 

The  “Consumer  Price  Index”  as  officially  calculated  by  the  Bureau 
of  Labor  Statistics  reports  that  the  cost-of-living  has  increased  by 
3  points  during  the  12-month  period  from  March  1965  to  March  1966. 
This  3-point  increase  in  percentage  terms  amounts  to  a  2. 75-percent 
increase  during  this  12-month  period  which,  oddly  enough,  is  for  the 
12-month  period  starting  in  March  1965,  the  reference  month  for  the 
BLS  wage  survey  report  and  is  exclusive  of  today’s  2.9-percent  salary 
adjustment  being  considered  by  this  committee  in  H.R.  14122. 

I  might  add  for  the  information  of  Senator  Yarborough,  who  is 
interested  in  the  price  of  food  as  far  as  the  cost  of  living  index,  during 
the  period  referred  to  food  actually  increased  seven  points  or  a  6.5- 
percent  increase  in  the  general  food  stable  items  during  that  past 
12-month  period. 

Speaking  as  the  father  of  six,  we  have  noted  the  substantial  increase 
in  the  food  items  because,  of  course,  as  we  all  know  it  is  a  major  item 
in  the  living  expense  of  all  of  us. 
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If  the  2.9  percent  across-the-board  increase  is  retained  in  H.R. 
14122,  and  we  hope  it  will  be,  this  increase  would  only  provide  postal 
clerks  with  so-called  “comparability”  with  the  private  sector  as  of 
March  1965  (more  than  1  year  ago).  During  the  12-month  period 
since  March  1965,  the  cost  of  living  has  increased  2.75  percent,  for 
which  so-called  comparability  would  provide  no  wage  relief  to  postal 
clerk  families  to  compensate  for  this  increase  until  possibly  sometime 
in  1967. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  but  another  example  of  the  hardship  our 
people  and  their  families  have  been,  and  will  continue  to  undergo  as  a 
result  of  present  wage  increase  lags. 

Increases  in  consumer  prices  represent  a  much  greater  burden  on 
lower  income  workers  than  on  higher  income  employees.  Lower 
income  workers  have  what  is  called  a  relatively  high  marginal  pro¬ 
pensity  to  consumer — this  means  that  they  must  spend  all  or  nearly 
all  of  their  marginal  or  last-received  dollars  to  maintain  themselves 
and  their  families. 

Depriving  workers  of  some  of  the  salary  increase  to  which  we  believe 
they  are  justly  entitled  would  make  it  impossible  for  them  to  compen¬ 
sate  for  the  rising  prices  they  have  been  forced  to  pay  over  the  last 
year.  Also,  it  would  cause  many  of  them  to  reduce  the  hopes  and 
aspirations  they  have  for  themselves  and  their  children.  When  this 
means  a  reduced  food,  clothing,  or  housing  budget,  or  some  children 
not  going  to  school  who  otherwise  would,  we  think  it  is  extremely 
serious  and  necessarily  must  receive  the  serious  and  sincere  consider¬ 
ation  of  this  committee. 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee,  we  would  like  to 
express  our  support  of  those  sections  in  the  pending  legislation  which 
propose  improvement  of  retirement  benefits  for  our  postal  clerks  and 
other  Federal  employees.  While  we  endorse  all  annuity  provisions 
in  H.R.  14122,  we  particularly  appreciate  those  sections  providing  for 
optional  retirement  of  Federal  workers  at  age  55  with  30  years  of 
service  and  at  age  60  with  20  years  of  service  without  a  reduction  in 
earned  annuities. 

These  provisions  have  long  been  a  goal  of  all  Federal  employees  and 
we  applaud  the  administration  and  the  Congress  for  proposed  imple¬ 
mentation  of  these  annuity  benefits  in  the  pending  legislation.  Cer¬ 
tainly,  liberalization  of  the  civil  service  retirement  system  is  a  pro¬ 
gressive  step  by  Government  and  it  is  our  hope  the  related  section  of 
H.R.  14122  will  be  approved  by  this  committee  and  the  U.S.  Senate. 

In  this  general  area  of  retirement  benefits,  we  regret  the  House 
Committee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  found  it  necessary  to 
delete  from  the  bill  that  section  proposing  a  transfer  of  civil  service 
retirement  credits  to  social  security  when  an  employee  with  less  than 
5  years  of  service  is  disabled  or  dies.  We  understand  the  only  reason 
for  this  deletion  by  the  House  Committee  was  because  of  questions 
related  to  legislative  jurisdiction. 

We  believe,  this  provision  is  most  impoitant  to  the  young  man, 
particlarly  with  a  family,  entering  into  the  Government  service 
without  any  annuity,  disability,  or  survivorship  benefits  available  to 
him  and  his  family  for  the  first  5  years  of  his  employment.  The  civil 
service-social  security  exchange  of  credits  is  most  important  to  the 
younger  employee.  We  urge  this  committee  and  the  Senate  to  amend 
H.R.  14122  with  such  a  provision  consistent  with  the  original  recom- 
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mendation  of  the  administration  and  common  justice  for  Federal 
employees. 

I  might  add,  and  deviate  from  the  record,  I  feel  particularly  strong 
about  establishing  protection  for  the  younger  man  in  the  Federal 
service.  As  late  as  last  fall  and  early  October  before  Congress 
adjourned  I  received  a  letter  from  a  postmaster  in  Wisconsin — one  of 
the  States  I  represented  as  vice  president  of  the  association — he  was 
writing  about  a  carrier  with  4  years  of  service.  On  a  physical  examina¬ 
tion,  his  wife  was  told  by  the  doctor  he  had  cancer.  She  told  the 
postmaster  and  they  were  keeping  it  from  the  man  himself.  The 
postmaster  wrote  asking  if  there  was  some  sort  of  way  to  get  credits 
for  this  man  in  order  that  he  could  leave  survivor  benefits  for  his  -wife 
and  children.  It  was  one  of  the  most  difficult  tasks  I  had  to  write 
him  that  there  was  no  provision  at  this  time  to  provide  that  other 
than  the  widow  would  receive  the  current  contribution  to  retirement. 
It  is  unfortunate  in  this  country  that  things  like  that  can  occur. 

I  think  all  Government  employees  are  entitled  to  basic  social 
security  benefits  during  the  early  working  years  of  then-  life  to  protect 
their  family. 

Now,  it  is  our  position  in  the  area  of  health  benefits,  Mr.  Chairman, 
it  is  our  basic  position  that  even  the  present  provisions  of  H.R.  14122 
to  increase  the  Government’s  contribution  to  health  benefit  plan  pre¬ 
miums  is  inadequate  as  to  amount  and  timeliness.  However,  it  is 
gratifying  to  note  that  an  administration  has  finally  recognized  the 
need  for  liberalization  of  Government  premium  contributions. 

Public  Law  86-382  was  enacted  on  September  28,  1959,  and  became 
effective  July  1,  1960.  Since  these  dates,  no  increase  has  been  pro¬ 
vided  in  the  Government’s  contribution  to  substantially  and  consid¬ 
erably  increase  premium  rates  of  Government-approved  health  bene¬ 
fit  plans.  The  Federal  employee  has  been  required  to  pay  the  addi¬ 
tional  cost  alone.  We  certainly  disagree  with  the  administration’s 
proposed  two-step  increase  in  premiums  by  Government  in  January 
1967  and  January  1968. 

I  might  add,  our  organization  agrees  completely  with  you  and  the 
other  members  of  the  committee  it  is  difficult  in  an  area  such  as 
“Catch-Up”  that  health  benefits  are  considered  part  of  the  guideposts. 
In  this  case  a  delay  of  approximately  4,  5,  or  6  years  in  adjusting  pre¬ 
miums  by  the  Government  points  this  up  strongly. 

These  increased  premium  contributions  are  long  overdue,  and  if  de¬ 
layed  until  1967  and  1968  the  modest  amount  of  the  proposed  in¬ 
creases  would  very  probably  be  used  up  in  necessary  intervening 
health  plan  rate  increases. 

The  goal  of  UFPC  in  this  area  is  ultimate  complete  payment  by  tht 
Government  of  health  benefit  premiums.  Certainly  Governmene 
should  at  this  time  contribute  at  least  an  equal  share  of  such  costs — 
50-50 — with  postal  and  Federal  employees,  consistent  with  what  we 
believe  the  average  practice  is  in  private  industry. 

As  early  as  1963,  BLS  figures  show  that  it  was  an  increasing  practice 
in  private  industry  that  all  health  benefit  costs  would  be  paid  by  the 
employer.  A  BLS  survey  for  that  year  showed  that  well  over  one- 
half  of  the  industries  sampled  paid  all  health  benefit  costs  for  their 
employees.  We  are  satisfied  that  this  irend  has  continued  and  that 
noncontributory  health  plans  are  more  widespread  now  than  they 
were  3  years  ago.  While  we  do  not  propose  immediate  assumption 
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by  the  Government  of  all  health  benefits  costs,  we  do  again  suggest 
that  payment  of  50  percent  of  these  costs  would  be  much  more 
consistent  with  private  industry  than  the  38-percent  level  proposed 
by  the  administration. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  are  including  attachment  B  at  the  end  of  tins 
statement,  as  a  partial  listing  of  representative  industry  which  already 
is  paying  100  percent  of  premium  costs  for  health  benefit  coverage  of 
their  employees  and  dependents,  for  the  information  of  the  com¬ 
mittee. 

The  Federal  Employees  Health  Benefits  Act  of  1959  provided  that 
the  Government  will  share  in  the  cost  of  health  benefit  plans  for  its 
employees,  consistent  with  general  practice  in  private  industry.  The 
principle  set  forth  in  this  act  was  that  the  Government’s  contributions 
“shall  be  50  percent  of  the  lowest  rate  charged  by  a  carrier”  of  a 
Government- wide  plan  for  a  low  option  level  of  benefits,  within  a 
fixed  maximum  and  minimum.  An  attractive  feature  of  this  plan 
was  that  employees  could  purchase  (at  their  own  expense)  additional 
benefits  comprising  a  high-option  plan  the  cost  of  which  would  be 
offset,  in  part,  by  the  Government’s  contribution  to  the  low-option 
plan. 

While  at  tha,t  time  the  formula  appeared  as  an  attractive  feature  of 
the  program,  it  did  give  rise  to  a  number  of  unforeseen  problems. 
Those  employees,  who  anticipated  lower  health  care  needs,  chose  the 
low-option  plan  and  claims  against  this  plan  have  been  so  low  that 
premium  costs  have  remained  stable  since  inception  despite  the  steady 
rise  in  health  service  costs. 

Since  Government  contributions  are  pegged  to  premium  rates  for 
the  lowest  level  of  benefits,  there  has  been  no  increase  in  Government 
contributions.  This  is  still  the  case,  after  5  years,  despite  the  fact 
that  for  most  of  those  covered  for  high-option  benefits,  there  has  been 
an  increase  of  20  to  30  percent  in  premium  rates. 

Before  November  1964,  Government  contributions  covered  35  to 
40  percent  of  the  cost  of  high-option  benefits.  At  this  ratio,  an  in¬ 
crease  in  premium  rates  equivalent  to  25  percent,  or  approximately 
the  amount  that  premium  rates  for  high-option  plans  increased  be¬ 
tween  1960  and  1964,  woidd  add  40  percent  to  the  employee’s  share 
of  the  cost. 

Since  85  percent  of  all  Federal  employees  are  enrolled  in  high- 
option  plans,  the  vast  majority  of  Government  workers  are  presently 
paying  72  percent  or  more  of  their  health  benefit  costs.  The  admin¬ 
istration’s  plan,  as  presented  by  Mr.  Macy,  would  reduce  tnis  burden 
by  only  10  percent.  It  would  not,  however,  attempt  to  solve  the 
problems  caused  by  the  fact  that  those  who  need  health  care  least 
will  continue  to  receive  the  largest  share  of  relief  from  the  Govern¬ 
ment.  Those  who  need  health  benefits  most  will  have  to  pay  more 
from  their  own  pockets. 

To  quote  a  recent  statement  by  Civil  Service  Commission  Chairman, 
John  W.  Macy,  Jr. — 

Increases  in  health  insurance  premiums  are  inevitable;  they  are  caused  by  the 
increasing  cost  and  the  increasing  use  of  medical  care.  In  the  absence  of  an  in¬ 
crease  in  the  Government’s  contribution,  an  increase  in  premium  would  be  paid 
entirely  by  the  employee  and  it  would  reduce  his  take-home  pay. 
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As  long  as  the  Government’s  contribution  is  pegged  to  a  plan  likely 
to  be  selected  by  people  needing  a  minimum  of  health  care,  these 
costs  will  continue  to  reduce  employees’  income. 

We  would  also  like  to  earnestly  suggest  to  Senator  Monroney, 
chairman  of  this  committee,  that  his  committee  seriously  consider 
a  field  investigation  of  the  skyrocketing  increases  in  hospital-medical 
costs  during  recent  years  as  related  to  the  absolute  necessity  to 
substantially  increase  health  benefit  plan  premiums  under  the  Federal 
program  to  offset  these  tremendous  hospital-medical  expenses. 

We  would  like  to  quote  the  following  statistics  from  the  BLS 
Consumer  Price  Index  as  but  one  reason  for  offering  this  suggestion: 

(1)  Medical  care  is  up  19  percent  from  1960  to  1964. 

(2)  In  1960,  the  average  cost  per  patient-day  was  $32.23, 
average  length  of  stay  was  7.6  days,  average  cost  per  patient 
stay  was  $244.53. 

In  1964,  the  average  cost  per  patient-day  was  $41.58,  average 
length  of  stay  was  7.7  days,  and  the  average  cost  per  patient  stay 
was  $320.17.  These  statistics  demonstrate  a  26-percent  increase 
in  hospital  care  expenses  from  1960  to  1964. 

(3)  For  the  10-year  period  1954-64,  the  cost  of  an  average 
patient  stay  increased  from  $169.67  to  $320.17. 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee,  we  respectfully 
hope  you  will  concur  in  section  601  of  H.R.  14122  providing  a  step 
total  increase  in  Government  health  plan  premium  contributions 
effective  July  1,  1966. 

Mr.  Chairman,  before  we  conclude  our  testimony,  I  would  appre¬ 
ciate  your  approval  to  including  a  supplementary  statement  we  have 
prepared  for  the  record.  This  statement  is  concerned  with  legislative 
proposals  not  provided  for  in  the  legislation  being  considered  today 
by  the  committee  such  as,  establishment  bjr  law  of  a  basic  Monday 
through  Friday  workweek  for  regular  postal  clerks,  overtime  for  postal 
substitute  employees  after  8  hours  a  day,  and  correction  of  certain 
salary  inequities  resulting  from  previous  pay  acts. 

We  would  appreciate  it  if  that  supplementary  statement  could  be 
made  a  part  of  my  testimony  in  the  record  at  this  point. 

The  Chairman.  It  may  be  included  as  part  of  your  oral  testimony. 

Mr.  Nilan.  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee,  thank 
you  very  much  for  the  opportunity  to  present  these  additional  views 
of  the  United  Federation  of  Postal  Clerks  concerning  compensation. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  urge  this  committee  to  consider  enactment  of 
the  overtime  proposals  as  follows: 

(1)  Overtime  for  all  hours  of  work  in  excess  of  8  hours  in  any 
day  for  all  substitute  postal  employees. 

(2)  Each  employee  shall  be  paid  for  all  work  in  excess  of  8  hours 
in  1  day  at  the  rate  of  150  percent  of  his  hourly  basic  compen¬ 
sation. 

(3)  Each  employee  who  performs  work  on  Saturdays  shall 
be  paid  at  the  rate  of  150  percent  of  his  hourly  basic  compensation. 

(4)  Each  employee  who  performs  work  on  Sundays  or  on  a 
day  referred  to  as  a  holiday  in  section  87b  of  title  5  or  on  a  day 
designated  by  Executive  order  as  a  holiday  for  Federal  employees 
generally  shall  be  paid  at  the  rate  of  200  percent  of  his  hourly 
basic  compensation. 
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We  also  respectfully  request  this  committee  to  consider  the  enact¬ 
ment  of  legislation  which  would  specifically  establish  a  Monday 
through  Friday  basic  workweek  for  all  postal  employees  with  the 
overtime  compensation  to  be  paid  as  outlined  in  the  above  sections 
(1)  through  (4). 

We  suggest  to  this  committee  that  it  is  most  important  that  legis¬ 
lation  be  enacted  into  law  as  promptly  as  possible  to  compensate 
substitute  postal  employees  at  the  rate  of  time  and  one-half  overtime 
pay  for  all  hours  worked  in  excess  of  8  hours  each  day.  It  is  indeed 
tragic  that  the  Government,  which  should  be  a  model  employer, 
insists  that  substitutes  are  not  entitled  to  the  same  consideration  as 
other  regular  employees  when  working  more  than  8  hours  a  a  day. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  do  not  intend  to  belabor  this  point  as  we  certainly 
believe  that  this  committee  and  the  U.S.  Senate  received  ample  docu¬ 
mentation  during  the  1st  session  of  the  89th  Congress  in  support  of 
overtime  pay  for  substitutes  after  8  hours  a  day,  as  was  indicated  in 
original  1965  salary  legislation  proposals. 

We  would,  however,  certainly  suggest  that  the  testimony  presented 
by  Assistant  Postmaster  General  Richard  J.  Murphy  before  the 
House  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Committee  on  March  8,  1966, 
concerning  overtime  practices  in  private  industry  for  hourly  rate 
employees — which  substitute  employees  are  by  law — supports  our 
contention  that  this  Congress  should  approve  such  overtime  pay. 

I  refer  to  only  one  part  of  Mr.  Murphy’s  testimony  as  an  indication 
of  support  for  our  position,  and  I  quote: 

Of  400  contracts  reviewed  by  the  Bureau  of  National  Affairs,  90  percent  speci¬ 
fied  time  and  one-half  for  overtime  after  8  hours  in  1  day. 

Regretfully,  Mr.  Murphy  went  on  to  say: 

But  we  ought  not  to  look  at  these  facts  as  appropriate  comparisons  with  our 
substitutes.  Our  substitutes  are  really  a  unique  group. 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee,  I  suggest  that  as 
long  as  substitute  employees  are  not  paid  time  and  one-half  overtime 
rates  for  hours  of  work  in  excess  of  8  hours  in  1  day  that  substitutes 
really  are  a  unique  group,  as  Mr.  Murphy  suggests.  We  believe  there 
can  be  no  question  but  that  the  Post  Office  Department  is  completely 
out  of  step  with  enlightened  private  sector  overtime  practices  in 
refusing  to  realistically  endorse  and  recommend  overtime  pay  for 
substitutes  after  8  hours  in  each  work  day.  We  sincerely  urge  your 
consideration  of  this  important  legislative  proposal  during  this  session 
of  the  Congress. 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee,  when  Assistant 
Postmaster  General  Richard  Murphy  appeared  before  the  House 
committee  on  March  8,  he  also  referred  to  “other  bills  now  pending 
before  you  as  they  relate  to  premium  or  special  pay  considerations 
for  postal  employees.” 

At  that  time  Mr.  Murphy  emphatically  endorsed  a  proposal  to 
extend  the  maximum  number  of  consecutive  hours  during  which  a 
postal  employee  may  be  worked  or  be  available  for  work  from  12 
hours  as  presently  provided  in  Public  Law  89-301,  to  15  hours  a  day. 
We  are  absolutely  not  in  agreement  with  this  expression  by  Mr. 
Murphy  and  the  Post  Office  Department. 

The  United  Federation  of  Postal  Clerks  would  consider  such  legis¬ 
lation  a  distinct  backward  step  and  completely  unnecessary.  "To 
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avoid  any  possible  misunderstanding,  the  United  Federation  of  Postal 
Clerks  is  absolutely,  unequivocally  and  100  percent  opposed  to  this 
proposal  by  the  Post  Office  Department  and  strongly  urges  this 
committee  and  the  Congress  to  retain  a  12-hour  work  span  limitation 
as  presently  provided  in  Public  Law  89-301,  and  this  12-hour  limita¬ 
tion  should  be  the  absolute  limit  for  any  workday. 

We  also  must  state,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  contrary  to  the  suggestions 
by  Mr.  Murphy  and  Mr.  Swygert  of  the  Post  Office  Department 
before  this  committee,  that  we  as  a  union  have  received  a  comparative 
handful  of  complaints  on  this  12-hour  work  span  limitation  in  Public 
Law  89-301. 

Certainly  as  the  exclusive  union  representative  for  the  Post  Office 
Department’s  245,000  postal  clerks,  our  union  would  have  been  con¬ 
tacted  by  postal  clerk  employees  if  there  was  any  strong  objection  to 
the  12-hour  limitation  by  our  people.  I  am  confident,  Mr.  Chairman, 
that  if  the  work  span  should  happen  to  be  increased  to  15  hours  a 
day,  instead  of  the  present  12-hour  limitation,  that  the  overwhelming 
majority  of  our  postal  clerk  membership  would  vehemently  complain 
to  our  union. 

Also,  in  the  area  of  compensation,  we  would  like  to  urge  this  com¬ 
mittee  to  give  consideration  for  enactment  of  legislation  to  correct  the 
many  inequities  in  pay  resulting  originally  from  Public  Law  68  of 
the  84th  Congress,  enacted  on  June  10,  1955.  These  inequities  were 
subsequently  extended  by  the  so-called  “Salary  Reform  Act  of  1962,” 
actually  Public  Law  87-793,  approved  on  October  11,  1962,  and 
Public  Law  88-426,  enacted  on  August  14,  1964. 

These  inequities  are  the  direct  result  of  the  earlier  decisions  by 
Congress  not  to  provide  full  credits  for  years  of  service  in  conversions 
of  postal  employees  from  salary  schedules  in  effect  prior  to  the  enact¬ 
ment  of  Public  Law  87-793  and  subsequently  Public  Law  88-426. 
Unfortunately,  section  114  of  the  latter  law  enacted  on  August  14, 

1964,  failed  to  correct  these  inequities  and  neither  did  Public  Law 
89-301,  enacted  during  the  last  session  of  the  Congress. 

Rather  than  explain  these  inequities  in  detail  during  this  hearing, 
we  are  including  attachment  A  at  the  end  of  our  statement  to  support 
our  representations  urging  correction  of  these  inequities.  The  pro¬ 
posals  we  are  making  in  this  regard  are  similar  to  the  “Dulski  amend¬ 
ment”  legislation  considered  in  previous  sessions  of  the  Congress. 

We  certainly  appreciate  the  splendid  cooperation  of  the  chairman 
and  members  of  this  Senate  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Committee 
for  expediting  hearings  much  earlier  this  year  than  was  possible  in 

1965,  particularly  on  the  pending  legislation,  H.R.  14122.  The 
officers  and  members  of  the  United  Federation  of  Postal  Clerks  always 
have,  and  always  will  appreciate  the  genuine  interest  and  sympathetic 
understanding  which  the  Congress  of  the  United  States  always  demon¬ 
strates  in  the  problems  of  our  people. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee,  for  your 
patience  and  kind  indulgence  in  permitting  the  United  Federation  of 
Postal  Clerks,  AFL-CIO,  to  testify  on  compensation,  retirement,  and 
health  benefits  before  this  committee  all  at  the  same  time — somewhat 
different  than  appearing  before  you  on  each  of  these  questions  sep¬ 
arately,  but  all  of  them  certainly  of  great  importance  to  our  member¬ 
ship. 
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Attachment  “A” 


In  regard  to  the  inequities  being  endured  by  many,  many  of  our  members  as  the 
result  of  salary  acts  starting  in  1955  and  remaining  uncorrected  to  date,  we  would 
like  to  explain  the  problems  with  suggested  remedial  legislative  proposals. 

As  an  example,  postal  clerks  in  PFS  level  4,  were  converted  under  the  salary 
schedules  of  Public  Law  87-793  to  a  new  series  of  pay  steps,  1  to  12,  and  at  the  same 
time  were  required  to  commence  new  anniversary  dates  consistent  with  the  effec¬ 
tive  date  of  the  law  for  what  are  generally  referred  to  as  “longevity  steps.”  In 
thousands  of  cases,  estimated  potentially  to  be  191,000  employees  lost  anywhere 
from  2  weeks  to  2  years,  11  months  and  2  weeks  credit  toward  a  next  higher 
longevity  pay  step.  These  are  clerks  and  letter  carriers  in  steps  8  to  11  of  level  4. 

Public  Law  88-426,  enacted  on  August  14,  1964,  did  not  correct  these  inequities 
and  did  not  restore  credits  for  years  of  postal  service  for  pay  purposes.  As  a 
result,  clerks  comparatively  “junior”  to  more  “senior”  clerks,  up  to  almost  3  years 
junior,  have  continued  to  receive  the  same  pay  as  the  more  senior  employees. 
This  situation  also  applies  to  letter  carrier  employees  in  level  4. 

Unfortunately,  there  are  even  more  glaring  pay  inequities  where  junior  em¬ 
ployees  in  level  4  and  other  salary  levels  are  promoted  to  higher  salary  level  posi¬ 
tions  and  receive  a  higher  rate  of  compensation  than  employees  senior  to  them  in 
these  same  higher  pay  levels. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  cite  two  specific  examples  to  explain  these  inequities  where 
such  promotions  are  involved  and  which  would  also  be  corrected  by  legislation 
properly  crediting  total  years  of  postal  service  for  salary  purposes. 

Junior  clerks  promoted  after  January  1,  1964,  are  receiving  $205  more  per  annum 
at  present,  than  senior  clerks  promoted  prior  to  January  1,  1964.  They  perform 
the  same  duties. 

Example:  A  mobile  clerk  with  25  years  service  is  in  level  5,  step  10,  $6,965.  A 
post  office  clerk  with  the  same  years  of  service  is  in  level  4,  step  11,  $6,650. 

If  the  post  office  clerk  transfers  to  road  duty  (a  mobile  clerk)  he  is  promoted 
to  level  5,  step  1 1,  $7,145.  Here  are  two  men  with  the  same  number  of  years  in  the 
postal  service  working  side  by  side,  doing  the  same  work  and  one  is  receiving  $180 
more  per  annum  than  his  co-worker. 

Another  example:  Promotion  from  level  5,  step  10  to  level  7  (supervisor). 

Prior  to  January  1,  1964— promotion  from  level  5,  step  10  was  to  level  7,  step  6: 


Level  5,  step  10 -  $6,  450 

2-step  increase _  330 


Total -  6,  780 

Placed  in  level  7,  step  6 _  6,  780 

After  January  1,  1964,  a  promotion  from  level  5,  step  10,  was  to  level  7,  step  7: 

Level  5,  step  10 -  $6,  615.  00 

2-step  increase _ _  340.  00 


TotaL  - - - -  6,955.00 

Since  $6,955  was  higher  than  level  7,  step  6,  promotion  was  to  level  7,  step  7 — 
$7,150. 

There  are  numerous  such  inequities,  but  these  two  examples  are  indicative  of  the 
need  for  the  corrective  legislation  which  we  have  suggested.  The  questions  are: 
Why  should  a  junior  employee  receive  more  money  than  a  senior  employee  when 
they  are  both  performing  the  same  duties  and  why  should  one  of  two  employees 
performing  the  same  duties  be  receiving  less  than  the  other  employee  when  they 
both  have  been  in  the  postal  service  for  the  same  length  of  time"?  We  do  not 
believe  they  should. 

This  is  why  we  request  this  committee  to  amend  section  3552  of  title  39,  United 
States  Code,  by  adding  the  following  new  subsection: 

“(e)  Notwithstanding  the  foregoing  provisions  of  this  section,  each  employee — 
“(1)  who,  immediately  prior  to  the  first  day  of  the  first  pay  period  which 
began  on  or  after  the  date  of  enactment  of  the  Postal  Employees  Salary 
Adjustment  Act  of  1962  (76  Stat.  850,  Public  Law  87-793),  was  subject  to  the 
Postal  Field  Service  Schedule,  the  Rural  Carrier  Schedule,  or  the  Fourth- 
Class  Office  Schedule,  and 

“(2)  who  is  holding  a  position  subject  to  any  such  schedule  on  the  first 
day  of  the  first  pay  period  which  begins  on  or  after  the  date  of  enactment 
of  this  subsection,  and 
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“(3)  who  has  not  reached  the  highest  step  for  his  position,  shall,  effective 
on  the  first  day  of  the  first  pay  period  which  begins  on  or  after  the  date  of 
enactment  of  this  subsection — 

“(A)  be  placed  in  the  appropriate  step  of  his  salary  schedule  deter¬ 
mined  in  accordance  with  subsections  (a),  (b),  and  (c),  of  this  section, 
on  the  basis  of  his  total  satisfactory  postal  service,  without  being  con¬ 
sidered  to  have  received  an  equivalent  increase  in  compensation  by 
reason  of  such  placement  in  step,  or 

“(B)  be  retained  in  the  existing  step  of  his  position  if  the  application 
of  subparagraph  (A)  would  result  in  a  reduction  in  compensation,  until 
he  is  entitled  to  further  advancement  by  step  increases  under  subsec¬ 
tions  (a),  (b),  and  (c)  of  this  section.  Credit  earned  prior  to  adjust¬ 
ment  under  this  subsection  and  not  used  in  computing  such  adjustment 
shall  be  retained  for  purposes  of  all  such  further  advancements.” 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee,  we  do  urge  your  favorable 
consideration  of  this  recommendation.  Justice  has  already  been  delayed  much  too 
long  and  “Justice  delayed  is  justice  denied.” 

We  certainly  appreciate  the  splendid  cooperation  of  the  chairman  and  members 
of  this  Senate  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Committee  for  expediting  hearings 
much  earlier  this  year  than  was  possible  in  1965,  particularly  on  the  pending 
legislation,  H.R.  14122.  The  officers  and  members  of  the  United  Federation  of 
Postal  Clerks  always  have,  and  always  will  appreciate  the  genuine  interest  and 
sympathetic  understanding  which  the  Congress  of  the  United  States  always 
demonstrates  in  the  problems  of  our  people. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  this  committee,  for  your  patience 
and  kind  indulgence  in  permitting  the  United  Federation  of  Postal  Clerks,  AFL- 
CIO,  to  testify  on  compensation,  retirement,  and  health  benefits  before  this 
committee  all  at  the  same  time — somewhat  different  than  appearing  before  you 
on  each  of  these  questions  separately,  but  all  of  them  certainly  of  great  importance 
to  our  membership.  For  the  record,  and  in  conclusion,  the  United  Federation  of 
Postal  Clerks  sincerely  believes  each  of  these  programs  are  sufficiently  important 
and  involved  to  require  individual  consideration  by  the  Congress  and  its  com¬ 
mittees  in  future  legislative  endeavors. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee,  for  the  opportunity 
for  myself  and  my  two  colleagues  to  appear  before  you. 

The  Chairman.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Nilan,  Mr.  Love,  and  Mr.  Thomas. 

You  advocate  that  we  have  no  combination  of  fringe  benefits  with 
the  pay  legislation. 

Mr.  Nilan.  That  is  right. 

The  Chairman.  Each  is  important  enough  to  be  taken  up  separately. 
You  would  not  object  to  separating  the  pay  from  the  fringes  and  taking 
up  several  fringes  at  the  same  time? 

Mr.  Nilan.  No,  sir. 

The  Chairman.  I  think  you  have  to  measure  each  according  to  its 
urgency. 

For  myself  and  many  members  of  the  committee  I  think  we  put  a 
high  urgency  on  social  security  benefits  for  Federal  employees  during 
the  first  5  years  of  their  work.  This  is  also  related  to  recruitment. 

Mr.  Nilan.  Yes. 

The  Chairman.  These  people  are  under  no  retirement  the  first  5 
years.  There  is  no  security  for  their  family  for  the  first  5  years  of 
their  service.  It  is  also  quite  important  to  remember  that  the  civil 
service  retirement  system  affords  only  minimal  family  protection 
until  the  employee  has  many  years’  Federal  service. 

Mr.  Nilan.  At  the  time  when  they  need  it  most,  when  the  family 
is  young,  they  are  setting  out  and,  if  something  happens  to  the  wage 
earner,  it  is  indeed  a  tragic  situation. 

The  Chairman.  It  goes  beyond  5  years,  social  security  protection 
for  a  man  who  dies  while  he  is  employed  are  far  beyond  the  benefits 
that  are  paid  by  the  Government  retirement  system. 
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Mr.  Nilan.  That  is  right. 

The  Chairman.  You  mentioned  that  you  felt  the  productivity 
was  above  a  3.2  figure  by  which  the  Government  measures  a  non¬ 
inflationary  increase  that  can  occur  in  wages,  did  you  not? 

Mr.  Nilan.  I  have  that  in  part  of  our  statement. 

The  Chairman.  You  feel  it  is  certainly  better  than  3.2  national 
average  in  the  postal  service? 

Mr.  Nilan.  Yes,  sir. 

The  Chairman.  What  is  your  attitude  toward  the  policy  of  com¬ 
parability? 

Mr.  Nilan.  We  are  in  difficult  position;  we  support  it. 

President  Kennedy  recommended  it  and  the  organizations  em¬ 
braced  it.  We  thought  perhaps  this  would  get  not  only  our  people, 
but  the  Congress,  out  of  this  continued  problem  of  salary  adjustment 
and  other  related  problems. 

As  I  mentioned  in  there,  the  experience  we  have  had  since  inception, 
unless  new  ingredients  are  put  in,  we  can’t  exist  under  the  current 
way  of  applying  wage-price  guideposts  against  our  people. 

The  Chairman.  You  advocate  strongly  the  enactment  of  early 
retirement? 

Mr.  Nilan.  Yes,  sir. 

The  Chairman.  You  did  not  mention  anything  about  the  contri¬ 
bution  of  the  employee.  If  we  increase  benefits  which  are  matched 
by  the  Government  and  the  employee,  I  think  our  costs  would 
undoubtedly  go  a  great  deal  higher  for  retirement.  I  wonder  what 
your  position  was  on  the  Government  putting  in  their  contribution 
and  the  employee  matching  with  one-half  of  1  percent? 

Mr.  Nilan.  When  President  Halbeck  and  I  appeared  before  the 
President’s  staff  on  retirement  last  June,  President  Halbeck  indi¬ 
cated  we  would  have  no  objection  to  the  civil  service  contribution 
by  the  employee,  depending  again  on  the  specific  benefits  that  would 
be  liberalized,  and  also  a  sound  actuarial  benefit  of  the  actual  increase. 

It  was  our  understanding  when  the  House  considered  this— if  I  am 
correct,  I  believe  both  Mr.  Macy  and  Mr.  Schultze  accepted  this 
program— that  because  of  the  actual  involved  actuarial  disposition 
of  the  costs  and  recommended  employee  and  Government  contribu¬ 
tions,  the  present  unfunded  liability  of  the  plan  and  some  of  these 
other  questions,  this  would  be  considered  separately  in  extended 
hearing  as  far  as  the  necessary  increase  in  contributions  by  the 
government  or  the  employee,  and  this  is  why  it  was  taken  out. 

The  Chairman.  As  I  understand  it,  the  administration  believed 
the  employee  should  contribute  %  percent. 

It  will  cost  more  money.  I  think  the  Government  should  con¬ 
tribute,  and  want  your  ideas  on  what  the  employee  should  contribute. 

Mr.  Nilan.  We  believe  the  responsive  contributions  should  be 
made.  Certainly  we  would  be  responsive  depending  on  the  increases 
and  related  documentation. 

The  Chairman.  Senator  Yarborough? 

Senator  Yarborough.  I  want  to  congratulate  you  and  your  asso¬ 
ciates  for  a  fine  statement. 

I  associate  myself  with  the  remarks  of  the  chairman  about  social 
security  protection.  I  think  social  security  is  part  of  the  American 
way  of  economic  life.  Social  security  is  not  a  fringe  benefit  in  wage 
negotiation  anymore. 
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In  view  of  the  lateness  of  the  hour,  I  will  defer  further  questioning 
of  the  witness  at  this  time. 

The  Chairman.  Senator  Carlson? 

Senator  Carlson.  I  shall  not  take  any  time.  I  concur  with  the 
statements  of  the  Senator  from  Texas,  Senator  Yarborough,  and  I 
hope  we  can  be  helpful. 

I  was  interested  to  note  you  recommend  an  effective  date  of  April  1, 
1965. 

Mr.  Nilan.  Yes — April  1,  1965.  We  suggest  that  based  on  the 
referenced  month  of  the  BLS  survey  on  which  the  present  guidelines 
and  2.9  percent  increase  are  adjusted  on.  I  might  say  we  are  in 
support  of  the  July  1  effective  date  in  the  bill,  but  we  point  out  if 
complete  equity  was  given,  it  would  be  retroactive.  The  way  we  are 
operating,  the  only  way  the  Federal  employee  and  postal  employee 
can  each  get  equity  is  by  using  the  month  in  which  the  figures  were 
evaluated. 

Senator  Carlson.  The  reason  I  noted  it,  you  do  approve  July  1 
as  it  is  in  the  bill. 

Mr.  Nilan.  Yes,  sir. 

Senator  Carlson.  You  realize  the  administration  recommended  it 
not  go  into  effect  until  January  1,  1967? 

Mr.  Nilan.  Yes,  sir. 

Senator  Carlson.  I  have  been  amazed  there  has  not  been  much 
discussion  on  that.  If  Congress  approved  that  recommendation,  we 
would  go  a  whole  year  without  any  pay  increase  when  it  is  generally 
recognized  that  the  increased  cost  of  living  and  the  basic  figures  all 
go  far  beyond  the  guidelines  of  3.2. 

Mr.  Nilan.  I  might  say  the  July  1  date,  July  1966,  can  be  sub¬ 
stantiated.  The  pay  legislation  was  enacted  in  1964  through  the 
consideration  of  Congress  on  July  1.  Last  year  the  bill  had  an 
effective  date  of  October  1,  3  months  behind.  If  they  extend  to 
January  1,  1967,  it  would  be  compounding  the  felony.  We  do  feel 
July  1  is  a  reasonable  date  for  effecting  the  legislation. 

Senator  Carlson.  I  assure  you  from  one  member  it  will  be  July  1. 

The  Chairman.  Senator  Burdick? 

Senator  Burdick.  I  want  to  say  I  appreciate  your  testimony.  I 
am  sure  it  is  your  view  that  there  is  no  comparability  with  the  cost  of 
living? 

Mr.  Nilan.  That  is  right. 

Senator  Burdick.  You  are  accepting  it  because  of  the  present  situa¬ 
tion  in  the  country? 

Mr.  Nilan.  This  is  to  a  large  extent  the  reason  why,  and  of  course 
we  are  realistic  with  the  President’s  position.  This  also  has  to  be 
taken  into  consideration  on  the  wage  price  guideposts.  It’s  a  combina¬ 
tion  of  both.  Our  people  recognize  the  situation  the  country  is  faced 
with  in  the  economy.  Unfortunately,  it  is  the  postal  and  classified 
employee  who  must  pay  the  price,  and  private  industry  does  not. 

The  Chairman.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Burdick. 

Senator  Simpson? 

Senator  Simpson.  I  would  like  to  associate  myself  with  what  Senator 
Carlson  and  Senator  Burdick  said. 

Mr.  Nilan.  Thank  you,  sir,  we  try  to  cooperate. 

If  I  may  respond  to  one  point,  this  comparability  in  this  pay  lag, 
when  we  lost  that  year  or  15  months  involved — let’s  use  a  year  just 
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for  the  point  of  discussion — if  we  lost  from  March  1,  1965,  to  March  1, 
1966,  let’s  say  again  the  average  salary  increase  for  the  average  postal 
clerk  would  be  $200,  every  year  this  happens  we  lose  $200,  $200,  $200. 
I  would  hope  the  committee  would  recognize  over  a  period  of  time 
it  accumulates  into  a  rather  substantial  amount  of  money. 

This  is  our  greatest  criticism  of  so-called  comparability,  our  people 
actually  lose  dollars  they  never  get  back. 

Senator  Carlson.  What  confused  me  on  the  dates,  I  want  to  read 
what  you  have  on  page  4 :  “Mr.  Chairman,  we  suggest  salary  increases 
approved  this  year  should  in  the  interests  of  Christian  justice  and 
equity  be  made  retroactive  to  not  later  than  April  1,  1965.” 

Mr.  Nilan.  Well,  we  are  pointing  out  that  it  should,  in  other  words, 
this  should  be  done  in  the  interests  of  Christian  justice  and  equity. 

Senator  Carlson.  April  1  would  not  help  much. 

Mr.  Nilan.  It  would  help  considerably,  but  we  are  willing  to  accept 
July  1  and  hope  in  subsequent  Congress  next  year  it  will  be  resolved. 

May  I  add  to  the  question  you  asked  of  Mr.  Rademacher  earlier 
on  uniform  allowance?  I  believe  you  said  would  postal  clerks  and 
inside  workers  feel  entitled  to  the  same  amount  of  money?  Again 
we  are  trying  to  be  realistic,  as  all  unions  are.  In  the  proposed  pending 
legislation,  we  presently  get  an  allowance  of  $40  a  year.  We  do  not 
consider  this  adequate  based  on  shirts  and  apparel  they  must  wear; 
we  feel  the  proposal  to  grant  an  additional  $16,  which  is  40  percent, 
would  be  reasonable,  and  we  feel  more  than  justified. 

One  area  we  have  problems  in  negotiating  with  the  Department 
on,  Mr.  Thomas  represents  us  on  that  committee,  one  of  the  problems 
we  have  is  the  policy  on  authorizing  the  uniform  for  our  window 
workers.  We  have  many,  many  thousands  of  window  clerks  and 
the  public  or  members  of  Congress  are  surprised  to  see  them  not 
with  a  uniform  shirt  on.  Unfortunately  the  only  reason  for  that  is 
that  the  Post  Office  Department  insists  that  the  window  clerk  have 
a  regular  schedule  of  not  less  than  4  hours  a  day,  5  days  a  week  on 
a  regular  basis. 

Well,  certainly  a  man  on  a  window  for  4  hours  is  there  during  the 
most  busy  period.  He  is  the  extra  man.  Then  he  is  on  when 
sick  leave  is  taken  by  our  people  because  he  is  the  temporary  man 
substituting  for  our  people. 

The  Post  Office  maintains  a  rigid  4-hour,  5-day  week  time  in  order 
to  have  this  uniform  allowance  available.  That  is  one  of  the  things 
we  will  have  to  consider.  I  explain  it  only  to  account  for  the  many 
thousands  of  clerks  on  windows  throughout  the  country  without 
uniforms,  and  we  feel  the  difference  between  the  two  does  create  some 
question  in  the  minds  of  the  public.  How  come  this  man  is  without  a 
shirt,  this  man  is  in  uniform? 

Senator  Simpson.  Perhaps  the  taxes  took  his  shirt  off. 

The  Chairman.  The  point  I  was  making  is  the  full  amount  of  the 
$125  would  not  be  required  because  you  don’t  require  overcoats,  out¬ 
door  shoes,  and  outdoor  equipment  which  the  carrier  has  to  have. 

Mr.  Nilan.  No,  dir. 

The  Chairman.  Any  further  questions? 

We  appreciate  your  testimony  very  much. 

We  will  have  hearings  Monday  morning  at  10,  at  which  tune  we 
will  hear  Dr.  Nathan  Wolkomir,  president.  National  Federation  of 
Federal  Employees;  Mr.  Fred  O’Dwyer,  president,  Postal  Supervisors; 
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Mr.  Joy  Flud,  president,  National  Agricultural  Soil  Conservation 
Service  employees;  and  Mr.  Floyd  Huffman,  president,  Rural  Letter 
Carriers. 

Mr.  Nilan.  If  I  may  say  this,  we  appreciate  the  committee  hearing 
us. 

The  Chairman.  Thank  you,  and  we  appreciate  the  splendid  state¬ 
ment  you  have  given  us. 

We  stand  in  recess. 

(Whereupon,  the  committee  recessed  at  12:25  p.m.,  to  reconvene 
at  10  a.m.,  Monday,  April  25,  1966.) 
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THE  FEDERAL  SALARY  AND  FRINGE  BENEFITS  ACT 

OF  1966 


MONDAY,  APRIL  25,  1966 

U.S.  Senate, 

Committee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service, 

Washington,  D.C. 

The  committee  met  at  10  a.m.,  pursuant  to  recess,  in  room  6206, 
New  Senate  Office  Building,  Senator  A.  S.  Mike  Monroney  (chairman 
of  the  committee)  presiding. 

Present:  Senators  Monroney,  Yarborough,  Carlson,  Fong,  and 
Simpson. 

Present  also:  John  M.  Burzio,  staff  director;  David  Minton,  general 
counsel;  and  Frank  A.  Paschal,  LeGrand  A.  Rouse  II,  and  Hugh  B. 
Key  II,  professional  staff  members. 

The  Chairman.  The  Committee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service 
will  resume  our  hearings  on  the  bill,  H.R.  14122,  the  Federal  Salary 
and  Fringe  Benefits  Act  of  1966. 

W e  are  honored  today  to  have  our  colleague,  the  very  distinguished 
Senator  from  Utah,  Senator  Frank  E.  Moss. 

We  appreciate  your  coming  down  to  testify  before  the  committee, 
Senator  Moss,  and  you  may  proceed  in  your  own  way. 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  FRANK  E.  MOSS,  A  U.S.  SENATOR  FROM 

THE  STATE  OF  UTAH 

Senator  Moss.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  appear  this  morning.  My  state¬ 
ment  will  be  very  brief  and  confined  to  one  particular  point  I  wanted 
to  underline  before  this  committee. 

I  am  here  this  morning  in  the  interest  of  the  Nation’s  677,000 
Federal  retirees  and  survivors.  When  the  Federal  employees  pay 
bill  (H.R.  14122)  was  before  the  House  of  Representatives,  that  body 
amended  it  to  correct  a  serious  inequity  in  the  civil  service  retire¬ 
ment  law.  I  ask  that  this  Senate  committee  support  the  House 
amendment. 

This  amendment  would  allow  a  recomputation  of  costs  for  survivor 
benefits.  Because  we  have  not  made  retroactive  the  amendments 
to  the  Civil  Service  Retirement  Act  to  adjust  the  amount  an  employee 
must  deduct  from  his  retirement  check  to  allow  for  a  survivor  annuity, 
there  is  now  a  great  variation  in  the  computations  for  such  annuities. 
The  unfortunate  part  of  the  story  is  that  those  who  retired  some  time 
ago  when  Federal  salaries  were  smaller,  and  who,  therefore,  have  the 
smallest  retirement  incomes,  must  take  the  largest  reduction  in  their 
incomes  to  provide  survivor  benefits,  and  receive  the  lowest  retire¬ 
ment  checks. 
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Let  us  look  at  the  situation  of  four  retirees,  each  of  whom  lias  a 
basic  annuity  of  $3,600,  but  retired  at  different  dates,  and  each  of 
whom  also  elected  a  survivor  annuitant. 


Date  of  retirement 

Charge 

against 

annuity 

Amount 
received  by 
survivor 

1  fiinop  Oft  11,  1962  _ 

$90 
180 
i  285 
>360 

$1. 980 
1,800 
1,800 
1, 800 

2  Oct  1  1956,  to  Oct.  11,  1962 _ _ - . . 

a  net  1  1fl4Q  to  Sept.  16,  1956  -  _ 

>  Numbers  3  and  4  would  also  be  charged  U  of  1  percent  of  basic  annuity  for  each  year  their  wives  were 
under  60  years  of  age  to  date  of  retirement. 


This  chart  shows  that  those  Government  employees  who  have 
retired  since  October  11,  1962,  would  take  a  reduction  of  only  $90  to 
provide  for  a  survivor  annuity  of  $3,600. 

The  Chairman.  That  is  $90  a  year? 

Senator  Moss.  Yes,  $90  a  year.  This  annuity  would  total  $1,980, 
or  55  percent  of  what  the  retiree  received.  Yet  the  employee  who 
retired  between  April  1,  1948,  and  October  11,  1962,  must  pay  amounts 
varying  from  $180  to  $360,  and  his  survivor  would  receive  only 
50  percent  of  what  the  retiree  was  receiving,  or  $1,800 — $180  less 
than  the  survivor  of  the  employee  who  retired  after  the  1962  cutoff 
date. 

This  is  manifestly  unfair.  I  don’t  know  how  many  Members  of 
the  Senate  realize  this  disparity  exists,  but  surely  it  is  only  simple 
justice  to  correct  it.  The  people  who  are  most  deeply  affected  are 
those  who  are  living  on  small,  fixed  incomes,  most  of  whom  have 
passed  the  age  when  they  can  pick  up  extra  earnings.  They  are  the 
people  who  are  being  most  deeply  affected  by  the  rise  in  the  cost  of 
living — who  are  having  the  hardest  time  to  make  their  retirement 
checks  stretch. 

The  bill  before  the  committee  this  morning  is  more  than  a  pay  bill. 
It  is  a  package  bill  which  we  should  use  as  the  vehicle  to  correct 
inequities  in  the  laws  which  relate  either  to  present  or  former  Govern¬ 
ment  employees.  I  urge  that  the  committee  include  in  the  bill  which 
is  reported  section  507  of  the  House-passed  measure,  which  provides 
for  a  recomputation  of  the  reduction  in  retiree  annuities  under  the 
more  liberal  1962  formula. 

Thank  you  for  giving  me  this  time  to  be  heard. 

The  Chairman.  Thank  you.  How  many  people  do  you  estimate 
are  affected  by  this? 

Senator  Moss.  I  believe  there  are  about  367,000  in  the  entire 
1948-62  group. 

The  Chairman.  Those  who  are  affected  are  all  retirees  and 
survivors? 

Senator  Moss.  Yes,  and  the  ones  we  are  talking  about  are  the  ones 
that  retired  before  1962. 

The  Chairman.  Do  you  recall  whether  between  1948  and  1962  the 
amount  varied,  or  is  it  uniform? 

Senator  Moss.  No;  it  varied.  For  instance,  from  April  1,  1948, 
to  September  of  1949  there  is  an  annuity  charge  of  $360  to  get  a 
50-percent  annuity  figure  for  a  survivor.  Since  October  of  1962,  you 
can  get  more  for  the  survivor  at  the  same  rate  by  paying  only  $90. 
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The  Chairman.  Now  that  is  up  to  a  certain  amount,  I  believe. 

Senator  Moss.  Yes;  we  were  figuring  all  on  the  $3,600. 

The  Chairman.  Senator  Yarborough. 

Senator  Y'arborough.  I  have  no  questions,  but  I  want  to  thank 
our  colleague  for  his  contribution. 

The  Chairman.  Senator  Carlson? 

Senator  Carlson.  I  appreciate  your  being  here  and  speaking  to 
section  507.  I  am  thoroughly  sympathetic  with  your  suggestions  that 
we  retain  the  House  language. 

.I.was  interested  in  one  date.  It  states,  “Each  employee  under  the 
Civil  Service  Act  since  April  1,  1948.”  I  received  a  telegram  asking 
that  we  remove  that  date  of  1948  and  let  it  go  back  further.  Are 
you  familiar  with  that?  As  to  why  we  should  or  should  not? 

Senator  Moss.  That  date  is  the  one  we  are  concerned  with.  That 
was  the  date  when  they  started  to  compute  this  amount  of  deduction 
in  order  to  provide  for  the  survivor,  and  that  was  at  the  very  highest 
rate,  $360,  at  that  point  for  $3,600  annuity. 

Senator  Carlson.  Frankly,  I  thought  the  1948  date  would  take 
care  of  our  people,  but  I  did  get  this  wire  and  we  will  check  into  it 
and  see  if  it  should  be  removed. 

The  Chairman.  Senator  Simpson. 

Senator  Simpson.  No,  I  have  no  questions. 

The  Chairman.  Thank  you;  we  appreciate  your  contribution  to  the 
record. 

Our  next  witness  will  testify  in  substitution  for  Dr.  Nathan  T. 
Wolkomir,  who  could  not  be  here.  We  will  now  hear  Dr.  Harold  E. 
Finnegan,  legislative  assistant  of  the  National  Federation  of  Federal 
Employees. 

Please  come  forward,  Dr.  Finnegan. 

STATEMENT  OF  NATHAN  WOLKOMIR,  PRESIDENT,  THE  NATIONAL 

FEDERATION  OF  FEDERAL  EMPLOYEES;  ACCOMPANIED  BY  DR. 

HAROLD  E.  FINNEGAN,  LEGISLATIVE  ASSISTANT;  AND  IRVING 

I.  GELLER,  COUNSEL 

Senator  Carlson.  May  I  make  a  short  statement  before  Dr. 
Finnegan  testifies?  Senate  Foreign  Relations  in  holding  a  session 
this  morning  on  India;  that  is  one  of  our  important  problems  and 
quite  a  problem  on  foreign  relations.  I  would  like  to  be  excused,  but 
hope  you  will  not  think  I  am  walking  out  on  you  or  any  other  witnesses. 

The  Chairman.  You  may  proceed,  Dr.  Finnegan. 

Dr.  Finnegan.  Mr.  Irving  Geller  is  with  me,  counsel  for  the 
National  Federation  of  Federal  Empoyees. 

The  Chairman.  Thank  you. 

Dr.  Finnegan.  The  National  Federation  of  Federal  Employees  is 
the  oldest  and  largest  independent  union  of  Federal  employees,  with 
members  in  virtually  all  departments  and  agencies  here  and  overseas. 

At  the  outset,  I  wish  to  express  our  deep  appreciation  to  the  chair¬ 
man  and  members  of  this  committee  for  their  deep  and  continuing 
interest  in  the  highly  important  subject  of  compensation  for  Federal 
employees,  an  issue  which  is  of  very  far  reaching  significance  in  many 
directions. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  basic  issue  with  which  we  are  confronted  is 
that  despite  a  clear  statement  of  policy  set  forth  in  previous  pay 
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legislation,  the  comparability  principle  is  not  being  followed  in  most 
of  the  grades.  In  his  message  on  pay  and  benefits  of  Federal  em¬ 
ployees,  House  Document  402,  the  President  says  his  wage  proposal 
is  true  to  the  principle  of  comparability.  That  may  be  so,  but  the 
salary  proposals  embodied  in  H.R.  14122  as  passed  by  the  House 
(which  are  close  to  those  recommended  by  the  President)  will  result 
in  the  Federal  employee  being  worse  off  relative  to  his  counterpart 
in  the  non-Federal  sector  than  in  October  1965  when  the  last  pay 
raise  was  enacted. 

Support  for  this  conclusion  is  found  in  recent  administration 
issuances.  Page  1  of  the  Federal  Statutory  Salary  Systems  Joint 
Annual  Report  of  the  Director,  Bureau  of  the  Budget,  and  Chairman 
of  the  Civil  Service  Commission,  issued  in  March  1966,  contains  the 
following  statement: 

The  adjustment  (the  3.6  percent  adjustment  in  pay  authorized  as  of  October 
1,  1965)  pushed  clerical  grades  above  comparability  with  1964  rates  reported  by 
the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  by  amounts  which  varied  from  more  than  4  percent 
at  GS-1  to  less  than  1  percent  at  GS-5. 

Turning  to  table  2,  in  the  “Comparison  of  1965  Private  Enterprise 
Salary  Rates  and  Classification  Act  Rates,”  released  by  the  Civil 
Service  Commission  in  February  1966,  we  find  the  existing  salary 
rates  for  GS-1  and  GS-2  still  are  in  excess  of  those  in  industry  as  of 
March  1965,  while  the  GS-3  are  1  percent,  the  GS-4  are  1.7  percent, 
and  the  GS-5  are  2.4  percent  below  the  March  1965  rates  in  industry. 
The  most  that  can  be  said  for  the  salary  scale  in  H.R.  14122  is  that  for 
employees  GS-5  and  below  there  is  an  approach  to  comparability  with 
the  rates  which  existed  in  March  1965.  But  the  employees  will  not 
receive  these  increases  until  July  1966  or  January  1967.  Does 
anyone  seriously  question  that  the  salary  rates  in  the  non-Federal 
sector  have  advanced  more  than  2.85  percent  since  March  1965  and 
will  advance  substantially  more  by  January  1,  1967?  And  now  the 
Federal  employee,  whose  salary  position  admittedly  has  deteriorated 
relative  to  that  of  his  counterpart  in  the  non-Federal  sector,  is  faced 
with  the  prospects  of  an  increase  in  taxes.  How  can  you  reconcile 
this  treatment  with  the  following  quotation  from  the  President’s  pay 
message : 

A  model  employer  can  demand  excellence  in  performance.  A  model  employer 
can  demand  continuing  awareness  of  the  need  for  greater  productivity,  more 
imaginative  conduct  of  Government  programs,  and  substantial  cost  reduction. 
We  have  made  those  demands. 

The  NFFE  is  not  here  to  make  demands,  but  it  is  here  to  urge  that 
H.R.  14122  be  amended  to  provide  a  salary  scale  that  an  avowed 
“model  employer”  should  pay  his  employees.  In  the  opinion  of  the 
NFFE  this  will  require  an  increase  of  at  least  10  percent  with  5  per¬ 
cent  effective  January  1,  1966,  and  5  percent  effective  January  1,  1967. 

Part  of  the  problem  with  the  concept  of  comparability  is  that  of 
defining  it  satisfactorily.  Inherent  also  is  the  delay  in  relating  the 
data  from  the  non-Federal  sector  to  that  of  the  Federal  sector. 
NFFE  suggests  a  study  group  be  created  to  analyze  the  problems  in 
developing  a  methodology  that  will  provide  data  for  sound  and  timely 
decisions  on  the  relationship  of  salaries  in  the  Federal  and  non-Federal 
sectors.  Any  such  study  group  should  include  representatives  of 
employee  unions. 

Turning  from  the  question  of  how  much  of  a  salary  increase  Classi¬ 
fication  Act  employees  should  receive,  I  wish  to  bring  to  your  attention 
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positions  which  NFFE  believes  should  be  brought  under  the  Classi¬ 
fication  Act  regardless  of  the  pay  increase  eventually  approved. 

The  first  group,  county  office  employees  of  the  Agricultural  Sta¬ 
bilization  and  Conservation  Service,  are  included  in  S.  2206  introduced 
by  Senator  Monroney  of  Oklahoma.  At  the  hearing  before  the  Civil 
Service  Subcommittee  on  March  1,  1966,  NFFE  urged  the  enactment 
of  S.  2206  and  restates  that  stand  today. 

A  second  group  consists  of  the  clerks  of  the  local  and  appeal  boards 
of  the  Selective  Service  System.  All  of  you  are  familiar  with  the 
responsibilities  these  employees  carry  out  and  the  admirable  manner 
in  which  they  do  their  work.  But  you  may  not  be  aware  of  the  in¬ 
adequate  salaries  they  receive.  I  have  attached  a  copy  of  my  testi¬ 
mony  before  the  Subcommittee  on  Civil  Service  of  the  House  Post 
Office  and  Civil  Service  Committee  on  H.R.  14357  relative  to  the  pay 
of  these  employees.  This  explains  in  more  detail  why  they  should  be 
brought  under  the  Classification  Act. 

The  third  group  consists  of  the  first  four  wage  board  grades,  with 
the  exception  of  construction  and  lithographic  positions.  This  would 
include  thousands  of  food  service  employees,  laundry  workers,  laborers, 
and  others  who  are  receiving  substandard  wages.  These  employees 
have  been  adversely  affected  by  current  wage-board  practices  and 
have  been  seriously  disadvantaged  all  through  the  years  without 
benefit  of  decent  pay  increases.  NFFE  is  convinced  that  placing 
these  first  four  wage-board  grades  under  the  Classification  Act  would 
go  a  long  way  toward  solving  some  of  the  most  difficult  and  dis¬ 
heartening  problems  with  which  we  are  confronted. 

As  you  are  aware,  wage  board  employees’  rates  are  based  on  com¬ 
parable  wages  paid  in  the  private  sector.  Private  unions  have  failed 
to  secure  decent  wages  for  employees  in  the  food  service,  laundry,  and 
custodial  laborers’  occupations  in  the  private  sector  and  as  a  conse¬ 
quence,  wages  for  governmental  employees  have  remained  at  an 
incredible  substandard  level. 

The  Government  must  establish  itself  as  a  model  employer  for 
employees  in  the  lower  grades.  Their  placement  under  the  Classifi¬ 
cation  Act  will  permit  Congress  an  opportunity  to  make  a  periodic 
review  in  occupational  areas  where  the  executive  branch  has  been 
derelict.  I’m  sure  that  this  committee  is  aware  that  a  large  number 
of  employees  in  these  occupations  are  among  the  economically  de¬ 
pressed  and  disadvantaged  groups. 

NFFE  recommends  the  enactment  of  section  404(a)(1)  of  H.R. 
14122  which  provides  that  duty  time  in  excess  of  8  hours  in  a  day  as 
well  as  40  hours  in  any  administrative  workweek  be  overtime. 

Section  404(a)(2)  of  H.R.  14122  should  be  amended  to  provide  that 
the  minimum  scheduled  rate  of  GS-11  be  the  ceiling  for  the  calculation 
of  overtime  compensation  with  the  further  provision  that  in  no  case 
should  an  employee  receive  less  for  overtime  work  than  for  regular 
duty  hours. 

H.R.  14122  also  should  be  amended  to  provide  that  time  spent  in 
actual  official  travel  should  be  considered  work  and  hours  spent  in 
such  actual  official  travel  in  excess  of  8  hours  a  day  or  of  40  hours  in 
any  administrative  workweek  should  be  computed  at  overtime  rates. 
Congressman  Krebs  of  New  Jersey  and  Congressman  Olsen  of  Mon¬ 
tana  have  introduced  H.R.  10298  and  H.R.  10299,  respectively,  to 
bring  about  this  much-needed  change.  NFFE  testified  before  the 
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House  Subcommittee  on  Compensation  on  January  28,  1966,  citing  a 
number  of  situations  warranting  corrective  legislative  action.  Since 
then,  the  national  headquarters  of  NFFE  has  learned  of  an  installa¬ 
tion  which  requires  some  of  its  employees  periodically  to  drive  up  to 
300  miles  to  a  temporary  duty  station  departing  after  6  a.m.  on  Mon¬ 
day,  work  40  hours  at  the  temporary  duty  station,  and  drive  the  300 
miles  back  so  as  to  reach  the  home  installation  by  6  p.m.,  Friday. 
The  driver  of  the  car  receives  10  cents  a  mile,  but  neither  he  nor  his 
passenger  fellow  workers  receives  compensation  for  the  overtime. 
Surely  such  an  obviously  inequitable  situation  should  not  be  per¬ 
mitted  to  continue. 

In  decision  number  B-127343  dated  March  4,  1966,  the  Comptroller 
General  ruled  that  Federal  employees  who,  as  high-mileage  drivers, 
drive  Government-owned  autos  to  their  homes  at  the  end  of  work¬ 
days,  are  not  entitled  to  reimbursement  for  insurance  riders  they 
purchase  to  safeguard  against  personal  liability  in  the  event  of  acci¬ 
dents  occurring  outside  the  scope  of  their  employment.  The  cost  of 
these  insurance  riders  should  be  borne  by  the  Government.  The 
employees  are  required  to  drive  the  Government-owned  autos  and 
with  the  many  complications  and  uncertainties  that  can  develop  out 
of  their  use,  a  high-driving  employee  cannot  afford  to  be  without  the 
protection  afforded  by  the  riders  in  question.  For  this  reason,  NFFE 
recommends  that  H.R.  14122  be  amended  to  provide  either  for  the 
Government  to  pay  the  cost  of  the  insurance  riders  or  to  provide 
blanket  bonds  to  protect  the  thousands  of  employees  it  requires  to 
place  themselves  in  jeopardy  of  severe  financial  loss  if  the  insurance 
is  not  carried. 

NFFE  recommends  that  section  301(a)  of  the  Federal  Employees 
Pay  Act  of  1945,  as  amended  (79-106),  be  amended  to  provide  for 
the  payment  of  night  differential  for  all  hours  of  leave  with  pay  from 
any  regularly  scheduled  work  between  the  hours  of  6  p.m.  and  6  a.m. 
Presently  non-wage-board  employees  are  allowed  night  differential 
pay  for  leave  with  pay  only  if  such  periods  of  absence  total  less  than 
8  hours  during  any  pay  period.  Wage  board  employees  receive  night 
differential  for  all  of  their  absences  with  pay.  NFFE  believes  classi¬ 
fied  employees  should  receive  equal  treatment. 

NFFE  recommends  approval  of  section  302  of  H.R.  14122  which 
provides  for  premium  pay  of  25  percent  for  regularly  scheduled  work 
on  Sunday. 

NFFE  recommends  approval  of  sections  406  and  503  of  H.R.  14122 
which  permits  health,  insurance,  and  retirement  coverage  for  an 
employee  who  enters  on  approved  leave  without  pay  to  come  as  a 
full-time  officer  of  an  organization  composed  primarily  of  Federal 
employees. 

The  provision  for  increases  in  uniform  allowances  as  found  in 
section  405  of  H.R.  14122  should  be  enacted. 

The  NFFE  strongly  supports  the  retention  of  section  502  of  H.R. 
14122  which  would  permit  retirement  without  reduction  due  to  age 
of  an  employee  55  years  of  age  with  30  years  of  service  and  an  em¬ 
ployee  60  years  of  age  with  20  years  of  service.  Not  only  will  enact¬ 
ment  of  these  provisions  meet  a  need  for  thousands  of  employees,  it 
will  also  go  a  long  way  in  meeting  the  need  expressed  by  the  admin¬ 
istration  when  it  requested  authority  to  involuntarily  retire  an 
employee  GS-13  and  above  who  is  55  years  of  age  with  30  years  of 
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service.  NFFE  vigorously  opposes  the  enactment  of  the  involuntary 
retirement  proposal  as  being  both  unwise  and  unnecessary.  No 
matter  what  verbiage  is  used,  involuntary  retirement  is  a  removal 
action.  As  such,  the  employee  subject  to  it  should  have  all  of  the 
safeguards  available  to  an  employee  whose  removal  is  proposed  under 
existing  legislation.  Enactment  of  section  504  will  make  this  un¬ 
necessary  as  any  management  worthy  of  the  name  can  make  working 
conditions  so  unrewarding  that  most  employees  will  request  retirement 
rather  than  remain  under  such  conditions. 

NFFE  urges  that  H.R.  14122  be  amended  to  incorporate  H.R.  488 
(introduced  by  Congressman  Leggett,  of  California),  H.R.  4377  (in¬ 
troduced  by  Congressman  Edwards  of  California),  and  H.R.  5257 
(introduced  by  Mr.  Bob  Wilson  of  California)  to  provide  that  the 
aggregate  pay  received  by  a  firefighter  be  used  as  the  basis  for  calcu¬ 
lation  of  retirement,  health,  and  insurance  benefits.  Aggregate 
pay  consists  of  the  base  plus  premium  pay  (5  or  10  percent  of  base  pay) 
for  being  at  the  station  for  up  to  24  hours  at  a  time.  It  is  a  regular 
recurring  payment  similar  to  that  given  wage  board  employees  who 
work  the  night  shift.  The  wage  board  employee  is  entitled  to  count 
his  night  differential  pay  for  purposes  of  retirement,  health,  and 
insurance  benefits.  NFFE  believes  the  firefighter  is  entitled  to  the 
same  benefit. 

Section  601  of  H.R.  14122  provides  for  the  Government  to  pay 
stated  sums  for  enrollments  under  the  Federal  employees’  health 
benefits  program.  The  sums  represent  increases  in  the  Government’s 
share  of  the  cost  of  the  program  and  with  that  trend  NFFE  is  in 
agreement.  But  recommendation  is  made  that  the  share  be  expressed 
in  percent  of  the  cost  rather  than  as  so  many  dollars  and  cents.  The 
costs  of  the  health  benefits  program  are  certain  to  continue  to  increase 
and  if  the  Government  is  to  continue  to  bear  its  share  of  the  cost, 
Congress  will  have  to  legislate  the  increase  each  time  the  costs  of  the 
program  go  up.  Further,  as  a  model  employer,  the  Government 
should  bear  at  least  half  of  the  cost  of  the  program.  This  is  a  smaller 
share  of  the  cost  than  that  borne  by  many  firms  in  industry  so  even 
with  this  modest  increase  the  Government  still  would  not  be  a  leader 
in  health  benefits  programs.  NFFE  suggests  H.R.  14122  be  amended 
accordingly. 

We  urge  the  committee  to  amend  H.R.  14122  to  include  provisions 
covering  wage  board  employees.  Although  the  Civil  Service  Commis¬ 
sion  presently  is  working  on  a  plan  for  a  uniform  system  of  wage  board 
administration — a  step  pioneered  and  strongly  urged  by  the  NFFE — it 
is  the  NFFE  view  that  this  important  matter  should  be  the  subject 
of  congressional  consideration  and  action.  Thus,  NFFE  urges  the 
committee  to  provide  in  this  bill  the  legislative  authority  and  frame¬ 
work  for  a  uniform  and  equitable  system  of  wage  board  pay  administra¬ 
tion,  together  with  provision  for  longevity  pay  increases  for  wage 
board  employees.  Moreover,  the  NFFE  has  found  that  there  are 
many  wage  board  employees  (certain  employees  of  the  Veterans’ 
Administration,  for  example)  who  have  had  no  upward  pay  adjust¬ 
ment  for  so  long  as  10  years.  It  is  evident  that  this  entire  wage  board 
situation  needs  a  thorough  revision.  NFFE  believes  it  wise  and 
prudent  for  the  Congress  to  lay  down  some  guidelines  for  the  executive 
branch  in  this  matter — including  problems  which  the  executive 
branch  has  studiously  swept  under  the  rug  for  too  many  years. 
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Mr.  Chairman,  NFFE  again  urges  the  committee  to  eliminate  the 
so-called  acceptable  level  of  competence  provision  of  the  pay  law. 

The  reason  why  NFFE  is  again  urging  the  committee  to  take  that 
action  is  simple  and  need  not  be  labored.  The  fact  is  that  the  provi¬ 
sion  just  doesn’t  work.  It  cannot  work,  in  the  nature  of  things. 
It  is  unfair  and  inequitable.  It  makes  for  serious  administrative 
difficulties.  It  gives  rise  to  favoritism,  dissatisfaction,  and  distress 
far  out  of  proportion  to  any  questionable  good  that  it  may  accomplish. 

Of  course,  the  total  number  of  increases  withheld  because  of  failure 
to  meet  the  acceptable  level  of  competence  is  small.  The  Congress 
recognized  the  basic  unsoundness  of  this  proposition  when,  at  the  last 
session,  it  provided  for  an  appeal  to  the  Civil  Service  Commission  in 
such  cases.  It  is  significant,  too,  that  here  as  in  other  instances, 
Civil  Service  Commission  spokesmen  went  to  great  lengths  to  defend 
an  essentially  untenable  position.  The  provision  should  be  eliminated 
in  its  entirety  at  this  session  so  that  the  granting  of  regular  increases 
may  be  resumed  in  the  manner  and  context  contemplated  in  the 
original  legislation. 

Finally,  NFFE  recommends  that  H.R.  14122  be  amended  to  extend 
to  general  schedule  employees  the  seniority  adjustment  provided  for 
postal  employees  in  section  402  of  H.R.  14122. 

In  conclusion,  I  wish  to  comment  on  a  reported  attempt  by  the 
administration  to  reduce  the  pay  and  related  benefits  to  those  dic¬ 
tated  by  the  administration.  If  true,  the  timing  coidd  hardly  be 
worse.  Agencies  are  experiencing  difficulties  in  recuiting  candidates 
and  turnover  is  on  the  upswing.  Unquestionably  salary  and  other 
working  conditions  are  factors  in  this  upward  trend.  I  submit  that 
now  is  the  time  to  strengthen  the  competitive  position  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  rather  than  deliberately  to  weaken  it. 

Mr.  Chairman,  on  behalf  of  the  National  Federation  of  Federal 
Employees  I  again  wish  to  express  our  thanks  and  appreciation  for 
the  interest  shown  by  the  members  of  this  committee  on  this  very 
important  issue,  and  for  your  action  in  scheduling  these  hearings 
early  in  the  session.  It  is  NFFE’s  earnest  hope  that  the  committee 
will,  as  a  result,  be  able  to  report  a  bill  shortly  and  that  it  can  receive 
prompt  action. 

The  Chairman.  Thank  you  very  much,  Dr.  Finnegan. 

In  the  early  part  of  your  statement  you  point  out  that  the  adjust¬ 
ment  made  in  the  last  pay  bill,  October  1,  1965,  pushed  the  clerical 
grades  above  comparability  with  the  1965  rates.  You  do  not  contend, 
however,  that  the  adjustment  made  put  these  people  above  compara¬ 
bility  for  the  date  it  was  passed? 

Dr.  Finnegan.  No. 

The  Chairman.  So  the  figures  we  have  had  so  far  in  these  hearings 
are  that  in  spite  of  the  2.89  increase  for  the  lower  grades  they  would 
still  be  below  comparability  as  of  the  date  the  act  was  passed? 

Dr.  Finnegan.  Yes,  sir. 

The  Chairman.  This  is  a  virtually  necessary  timelag. 

With  the  present  guidelines,  it  is  impossible  to  increase  the  amounts 
above  that  without  us  running  a  very  serious  risk  of  having  no  bill  at 
all. 

From  a  dollar  standpoint,  the  higher  grade  employees  do  gain  a  bit. 
We  would  like  to  enact  comparability. 
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Dr.  Finnegan.  Yes,  sir. 

The  Chairman.  This  is  one  of  the  problems  we  have  to  meet. 
How  many  ASCS  employees  do  you  propose  bringing  under  the  bill? 

Mr.  Geller.  I  believe  that  is  in  the  neighborhood  of  15,000. 

The  Chairman.  They  are  presently  paid  with  Federal  funds  but 
at  scales  approved  by  the  county  committees;  is  that  correct? 

Mr.  Geller.  That  is  correct. 

The  Chairman.  They  are  employees  of  the  county  committees, 
selected  by  the  county  committees? 

Mr.  Geller.  That  is  correct. 

The  Chairman.  Without  reference  to  civil  service? 

Mr.  Geller.  They  are  appointed  by  the  county  committees  and 
they  work  in  their  respective  counties,  but  I  don’t  believe  they  are 
properly  classified  as  county  employees. 

The  Chairman.  No,  but  they  are  employed  by  the  county.  ASCS 
is  a  county  institution? 

Mr.  Geller.  Yes,  sir.  There  has  been  a  gradual  encroachment 
and  it  might  be  well  at  this  time  to  include  them  within  the  Classifi¬ 
cation  Act  rather  than  do  it  piecemeal  and  patchwork. 

The  Chairman.  How  many  employees  do  you  have  under  selective 
service? 

Mr.  Geller.  Between  4,500  and  5,000;  all  the  clerks  at  the  various 
selective  service  boards  and  their  boards  of  appeal.  There  are  ap¬ 
proximately  4,500  such  boards  throughout  the  country. 

The  Chairman.  And  the  wage  board  employees. 

Mr.  Geller.  I  can’t  give  an  accurate  figure  on  that.  We  are  not 
privy  to  that  information.  I  would  estimate  in  the  vicinity  of  30,000 
to  40,000  employees.  They  are  largely  employees  of  the  Veterans’ 
Administration,  General  Services  Administration,  Public  Health  Ser¬ 
vice,  and  one  or  two  smaller  agencies. 

The  Chairman.  How  are  they  paid  now? 

Mr.  Geller.  Under  a  prevailing  wage  system. 

The  Chairman.  In  the  same  crafts  or  trades? 

Mr.  Geller.  Yes.  We  have  grave  doubts  as  to  the  equity  and 
reliability  of  those  surveys  and  the  thing  that  makes  it  really  com¬ 
plicated  is  that  these  employees  were  at  one  time  under  the  Com¬ 
parability  Classification  Act  and,  as  we  pointed  out  in  our  testimony, 
there  are  several  hundred  employees  who  have  not  received  a  pay 
adjustment  for  10  years.  These  are  employees  who  were  formerly 
classified  and  then  put  under  wage  board  prevailing  systems. 

When  the  positions  were  converted  from  the  classified  scheme  to 
the  wage  board,  the  lowest  pay  rate  was  the  equivalent  of  a  dollar 
twenty-four  per  hour  and  when  they  made  their  wage  surveys  10 
years  ago  they  found  in  these  job  classifications  the  private  sector 
employees  were  getting  substantially  less  in  terms  of  pay - 

The  Chairman.  Less  in  pay  than  the  Federal  workers? 

Mr.  Geller.  That  is  correct.  And,  as  a  consequence,  over  the 
past  10  years  the  surveys  have  not  reflected  an  increase  in  wages  in 
the  so-called  wage  local  area  to  bring  them  higher  than  the  old  rate. 
I  am  talking  about  a  select  group,  a  relatively  small  group,  four  or 
five  hundred  would  not  have  received  a  pay  adjustment  in  10  years. 

The  Chairman.  You  also  mention  the  lack  of  longevity? 

Mr.  Geller.  That  is  correct.  Of  course,  if  these  employees,  this 
group — the  food  service  employee,  the  laundryworker,  the  housekeeper 
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the  cleaning  laborer— were  brought  within  the  sphere  of  the  Classi¬ 
fication  Act  they  would  receive  the  normal  periodic  increments. 

There  is  a  three-step  system  under  the  wage  board,  but  it  does 
not  have  that  longevity  concept  that  is  inherent  in  the  Classification 
Act.  The  longevity  request  that  we  made  applies  to  all  wage  board 
employees.  We  address  ourselves  here  principally  to  those  occupa¬ 
tions  below  the  helper  level  within  the  wage  board  categories. 

In  other  words,  wage  board  1  through  4,  wage  board  5  starts  the 
helper  category  and  we  believe  it  perhaps  appropriate  at  this  time  to 
continue  the  wage  board  system  for  the  helper-and-above  category. 
However,  at  the  lower  levels  we  think  it  would  be  highlv  desirable  in 
terms  of  good  personnel  administration,  public  administration,  and 
lor  the  obvious  inequity  that  arises  under  this  system;  and  particularly 
during  the  past  year,  as  the  committee  well  knows,  the  cost  of  living 
has  gone  up  substantially— I  think  over  a  year  ago,  2.8.  These  wage 
sun  e>s  do  not  reflect  those  conditions,  for  example,  the  beginning 
rate  in  Oklahoma  City  is  a  dollar  thirty-seven  an  hour.  In  Dallas^ 
Tex.,  it  is  a  dollar  forty-five.  In  Washington,  D.C.,  it  is  a  dollar 
forty-eight.  In  Los  Angeles,  it  is  $2.12.  In  New  York  City,  a  dollar 
ninety-eight;  in  Wyoming,  it  is  a  dollar  sixty-six. 

This  disparity,  we  feel,  causes  an  incongruity  and,  further,  when 
a  person  moves  from  this  category,  hopefully  lie  will  move  up  the 
ladder  within  the  government  within  his  limitations.  It  causes 
severe  conflict  within  the  classification  system. 

uTvrri16  ^HAIRMAN-  On  Page  6  in  the  middle  of  the  page,  you  say, 
JNFFE  recommends  that  section  301(a)  of  the  Federal  Employees 
x  ay  Act  of  1945,  as  amended  (Public  Law  79—106),  be  amended  to 
provide  for  the  payment  of  night  differential  for  all  hours  of  leave  with 
pay  from  any  regularly  scheduled  work  between  the  hours  of  6  p  m 
and  6  a.m. 

By  that,  you  mean  a  regular  nightworker  who  works  a  constant 
night  shift  between  those  hours  would  be  compensated  during  his 
leave? 

Mr.  Geller.  That  is  correct. 

The  Chairman.  Is  there  any  provision  in  any  other  Federal  act  to 
that  effect? 

Mr.  Geller.  This  situation  arises  typically  in  this  fashion:  The 
wage  board  employee  does  receive  this  night  differential  when  he  is 
on  approved  leave.  A  guard,  for  example,  who  typically  works  the 
three  tricks  of  tours,  when  he  is  on  leave  during  the  night  shift  he 
does  not  receive  the  night  differential.  This  is  the  inequity  within 
the  two  systems. 

The  Chairman.  An  employee  working  on  a  bench  somewhere  is 
paid  the  differential  under  the  wage  board,  but  the  guard  in  civil 
service  is  not;  is  that  correct? 

Mr.  Geller.  That  is  correct. 

The  Chairman.  Senator  Yarborough? 

Senator  A  arborough.  When  you  were  discussing  prevailing 
wages,  Oklahoma  City,  $1.37;  Dallas,  $1.45;  Los  Angeles,  $2,  what 
type  of  work  was  that? 

Mr.  Geller.  As  I  indicated,  these  are  food  service  employees, 
cleaning  porters,  those  are  the  two  major  job  classifications. 

Senator  F  arborough.  That  is  the  lower  brackets  of  pay,  the 
lowest  paid  people  in  Federal  service? 


THE  FEDERAL  SALARY  AND  FRINGE  BENEFITS  ACT  OF  19  66  135 

Mr.  Geller.  Not  quite.  There  are  some  lower;  these  are  the 
laundry  workers  and  typically  they  have  not  received  an  increase 
in  pav  for  many  years,  and  in  most  of  those  localities  that  1  identified 
they  receive  a  dollar  and  twenty-five  per  hour. 

Senator  Yarborough.  That  is  the  minimum  wage  under  the 
Federal  law? 

Mr.  Geller.  That  is  right. 

Senator  Yarborough.  Hotel  employees  and  laundryworkers  were 
exempt  from  that? 

Mr.  Geller.  That  is  correct. 

Senator  Yarborough.  After  that  minimum  wage  law  passed, 
certain  workers  in  those  categories  met  with  me  in  one  oi  the  two 
larger  cities  in  Texas  and  regretted  that  hotel  employees  and  laundry- 
workers  were  being  paid  in  the  hotel,  along  with  elevator  operators, 
$1.50  an  hour.  I  was  surprised  Federal  employees  were  doing  so 
well,  but  in  10  years  with  rising  wages  that  is  not  enough.  My  State 
has  no  minimum  wage  law.  I  think  those  States  with  minimum 
wage  laws  are  better  in  those  categories  than  those  not  governed  by 
Federal  minimum  wage  law. 

Mr.  Geller.  That  is  true,  but  many  of  these  employees  were 
originally  hired  under  the  classification  system  and  there  isn’t  a 
contractual  obligation  between  the  Government  and  these  employees. 
However,  there  is  a  moral  obligation,  and  if  a  man  or  woman  takes 
a  job  at  a  dollar  and  a  quarter  an  hour  and  10  years  later  finds  him¬ 
self  receiving  the  same  rate  and  they  are  informed,  “Well,  we  have 
changed  the  system  on  you,”  I  don’t  think  that  buys  the  bacon  you 
speak  about. 

Senator  Yarborough.  My  question  was  not  as  to  the  extent  of 
that,  but  I  was  asking  about  people  without  protection  of  the  Federal 
or  State  law  who  are  doomed,  regardless  of  the  cost  of  living,  forever. 
It  takes  some  protection  to  get  some  kind  of  living  wage  that  goes  up 
with  the  cost  of  the  living? 

Mr.  Geller.  This  is  why  we  feel  in  the  lower  grades — we  stated 
so  in  our  testimony — that  the  Government  should  be  the  model 
employer.  We  have  heard  a  great  deal  about_  comparability  and 
can  live  with  it  and  hope  to  achieve  it  at  the  higher  levels.  But  I 
think  the  Government  has  a  moral  obligation  at  the  lower  levels  to 
be  the  model  employer  so  that  private  industry  may  follow  suit. 

Senator  Yarborough.  Please  turn  to  page  7  of  Dr.  Finnegan’s 
statement  about  the  involuntary  retirement  after  55  years  of  age, 
with  30  years  of  service.  What  would  the  retirement  amount  to  in 
that  case,  what  percentage  of  the  person’s  salary? 

Mr.  Finnegan.  It  will  vary  roughly  55  percent. 

Senator  Yarborough.  You  state  there,  enactment  of  section  504 
will  make  this  unnecessary  as  any  management  worthy  of  the  name 
can  make  working  conditions  so  unrewarding  that  most  employees 
will  request  retirement  rather  than  remain  under  such  conditions. 
Isn’t  that  really  rather  a  harsh  requirement  to  put  on  management 
to  say  that  they  will  mistreat  an  employee  so  much  he  will  quit? 

I  think  the  alternative  is  much  worse  than  the  provision  proposed 
by  the  law,  isn’t  it? 

Mr.  Finnegan.  That  to  me  is  the  lesser  of  the  two  evils. 

Senator  Yarborough.  I  recall  an  employee  in  GS-13,  where  he 
had  been  in  an  office  in  Texas,  transferred  to  a  State  in  the  Northwest 


136  the  FEDERAL  SALARY  AND  FRINGE  BENEFITS  ACT  OF  1966 

and  then  they  transferred  him  someplace.  This  man  was  an  honor¬ 
able  employee  but  he  had  constant  friction  with  fellow  employees, 
and  they  kept  moving  him  by  transferring  so  that  the  expense  of  so 
much  moving  would  cause  him  to  quit. 

That  is  what  you  are  talking  about.  This  was  an  honest  man, 
he  worked  hard,  but  he  had  the  proclivity  of  arguing  with  everyone 
around  him  and  they  had  to  transfer  him  around.  You  in  personnel 
know  this  happens,  some  people  just  don’t  fit  into  organizations,  they 
are  individualists  and  don’t  fit  with  other  men. 

Do  you  say  they  should  shift  him  from  Seattle,  to  Atlanta,  to  San 
Francisco,  to  Maine? 

Mr.  Finnegan.  I  prefer  that  to  giving  him  60  days’  notice  with 
no  right  of  appeal. 

Senator  Yarborough.  There  is  no  right  of  appeal  now? 

Mr.  Finnegan.  That  is  my  understanding  of  the  administration 
proposal. 

Senator  Yarborough.  If  that  is  written  in  the  law,  I  am  glad  you 
brought  this  up.  I  favor  the  right  of  appeal. 

Mr.  Finnegan.  There  should  be  protection  in  there. 

Senator  Yarborough.  Certainly. 

Mr.  Finnegan.  Whether  it  is  outright  removal  or  you  cut  his 
salary  in  half,  that  is  a  cut  in  salary. 

Senator  Yarborough.  We  can  see  the  danger  of  promoting  a  man 
to  that  place. 

Mr.  Finnegan.  What  ever  the  reason  a  person  is  entitled  to  some 
protection.  The  employee  has  30  years  invested  in  this,  too. 

Senator  Yarborough.  If  we  do  adopt  this  provision,  you  recom¬ 
mend  the  right  of  appeal? 

Mr.  Finnegan.  Yes,  sir. 

Senator  Yarborough.  I  agree  with  you  on  that. 

Do  you  have  any  other  alternative  to  the  management’s  involuntary 
retirement?  There  are  some  ways  of  relief  in  Government  in  that 
situation.  1  don’t  think  the  situation  should  be  that  if  there  is  a  man 
not  efficient  enough  that  they  should  trump  up  charges  against  him. 

Mr.  Finnegan.  I  retired  after  30  years  of  Federal  service  and  I 
know  of  instances  where  employees  were  called  in  and  talked  to,  saw 
the  light  and  did  retire  after  they  were  informed  they  were  not  meeting 
the  standards  of  the  job. 

There  are  numerous  ways.  The  moving  about  is  the  less 
imaginative. 

Senator  \  arborough.  Tl  on  can  see,  yes,  it  may  be  less  imaginative. 

I  am  not  relating  to  him,  but  I  have  known  of  worse  methods  which 
I  don’t  care  to  relate  here.  I  would  think  that  retirement  is  better 
than  trying  to  trump  up  a  charge  against  somebody. 

Mr.  Finnegan.  There  should  be  some  kind  of  standard  to  measure 
the  employee’s  performance  if  you  are  going  to  retire  him,  or  whatever 
term  you  use.  Just  because  he  does  not  meet  somebody’s  personal 
preference  or  maybe  make  room  for  somebody  else’s  promotion. 

Senator  Yarborough.  When  you  find  somebody  very  efficient  and 
getting  the  job  done  it  is  surprising  how  soon  you  find  the  employer 
does  not  object  to  whatever  else  he  does.  You  may  not  agree  with 
somebody  completely,  you  may  not  agree  with  his  views  or  habits, 
but  if  that  employee  turns  out  more  work  than  anybody  else,  you  are 
not  about  to  shift  him. 
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Mr.  Finnegan.  That  is  right. 

Senator  Yarborough.  There  is  a  lot  about  getting  the  job  done, 
that  any  employment  manager  knows,  if  he  has  an  employee  that 
really  does  the  job,  I  doubt  that  employee  is  put  upon  very  much. 

Mr.  Finnegan.  No.  sir. 

Senator  Yarborough.  You  want  somebody  that  can  perform  and 
get  the  job  done? 

Mr.  Finnegan.  That  is  the  only  reason  they  have  for  being  there. 

Senator  Yarborough.  It  seems  to  me  the  bigger  the  organization, 
the  more  difficult  it  is  to  get  this  level  of  performance. 

I  don’t  know  whether  it  is  or  not,  maybe  when  you  are  dealing  with 
so  many  people  the  manager  expects  too  much.  It  looks  as  though 
when  you  get  so  many,  individual  output  declines.  Did  it  seem  to  you 
that  way  in  your  tenure  of  Federal  service? 

Mr.  Finnegan.  It  seems  to — that  way  in  Federal  and  private. 
This  is  the  evil. 

Senator  Yarborough.  Does  it  just  seem  that  way  or  does  indi¬ 
vidual  performance  actually  go  down. 

Mr.  Finnegan.  I  think  it  goes  down. 

Senator  Yarborough.  That  is  my  opinion  but  I  do  not  say  because 
it  is  my  opinion  it  is  necessarily  correct,  this  is  just  an  opinion  from 
observation. 

In  view  of  the  time  that  is  all  the  questions  I  will  ask. 

I  have  glanced  through  this  other  statement  and  note  what  you  say 
about  eight  volunteers  in  the  Selective  Service  for  each  one  paid  person. 
I  agree  these  clerks,  secretaries,  and  managers  of  these  boards  have  a 
difficult  job. 

They  have  to  be  experts  on  draft  regulations.  In  my  experience,  in 
my  State,  the  average  one  is  very  competent.  My  experience  with 
draft  boards  is  that  these  people  are  dedicated  and  do  a  very  fine  job 
under  very  difficult  conditions. 

The  Chairman.  It  is  a  brutal  job. 

Senator  Yarborough.  Yes;  it  is  and  I  am  amazed  at  these  people 
getting  this  low  pay.  I  think  some  of  them  do  some  of  the  most 
difficult  work  in  the  Federal  Government  trying  to  decide  who  is 
going  to  leave  his  family,  who  is  going  and  who  is  staying. 

I  will  waive  any  further  questions. 

The  Chairman.  Senator  Fong. 

Senator  Fong.  How  large  is  your  NFFE? 

Mr.  Geller.  It  is  in  the  neighborhood  of  70,000  members. 

Senator  Fong.  Now  many  of  those  are  in  the  classification  board 
and  how  many  on  the  wage  board? 

Mr.  Geller.  Roughly  one-half. 

Senator  Fong.  Out  of  one-half  in  the  classification  board,  how 
many  in  the  upper  grades  and  how  many  in  the  lower  grades? 

Mr.  Geller.  I  can  only  guess  on  that,  Senator  Fong.  Of  course, 
you  realize  there  are  more  people  in  the  lower  grades  than  in  the 
higher  grades.  I  would  say  it  is  60  percent  in  the  lower  grades  and 
40  percent  in  the  higher  grades. 

Senator  Fong.  Are  there  any  in  the  postal  service  in  your  NFFE? 

Mr.  Geller.  Yes. 

Senator  Fong.  So  you  come  here  with  a  very  difficult  position, 
don’t  you,  you  represent  people  in  upper  grades  and  you  represent 
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people  in  the  wage  board  and  then  you  represent  people  in  the  classi¬ 
fication  act  and  then  you  talk  about  the  principle  of  comparability. 

I  just  want  to  pinpoint  it  as  far  as  your  organization  is  con¬ 
cerned.  How  do  you  stand  on  the  principle  of  comparability,  do  you 
feel  we  are  doing  violence  to  the  principle  of  comparability  when 
we  have  an  across-the-board  increase? 

Mr.  Geller.  Absolutely.  Well,  I  think  and  I  think  this  committee 
will  agree  that  the  comparability  concept  is  out  the  window  for  the 
past  year  and  certainly  from  all  the  testimony  we  have  heard  to  date. 
If  this  is  to  be  a  sacrifice  pay  scale  and/or  austerity  pay  scale,  or 
patriotic  pay  scale,  we  would  not  be  adverse  to  a  lump  sum  pay 
raise  for  Federal  employees  principally  because  of  the  cost-of-living 
increase  over  the  past  5  years. 

If  sacrifices  are  to  be  made  I  think  they  should  be  made  equally  and 
I  think  we  would  have  a  much  easier  task  telling  our  higher  paid 
employees  to  make  the  sacrifice  this  year. 

Senator  Fong.  I  notice  you  stated  they  should  get  at  least  a  5- 
percent  increase? 

Mr.  Geller.  Yes,  sir. 

Senator  Fong.  Does  that  mean  you  are  proposing  an  across-the- 
board  increase? 

Mr.  Finnegan.  That  is  right. 

Senator  Fong.  Even  though  it  does  violence  to  the  comparability 
principle? 

Mr.  Geller.  We  proposed  a  10-percent  increase.  We  were 
mindful  of  the  President’s  guidelines,  we  space  them  in  2  years 
and  said  5  percent  this  year  and  5  percent  next  year  with  the  hope 
of  somewhere  arriving  at  comparability  and  that  was  what  we  thought 
was  a  constructive  patriotic  approach  during  this  particular  year. 

Senator  Fong.  Even  though  you  talked  about  an  across-the-board 
increase,  you  do  more  violence  to  comparability  and  you  get  away 
from  the  principle  of  comparability  if  you  have  an  across-the-board 
increase? 

Mr.  Finnegan.  That  is  right  but  you  don’t  think  comparability  is 
a  safety  cap.  If  some  arrangement  must  be  made  this  year  then  I 
think  it  should  be  done  with  all  the  commonsense  and  humanity  that 
this  committee  and  the  Congress  has  in  dealing  with  its  employees. 

Senator  Fong.  For  the  present  you  are  willing  to  accept  an  across- 
the-board  increase? 

Mr.  Finnegan.  Of  5  percent,  yes. 

Senator  Fong.  Now  you  have  stated  here  that  you  think  that  the 
first  three  categories  under  the  wage  board  should  be  put  under  the 
Classification  Act. 

Mr.  Finnegan.  The  first  four  categories,  sir. 

Senator  Fong.  That  would  mean  how  many  employees? 

Mr.  Finnegan.  I  estimated — this  is  merely  an  estimate — between 
30,000  and  40,000  employees. 

Senator  Fong.  Out  of  a  half  million,  is  that  right? 

Mr.  Finnegan.  That  is  right. 

Senator  Fong.  Thank  you. 

The  Chairman.  Thank  you,  Senator  Fong. 

Senator  Simpson? 

Senator  Simpson.  No  questions. 

The  Chairman.  Thank  you  for  your  testimony. 
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The  Chairman.  Our  next  witness  is  Mr.  Fred  O’Dwyer,  president 
of  the  National  Association  of  Postal  Supervisors,  accompanied  by 
Mr.  Don  Ledbetter,  and  Mr.  Dan  Jaspan,  legislative  representatives. 

We  are  happy  to  have  you  here  to  testify. 

STATEMENT  OF  FRED  O’DWYER,  PRESIDENT,  NATIONAL  ASSOCIA¬ 
TION  OF  POSTAL  SUPERVISORS;  ACCOMPANIED  BY  MR.  DON 

LEDBETTER,  SECRETARY,  AND  MR.  DAN  JASPAN,  LEGISLA¬ 
TIVE  REPRESENTATIVE 

Mr.  O’Dwyer.  Thank  you. 

My  name  is  Fred  J.  O’Dwyer.  I  am  president  of  the  National 
Association  oi  Postal  Supervisors,  composed  of  more  than  28,500 
postal  supervisors.  Our  members  are  employed  in  post  offices,  post 
office  vehicle  installations,  and  railway  and  highway  post  offices 
located  in  all  of  the  50  States  and  in  Guam,  Puerto  Rico,  and  the 
Virgin  Islands.  I  am  accompanied  by  our  national  secretary,  Donald 
N.  Ledbetter,  and  our  legislative  representative,  Daniel  Jaspan. 

We  are  grateful  to  the  chairman  for  scheduling  early  hearings  as 
was  promised  last  year,  and  to  the  other  members  of  the  committee 
for  taking  time  out  from  their  busy  schedules  to  consider  proposals  on 
comparability  and  fringe  benefit  legislation. 

We  appreciate  the  interest  also  of  President  Johnson  and  the 
administration  in  carrying  our  the  principle  of  comparability  as 
established  by  Public  Law  87-793,  enacted  in  1962.  Although  the 
administration  proposals  would  have  brought  comparability  closer 
to  our  members  in  the  higher  levels,  the  House  has  seen  fit  to  reduce 
the  amount  suggested  by  the  administration  for  the  upper  levels. 
Since  the  House  has  passed  H.R.  14122  with  only  one  dissenting  vote, 
our  testimony  shall  be  confined  mainly  to  that  bill. 

What  is  comparability? 

The  Federal  Salary  Act  of  1962  established  the  comparability 
principle.  Briefly,  Public  Law  87-793  provides  that  Federal  salaries 
shall  be  comparable  with  private  industry,  based  on  annual  surveys 
conducted  by  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics.  These  surveys  have 
shown  from  the  beginning,  and  still  continue  to  show,  that  the  middle 
and  upper  levels  have  been  dropping  further  and  further  behind 
their  counterparts  in  private  industry.  This  has  been  amply 
demonstrated  by  testimony  before  and  after  1962. 

We  cannot  emphasize  too  strongly  that  the  law  provides  for  com¬ 
parability  based  on  salaries  in  industry  by  comparing  positions  with 
those  of  similar  duties  and  responsibilities. 

COMPARABILITY  WEAKENED 

Public  Law  88-426  did  not  carry  out  the  principle  of  comparability, 
since  it  granted  a  much  larger  increase  to  the  first  five  levels  and  not 
to  postal  supervisors  and  others  in  the  higher  levels.  It  is  difficult 
for  anyone  to  maintain  that  comparability  existed  in  this  law.  Actu¬ 
ally  the  reverse  is  true.  The  figures  of  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics 
demonstrated  that  larger  increases  should  have  been  applied  to  the 
middle  and  upper  levels.  Simple  justice  should  have  demanded  no 
less  than  the  same  percentage  increase  for  all  levels.  Actually,  the 
principle  of  comparability  was  destroyed  by  this  law.  We  agree 
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that  the  6-percent  increase  for  rank-and-file  employees  was  justified; 
however,  there  was  ample  justification  for  a  larger  increase  in  the 
supervisory  levels. 

The  inequity  created  is  graphically  demonstrated  in  chart  A.  If 
you  will  glance  at  that  for  just  a  moment,  at  the  end  of  the  testimony, 
we  have  confined  this  to  levels  1  to  13  for  illustrative  purposes,  as  99 
percent  of  the  postal  employees  are  in  those  levels. 

As  can  readily  be  seen  in  chart  A,  employees  in  the  first  four  levels 
received  salary  increases  of  more  than  6  percent.  This  is  double  the 
increase  of  3.2  percent  for  level  7.  The  percentage  decreased  steadily 
in  the  higher  levels,  with  level  10  receiving  only  a  2.67-percent  increase. 
Dollarwise,  the  level  4  employee  received  $320,  while  the  firstline — 
level  7 — supervisor  received  only  $205.  No  supervisor  below  level 
12  received  as  much  percentage  or  dollar  increase  as  the  level  4  em¬ 
ployees.  This  is  a  graphic  picture  of  the  depression  created  in  the 
middle  levels  and  that  compression  is  still  there. 

The  figiu-es  provided  by  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics,  based  on 
1964  and  earlier  comparability,  showed  that  Federal  employees  needed 
from  3.5  percent  in  the  lower  grades  to  11.1  percent  in  the  upper 
grades  to  achieve  comparability  as  of  March  1964.  Yet  the  across- 
the-board  3.6-percent  salary  increase  of  Public  Law  89-301  continued 
the  lag.  We  have  fallen  further  behind  salaries  in  industry  as  they 
have  risen  approximately  3  percent  between  1964  and  the  latest 
report  of  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  as  of  March  1965. 

PENDING  LEGISLATION 

The  salary  schedule  of  H.R.  14122  continues  the  discrimination 
against  employees  in  the  middle  and  upper  levels.  Although  the 
House-passed  bill  does  bring  our  levels  7,  8,  and  9  slightly  closer  to 
comparability  than  the  administration  proposals,  all  of  these  levels 
can  be  brought  nearer  comparability  for  a  small  additional  cost.  If 
you  glance  at  chart  B,  also  the  end  of  the  testimony,  you  will  note 
that  it  pictorially  discloses  the  percentage  needed  for  comparability: 
The  administration’s  proposals  that  would  partially  restore  compara¬ 
bility  in  levels  10  to  13,  and  the  distortion  created  by  the  across-the- 
board  increase  of  H.R.  14122. 

It  is  interesting  to  note  that  each  1 -percent  increase  in  level  7  and 
higher  would  cost  only  about  $4  million.  A  very  small  fraction  of 
that  amount  would  be  the  cost  of  an  additional  percentage  increase 
in  level  10  and  higher,  where  the  disparity  is  greater. 

We  realize  fully  that  budgetary  limitations  preclude  attaining  cur¬ 
rent  1966  comparability.  However,  since  we  have  never  been  closer 
to  comparability  than  a  year  or  more,  we  urgently  request  this  com¬ 
mittee  to  approve  a  salary  schedule  that  will  begin  to  close  the  widen¬ 
ing  gap  this  year. 

In  addition,  we  urge  the  committee  to  add  a  section  to  the  proposed 
bill  to  close  the  gap  completely  in  all  levels  in  two  stages,  beginning 
in  1967.  It  should  be  borne  in  mind  that  even  if  this  is  done  it  will 
mean  that  6  years  will  have  elapsed  between  the  establishment  of  the 
principle  of  comparability  and  the  attainment  of  that  goal. 
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OVERTIME 

Last  year  the  House  approved  a  bill  providing  mandatory  payments 
of  overtime  through  level  10.  This  was  amended  on  the  Senate  side 
by  granting  the  Postmaster  General  the  option  of  paying  overtime  or 
compensatory  time  for  work  performed  in  excess  of  8  hours  daily, 
over  40  hours  per  week,  or  on  holidays  to  supervisors  in  PFS-8  and 
above. 

We  knew  at  that  time  that  granting  the  option  to  the  Postmaster 
General  would  lead  to  many  inequities.  The  Postmaster  General 
immediately  announced  that  employees  in  level  8  and  higher  would 
be  granted  compensatory  time  for  overtime  and  not  pay.  The  Post 
Office  Department  authorized  payment  of  overtime  to  employees 
in  PFS-8  through  PFS-14  during  part  of  the  Christmas  rush. 

Senator  Yarborough.  Would  you  read  that  statement  back? 
Would  you  read  that  other  sentence  you  interpolated? 

Mr.  O’Dwyer.  Following  the  inequities,  there  was  inserted,  “The 
Postmaster  General  immediately  announced  that  employees  in  levels 
8  and  higher  would  be  granted  compensatory  tune  for  overtime  and 
not  pay.”  This  was  immediately  after  enactment.  He  did  make 
this  announcement  that  they  would  be - 

Senator  Yarborough.  By  “compensatory  time,”  you  mean  time 
off? 

Mr.  O’Dwyer.  Yes,  sir. 

Senator  Yarborough.  So,  if  they  worked  overtime,  they  got  tune 
off? 

Mr.  O’Dwyer.  Yes,  sir. 

Certain  limitations  however  were  placed  on  the  number  of  hours 
of  overtime  for  employees  in  these  levels,  but  not  in  the  lower  levels. 
Some  offices  required  employees  in  the  lower  salary  levels  to  work 
overtime  on  designated  weekends  when  overtime  payments  were 
authorized,  but  did  not  permit  PFS-8’s  through  PFS-14’s  to  work. 
Weakening  of  effective  direction  was  a  consequence. 

In  some  instances,  craft  employees  were  detailed  as  acting  super¬ 
visors,  PFS-6,  during  Christmas.  They  were  worked  overtime  to 
avoid  paying  overtime  to  level  8  supervisors  who  were  limited  to 
level  7  pay.  This  extraordinary  inequity  saved  65  cents  per  hour  in 
pay,  but  there  is  no  way  to  determine  how  much  it  cost  in  production. 

It  should  be  borne  in  mind  that  the  postal  supervisors  in  PFS-8 
through  PFS-10  are,  in  most  instances,  the  first  or  second  line  super¬ 
visors,  particularly  in  large  offices.  When  lower  level  employees  are 
required  to  work  overtime,  these  supervisors  should  be  on  duty  in  the 
interest  of  efficient  management.  There  is  ample  justification, 
therefore,  for  payment  of  overtime  through  these  levels.  Scheduling 
of  these  supervisors  is  controlled  by  higher  level  management. 

What  is  even  more  disturbing,  however,  is  that  under  this  optional 
authority  employees  in  levels  8  and  higher  are,  in  many  instances, 
now  detailed  to  a  6-day  week. 

Senator  Yarborough.  May  I  interrupt?  In  the  preceding  para¬ 
graphs,  it  seemed  to  me,  you  pointed  out  what  might  have  well  been 
a  great  weakness  in  management  there.  Detailing  people  who  are 
not  supervisors  to  do  the  supervisor’s  work,  in  order  to  prevent 
paving  the  higher  overtime  rates,  could  result  in  a  loss  of  efficiency. 
Has  your  organization  taken  this  up  with  the  Postmaster  General? 
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Mr.  O’Dwyer.  Yes;  but  as  yet  there  has  been  no  relief. 

Senator  Yarborough.  I  think  this  goes  beyond  the  cost  to  mem¬ 
bers  of  your  organization.  It  goes  to  the  whole  operation. 

Mr.  O’Dwyer.  It  certainly  does. 

Section  5(a)  of  Public  Law  89—301  states  “A.  basic  workweek  is 
established  for  all  postal  field  service  employees  consisting  of  five 
8-hour  days.”  The  intent  of  Public  Law  89-301  was  that  every 
regular  postal  employee  would  be  assigned  to  a  5-day  week.  The  law 
required  that  regular  employees  in  PFS-7  and  below  must  be  paid 
overtime  for  all  hours  in  excess  of  eight  each  day  and  for  work  on  the 
sixth  and  seventh  day.  Public  Law  89-116  provides  for  a  5-day 
week  for  postmasters.  What  is  now  happening  is  that,  in  many  cases, 
employees  in  PFS— 8  and  above  are  scheduled  to  a  workweek  of  Mon¬ 
day  through  Friday,  and  from  4  to  6  hours  on  Saturday,  since  post¬ 
masters  often  work  Monday— Friday  schedules.  Since  the  law  permits 
the  payment  of  overtime  or  compensatory  time  in  these  levels,  these 
employees  are  granted  a  compensatory  day  off  in  the  following  week 
or  within  the  next  30  days.  In  effect,  the  supervisors  in  PFS-8  and 
above  are  being  used  in  the  same  way  as  was  intended  for  substitute 
employees  alone.  It  is  our  considered  opinion  that  this  is  a  definite 
violation  of  Public  Law  89—301,  which  establishes  a  basic  workweek 
of  five  8-hour  days.  The  establishment  of  mandatory  payments  for 
overtime  work  would  eliminate  this  injustice. 

We  do  not  agree  with  the  Post  Office  Department  estimate  of  a  cost 
of  $15  million.  We  believe  the  estimate  is  based  on  distorted  earned 
compensatory  time  created  by  the  abuse  of  the  provisions  of  the  basic 
workweek.  When  this  proposal  was  considered  by  your  committee 
last  year,  the  cost  figure  was  well  below  $500,000.  We  believe  this  to 
be  a  more  realistic  figure. 

Both  the  Post  Office  Department  representative  and  the  Chairman 
of  the  Civil  Service  Commission  stated  that  supervisors  in  industry 
are  not  always  granted  overtime  payments.  They  failed  to  mention 
that  supervisors  in  industry  are  given  other  benefits  and  privileges  not 
received  in  the  postal  service,  such  as  bonuses,  stock  options,  paid 
membership  in  clubs,  profit  sharing,  and  many  other  items.  In  addi¬ 
tion,  employees  under  the  Classification  Act  through  grade  9  are  paid 
overtime,  and  above  these  grades  at  the  rate  of  GS-9.  There  is, 
therefore,  a  precedent  in  the  Government  service.  The  House-passed 
bill  would  extend  this  payment  through  GS— 10.  We  fully  endorse 
this  change  and  ask  that  the  similar  provision  in  the  House  bill  for 
payment  through  PFS— 10  also  be  retained,  with  the  option  granted 
the  Postmaster  General  of  paying  for  overtime  or  holiday  service  in 
all  levels  above  PFS-10. 

JUNIOR-SENIOR  INEQUITIES 

Another  section  of  H.R.  14122,  which  was  approved  by  the  House 
last  year  and  eliminated  on  the  Senate  side,  would  partially  resolve 
the  inequity  whereby  senior  employees  are  placed  in  steps  below  the 
step  of  the  junior  employee  promoted  at  a  later  date.  The  section 
approved  last  year  in  H.R.  10281,  and  included  in  H.R.  14122  as 
section  402,  applies  only  to  senior  employees  promoted  to  a  higher 
level  between  July  9,  1960,  and  October  13,  1962.  The  ideal  solution 
would  be  to  eliminate  any  reference  to  dates,  but,  as  mentioned 
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above,  this  section  is  a  partial  solution  to  a  longstanding  series  of 
inequities. 

We  hope  that  the  committee  will  fully  endorse  this  section  this 
year,  and  that  it  will  remain  in  the  bill  as  passed.  This  would  be  a 
tremendous  boost  to  the  morale  of  postal  employees  who  receive  less 
money  than  others  who  entered  the  service  and  were  promoted  at  a 
later  date.  The  following  chart  gives  some  examples  of  supervisors 
with  greater  seniority  who  are  in  lower  steps  than  junior  employees  in 
the  same  level: 

(The  chart  referred  to  follows:) 


Employee 

Entered 

service 

Promoted  to 
present  posi¬ 
tion 

Now  in 
level — 

Annual 

salary 

Salary  dif¬ 
ferential 

W.  B  _ 

Aug.  8, 1931 

Feb.  1, 1965 

10-3 

$8, 660 

w.  k _ 

Aug.  1, 1941 

June  19,1965 

10-6 

9,485 

$825 

R  N  H  _ 

May  5, 1937 

Apr.  1,1963 

6-9 

7, 517 

C.  E.  A _ _ _ _ 

Dec.  14,1942 

Mar.  1, 1965 

6-10 

7,  714 

197 

w  k  T 

Oct.  7, 1937 

July  31,1965 

7-7 

7,633 

A.  P.  H _ _ 

Apr.  17,1940 

Jan.  31,1966 

7-8 

7,845 

212 

W  T-  M 

Nov.  12, 1945 

Apr.  28,1962 

7-7 

7, 633 

D.  J.  N _ _ 

Sept.  25, 1948 

Nov.  6,1965 

7-8 

7, 845 

212 

n  .T  p 

Jan.  27,1943 

Apr.  14,1962 

7-7 

7, 633 

P.  F.  K _ _ 

Sept.  27',  1943 

Oct.  9, 1965 

7-10 

8,269 

636 

In  the  first  example,  you  will  note  that  the  second  employee,  the 
junior  employee  entered  the  service  10  years  later  than  his  senior,  was 
promoted  to  the  same  level  position  4  months  later,  but  is  now  receiv¬ 
ing  $825  more  than  the  senior  employee. 

"Skipping  to  the  third  example,  you  will  note  that  the  junior  em¬ 
ployee  entered  the  service  3  years  later,  was  promoted  to  level  7 
6  months  later,  but  is  receiving  $212  more. 

This  is  a  few  examples  of  the  many  in  our  files  of  the  inequities 
created  under  the  junior  promotion  provisions.  This  inequity  can  be 
corrected  at  a  small  cost.  The  estimate  is  $4  million,  which  we  fully 
believe  is  higher  than  what  it  will  actually  cost.  That  was  the  figure 
submitted  by  the  Post  Office  Department  last  year.  We  know  that 
some  of  these  inequities  have  since  been  eliminated  by  attrition,  such 
as  by  death,  retirement,  or  the  senior  employee  finally  reaching  the 
top  step  of  his  level. 

Since  the  senior  employees  between  July  9,  1960,  and  October  13, 
1962,  are  the  only  ones  to  be  advanced  under  this  provision,  there  will 
be  fewer  and  fewer  eligible  as  time  elapses.  Mr.  Murphy  indicated 
this  would  be  a  continuing,  longtime  process.  However,  the  cost  will 
decrease  as  more  and  more  employees  exhaust  eligibility  because  of 
the  time  limits  imposed. 

We  strongly  urge  the  inclusion  of  section  402  in  any  action  taken 
by  the  Senate. 

STEP  INCREASES 

Although  the  salaries  at  the  top  steps  of  the  levels  may  look  attrac¬ 
tive,  a  very  large  number  of  supervisors  will  never  reach  that  step. 
Under  the  present  salary  schedule,  progression  from  step  7  to  the 
top  step  is  at  3-year  intervals. 

Supervisors  are  promoted  from  the  rank-and-file  employees. 
According  to  figures  furnished  by  the  Post  Office  Department,  the 
average  entry  age  of  clerks  and  carriers  is  above  age  30.  Many  of 
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them  do  not  become  supervisors  in  less  than  25  years.  This  brings 
the  average  age  to  at  least  55,  which  is  the  optional  retirement  age. 
If  they  are  promoted  to  level  7,  they  are  placed  in  step  6  and  then  it 
takes  13  additional  years  to  reach  the  top  step  if  they  remain  in  level  7. 
At  this  rate,  the  employee  would  be  very  close  to  the  mandatory 
retirement  age.  He  could  not  possibly  serve  5  years  in  the  top  step 
of  his  salary  grade  and  establish  the  necessary  “high-five”  average 
for  retirement  purposes.  When  an  employee  is  promoted  to  level  7 
he  automatically  drops  back  to  a  lower  step.  Many  will  never  reach 
the  top  step  of  the  new  level  because  of  the  age  factor.  If  he  is 
promoted  above  level  7,  he  again  drops  back  a  step  or  more  each  time 
he  is  promoted,  which  makes  it  even  more  difficult  to  reach  the 
top  step. 

This  situation  is  common  only  in  the  postal  field  service,  where 
practically  all  of  the  employees  enter  in  the  lower  levels.  In  other 
agencies,  many  employees  enter  the  service  in  the  supervisory  or 
management  grades  because  there  are  many  more  positions  in  these 
grades  than  in  the  postal  service.  Only  9  percent  of  all  postal  em¬ 
ployees  are  in  levels  7  or  higher,  while  42  percent  of  the  employees 
under  the  Classification  Act  are  in  grade  7  or  higher.  A  person  who 
enters  the  classified  service  in  the  middle  or  upper  grades  would 
normally  have  little  difficulty  in  reaching  the  top  step  of  his  grade. 
In  the  postal  field  service,  it  is  almost  impossible.  We  urge  this 
committee  to  study  our  recommendations  that  all  steps  in  the  postal 
field  service  schedule  be  at  1-year  intervals. 

FRINGE  BENEFITS 

Administration  witnesses  have  testified  this  year  that  fringe 
benefits  should  not  be  considered  piecemeal  but  should  be  part  of  the 
overall  salary  bill.  There  is  also  the  indication  that  fringe  benefits 
are  more  liberal  in  the  Federal  service  than  in  industry.  Last  year, 
Mr.  Ewan  Clague,  who  was  Commissioner  of  Labor  Statistics,  ap¬ 
peared  before  the  House  committee  and  stated  that  total  expenditures 
for  fringe  benefits  were  approximately  the  same  for  white-collar 
employees  in  private  industry  and  classified  employees  in  Government. 

A  very  important  part  of  Mr.  Clague ’s  statement  was  that  the 
Federal  employee  makes  a  larger  contribution  relative  to  his  basic 
salary,  to  his  health  and  retirement  programs,  than  the  private  em¬ 
ployee — about  8.5  percent  to  about  6  percent.  He  stated  that  the 
Government  lags  behind  in  comparability  in  fringe  benefits,  except  for 
paid  leave.  Other  sources  could  be  quoted  to  demonstrate  postal 
employees  lag  far  behind  their  counterparts  in  private  industry.  We 
believe,  however,  the  statement  of  Mr.  Clague  is  ample  evidence  of 
this  fact. 

Although  we  are  disappointed  in  the  slight  addition  the  Govern¬ 
ment  would  be  required  to  make  in  the  payments  for  health  benefits, 
we  urge  this  committee  to  approve  section  601  of  H.R.  14122  with  an 
immediate  effective  date  rather  than  in  two  stages,  as  recommended 
by  the  Administration. 


OPTIONAL  RETIREMENT 

H.R.  14122  has  a  section  (504)  permitting  optional  retirement  at 
age  55  with  30  years’  service,  or  at  age  60  with  20  years’  service,  the 
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option  to  be  exercised  by  the  employee  alone.  We  strongly  recom¬ 
mend  the  retention  of  this  section  in  its  House-approved  form.  We 
object  strenuously  to  the  option  being  granted  to  the  various  agencies, 
as  requested  by  the  Administration. 

We  are  unalterably  opposed  to  the  agencies  having  the  option  of 
forcing  employees  with  30  years’  service  to  retire.  It  is  difficult  for 
any  agency  official  to  make  an  objective  judgment  of  the  value  of  an 
employee  who  has  reached  the  30-year,  55-age  stage.  There  is  a 
strong  possibility,  and  even  a  probability,  that  these  employees  could 
suddenly  find  themselves  expendable  due  to  changes  in  the  adminis¬ 
tration,  or  even  in  the  staffing  of  offices.  No  appeal  rights  or  other 
protection  is  offered  by  the  administration.  This  would  be  the 
beginning  of  the  merit  system,  and  would  undermine  the  whole  civil 
service  system. 

In  addition,  granting  the  agency  the  option  to  retire  the  employee 
at  age  55  with  30  years’  service  would  be  a  penalty  on  the  career 
employee.  To  attain  age  55  with  30  years’  service,  the  employee 
would  have  had  to  begin  his  service  at  age  25  or  younger.  An 
employee  who  began  at  age  35  would  have  only  20  years’  service  at 
age  55  and  could  not  be  retired  under  this  provision. 

We  can  foresee  many  inequities  in  this  provision.  We  strongly 
urge  this  committee  not  to  include  this  proposal. 

EFFECTIVE  DATE 

We  hope  that  this  committee  will  approve  the  effective  date  of  the 
first  pay  period  after  July  1,  1966.  Any  extension  of  the  effective 
date  would  widen  the  increasing  gap  between  industry  and  Federal 
salaries.  The  trend  in  industry  is  steadily  upward.  Despite  the 
suggested  guideposts,  it  is  common  knowledge  that  few,  if  any, 
union  contracts  provide  less  than  a  4-percent  increase.  To  keep  the 
situation  from  becoming  worse,  the  effective  date  really  should  be 
January  1,  1966,  but  we  accept  the  date  of  July  1,  1966. 

CONCLUSION 

We  strongly  urge  this  committee  to: 

1 .  Report  out  a  bill  that  will  have  a  salary  schedule  based  on  current 
comparability,  or  as  near  current  as  possible,  with  greater  increases 
in  the  middle  and  upper  levels  than  proposed  in  H.R.  14122. 

2.  Extend  overtime  payments  to  at  least  PFS-10. 

3.  Retain  the  section  eliminating  the  inequities  whereby  the  senior 
employee  receives  less  money  than  the  junior  employee  in  the  same 
level. 

4.  Have  all  step  increases  at  1-year  intervals. 

5.  Grant  optional  retirement  with  the  option  to  be  exercised  by 
the  employee  only. 

6.  Increase  Government  contributions  to  at  least  50  percent  of 
the  health  insurance  premiums. 

7.  An  effective  date  of  July  1,  1966. 

We  appreciate  the  opportunity  of  presenting  our  views  and  hope 
that  the  committee  will  act  favorably  and  promptly  on  our  recom¬ 
mendations. 

The  Chairman.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  O’Dwyer,  for  your 
very  helpful  testimony. 
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On  the  matter  of  health  insurance  you  want  that  in  one  step  rather 
than  two  as  recommended  by  the  administration? 

Mr.  O’Dwyer.  We  believe  that  would  be  equitable. 

The  Chairman.  Do  you  consider  this  increase  that  has  occurred 
in  the  cost  of  the  health  program  to  be  part  of  the  guidelines?  The 
employee  is  receiving  no  more  because  of  this;  we  are  merely  meeting 
the  rising  cost  of  that  medical  insurance. 

Mr.  O’Dwyer.  Well,  we  fully  agree,  Mr.  Chairman.  We  doubt 
very  much  that  these  should  be  included  in  the  guideposts.  We  feel 
they  are  outside  the  guideposts  and  could  be  more  aptly  termed 
catchup  rather  than  increases. 

The  Chairman.  In  your  statement  you  point  out  that  the  retire¬ 
ment  pay  for  an  employee  at  55  after  30  years  service  would  be 
inadequate.  What  percentage  would  that  be  of  his  pay? 

Mr.  O’Dwyer.  If  he  retires  at  55-30  it  would  be  56%  percent. 

The  Chairman.  At  that  time  it  would  be  really  difficult  for  him 
to  find  other  employment.  It  means  he  would  have  to  live  on  56 
percent  of  what  his  salary  was. 

Mr.  O’Dwyer.  It  is  not  too  easy  for  an  individual  to  find  a  fob  at 
the  age  of  55. 

The  Chairman.  On  page  7A,  you  bring  out  an  idea  not  mentioned 
by  others  that  to  grant  an  agency  the  option  to  retire  an  employee  at 
age  55  with  30  years  of  service  would  be  a  penalty  on  the  career 
employee. 

So  they  could  retire  an  employee  who  began  his  career  at  an  early 
age,  but  could  not  retire  an  employee  that  came  into  the  service 
later? 

Mr.  O’Dwyer.  That  is  right. 

The  Chairman.  On  comparability,  which  you  urge  us  to  do  our 
best  to  meet,  you  recognize,  of  course,  that  this  1  year  later  by  trying 
it  to  the  BLS  data. 

Mr.  O’Dwyer.  That  is  true,  we  are  behind  but  in  this  chart  we 
represented,  in  chart  B,  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  of  1965  demon¬ 
strates  that  we  are  behind  comparability  as  of  that  date.  In  addition 
we  are  3  percent  more  behind  comparability  above  these  figures  shown 
on  this  chart. 

The  Chairman.  I  think  we  are  3  percent  behind,  I  think  that  has 
been  well  established. 

Mr.  O’Dwyer.  That  is  right. 

The  Chairman.  You  mention  in  your  statement  that  the  supervisors 
are  denied  the  premium  pay  for  overtime  and  are  required  to  take 
compensatory  tune  instead;  is  this  limited  to  certain  grades? 

Mr.  O’Dwyer.  It  lies  within  the  8,  9,  and  10,  generally. 

The  Chairman.  You.  say  generally.  Below  eight  is  it  required 
that  cash  be  paid,  premium  pay? 

Air.  O’Dwyer.  PFS-7  and  below  must  be  paid  for  anything  in 
excess  of  40  hours  a  week. 

The  Chairman.  So  it  would  be  mandatory  cash  payments  at  the 
top  of  grade  7? 

Mr.  O’Dwyer.  That  is  right. 

The  Chairman.  Eight  and  above  is  at  the  discretion  of  the  Post¬ 
master  General? 

Mr.  O’Dwyer.  That  is  right. 

The  Chairman.  Your  estimate  was  most  of  this  was  paid  in  com¬ 
pensatory  time  rather  than  cash? 
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Mr.  O’Dwyer.  That  is  right. 

The  Chairman.  Does  this  affect  the  efficiency  of  the  post  office? 

Mr.  O’Dwyer.  We  definitely  feel  it  would  affect  scheduling  on 
Saturday,  which  is  a  lighter  day,  and  then  taking  compensatory  time 
during  the  week,  which  is  the  heavier  periods. 

We  feel  that  does  affect  efficiency. 

What  is  occurring,  particularly  in  the  small  offices  where  the 
assistant  postmaster  may  be  a  PFS-8  and  there  may  be  a  foreman, 
PFS-6;  in  order  to  avoid  the  payment  to  the  PFS-6  they  schedule 
the  assistant  postmaster,  PFS-8,  to  the  Saturday  schedule  of  less  than 
8  hours  and  then,  in  turn,  compensate  him  during  the  following  week 
for  the  number  of  hours  involved. 

The  Chairman.  I  see. 

Senator  Yarborough? 

Senator  Yarborough.  I  think  this  is  a  very  informative  statement 
and  in  view  of  the  hour  and  the  fact  we  have  other  witnessess,  I  will 
not  ask  questions  at  this  time.  I  will  say  this,  I  certainly  agree  with 
you  on  your  point  that  the  effective  date  of  this  act  by  July  1,  1966, 
rather  than  next  January.  If  we  put  it  off  until  next  January  we  are 
still  further  off. 

With  the  very  sharp  increase  in  withholdings  May  1,  I  think  most 
employees  are  going  to  have  to  pull  in  their  belts  pretty  sharply 
May  1  to  meet  their  commitments. 

I  do  not  mean  by  my  expressed  approval  of  the  July  1  date  that 
I  express  disapproval  of  the  other  points. 

As  the  chairman  points  out  you  have  raised  points  I  have  not  seen 
discussed  in  other  statements.  Thank  you  for  your  comprehensive 
statement. 

Mr.  O’Dwyer.  Thank  you. 

The  Chairman.  Thank  you,  Senator  Yarborough. 

We  appreciate  your  testimony,  Mr.  O’Dwyer  and  those  with  yoiu 

Our  next  witness  will  be  Mr.  Joy  L.  Flud,  of  the  National  Association 
of  County  Office  Employees  of  Durant,  Okla. 

The  Chairman.  We  are  happy  to  have  Mr.  Flud  here  to  present 
his  statement  and  to  give  us  the  reason  for  the  inclusion  of  these 
officers  in  the  Federal  pay  legislation.  You  may  proceed  in  your  own 
way. 

STATEMENT  OF  JOY  I.  FLUD,  PRESIDENT,  NATIONAL  ASSOCIA¬ 
TION  OF  ASCS  COUNTY  OFFICE  EMPLOYEES  (NASCOE)  AND 

MR.  RAYMOND  D.  VANDERHORST,  VICE  PRESIDENT  OF  THE 

NATIONAL  ASSOCIATION  OF  AGRICULTURAL  STABILIZATION 

AND  CONSERVATION  SERVICE  COUNTY  EMLOYEES 

Mr.  Flud.  Thank  you.  I  am  Joy  L.  Flud,  Bryan  County  ASCS 
office  manager,  Durant,  Okla.  As  president  of  the  National  Associa¬ 
tion  of  ASCS  County  Office  Employees,  I  am  representing  the  15,000 
employees  who  work  in  the  county  ASCS  offices  of  this  country. 
I  am  assisted  by  Mr.  Raymond  Vanderhorst,  vice  president,  Bussey, 
Iowa,  who  will  have  a  statement  for  you.  We  are  also  accompanied 
by  Mr.  Dillard  Lasseter,  NASCOE’s  Washington  representative. 

We  also  have  with  us  Mr.  Clyde  Payne,  ASCS  secretary  from 
Florida. 
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NASCOE  officers  have  had  the  privilege  on  a  number  of  occasions 
in  the  past  several  years  to  appear  before  this  distinguished  group  in 
behalf  of  NASCOE  members,  and  I  want  to  take  this  opportunity  to 
thank  you  for  the  consideration  you  have  given  us  each  time  we  have 
appeared. 

The  agency  for  which  we  work  is  the  Agricultural  Stabilization  and 
Conservation  Service.  We  administer  the  farm  programs  at  the 
county  level  which  you,  the  Congress,  provide  to  benefit  the  Nation’s 
farm  people. 

We  want  to  commend  this  committee,  the  Congress  and  the  execu¬ 
tive  branch  for  their  good  judgment,  in  providing,  in  the  Salary 
Reform  Act  of  1962,  for  a  continuing  study  of  the  Federal  pay  structure 
comparing  it  with  compensation  in  business  and  industry. 

Pay  levels  comparable  with  those  in  competing  fields  will  provide  a 
means  that  will  enable  Government  to  retain  trained  and  efficient 
employees.  In  the  past  our  ASCS  offices  across  the  Nation  have 
faced  the  constant  problem  of  seeing  trained  people  leave  service  in 
our  administration  for  your  farm  programs  to  take  positions  in 
business  and  industry  where  pay  scales  and  fringe  benefits  were  more 
attractive. 

You  have  provided  a  means  that  will  make  it  possible  for  us  to  keep 
these  well  trained  and  qualified  people,  if  you  see  fit  to  continue  the 
comparability  feature  you  have  initiated. 

I  will  impose  on  you  for  only  a  short  time  presenting  our  wishes  in 
connection  with  the  proposed  Federal  salary  adjustments.  Our  views 
are  consistent  with  that  of  many  other  witnesses  that  support  the 
principle  of  comparability.  At  the  same  time  we  know  that  you  must 
make  a  fair  application  that  will  serve  both  the  interest  of  the  employ¬ 
ees  and  the  public. 

So,  being  fully  acquainted  with  your  sense  of  fairness,  we  are 
willing  to  leave  the  amount  to  you.  Our  people  will  be  glad  to  abide 
by  and  respect  your  decision. 

We  feel  it  most  important  that  you  specifically  include  ASCS 
county  office  employees  in  any  pay  legislation  that  you  approve. 
All  our  duties  evolve  either  from  congressional  action  or  U.S.  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  directive.  Sometimes  in  the  past  we  were 
not  recognized  as  having  Federal  functions.  I  think  in  our  earlier 
appearances  we  have  established  to  the  satisfaction  of  this  distin¬ 
guished  committee  that  all  our  duties  are  Federal — not  State  or 
county — in  administering  the  farm  programs  in  the  field  that  have 
been  provided  for  by  the  Congress  and  the  U.S.  Department  of 
Agriculture. 

If  you  do  not  specifically  include  us  in  the  legislation  that  you 
approve,  you  will  be  making  our  ASCS  employees  not  only  subject  to 
unfair  competition  from  business  and  industry,  but  also  our  sister 
agencies  of  Government. 

Your  farm  programs  provide  a  service  to  agriculture  of  which  we 
feel  you  are  proud.  We  hope  you  will  help  us  retain  our  trained 
people  to  continue  to  give  good  service.  Our  desire  is  that  this  com¬ 
mittee  will  favorably  consider  a  provision  that  will  treat  ASCS  people 
the  same  as  other  Government  employees. 

In  the  event  your  committee  approves  any  pay  raise  for  Federal 
employees,  we  request  that  you  include  the  section  that  provides  the 
rates  of  compensation  of  persons  employed  by  the  county  committees 
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established  pursuant  to  section  8(b)  of  the  Soil  Conservation  and 
Domestic  Allotment  Act  (15  U.S.C.  590H  (b))  shall  be  increased  by 
amounts  equal  as  nearly  as  practicable  to  the  increase  provided  by 
this  act  for  corresponding  rates  of  compensation  in  the  appropriate 
schedule  or  scale  of  pay. 

We  are  asking  that  we  be  given  the  same  consideration  that  you 
were  nice  enough  to  give  us  when  enacting  the  1962  Salary  Reform 
Act  and  other  salary  adjustments  legislation  since  that  time. 

Our  Association  also  strongly  urges  and  recommends  enactment  of 
legislation  that  would  give  employees  full  annuity  on  retirement  at 
age  55  after  30  years’  service.  We  believe  that  many  of  our  people 
with  30  years  of  service  would  avail  themselves  of  the  opportunity  of 
retiring  at  an  earlier  age  than  is  now  possible. 

I  wish  again  to  express  our  appreciation  for  the  courtesies  you  have 
shown  us  and  the  opportunity  of  appearing  before  this  committee  to 
explain  the  position  of  our  organization  on  this  proposed  legislation. 
The  employees  in  each  of  the  more  than  3,000  agricultural  counties 
across  the  Nation  will  always  be  grateful  to  you  for  giving  me  this 
opportunity  to  present  their  views. 

Thank  you. 

The  Chairman.  Thank  you  very  much  for  your  very  helpful  state¬ 
ment,  Mr.  Flud. 

Your  present  status  is  not  as  Federal  employees  but  as  employees 
of  the  county  units  paid  with  Federal  money  and  subject  to  Federal 
retirement,  is  that  right? 

Mr.  Flud.  That  is  right.  We  are  employed  by  the  farmer-elected 
county  committees  but  all  our  funds  come  from  Federal  sources 
appropriated  by  the  Congress.  All  are  directed  as  classified  Federal 
employees  and  we  are,  in  our  way  of  looking  at  it,  strictly  Federal 
employees  from  our  view. 

The  Chairman.  You  want  the  pay  bill  that  is  before  us  to  be 
made  applicable  to  the  county  committees  as  nearly  as  practicable; 
is  that  right? 

Mr.  Flud.  That  is  then  right. 

The  Chairman.  The  issue  that  has  been  raised  in  regard  to  early 
retirement,  is  that  of  particular  applicability  to  your  group? 

Mr.  Flud.  I  might  be  wrong  but  I  believe  since  we  are  under  the 
retirement  act  if  this  bill  passed  it  would  apply  to  us. 

The  Chairman.  Unless  you  were  specifically  exempted? 

Mr.  Flud.  That  is  right.  We  feel  it  should  be  at  the  option  of 
the  employee  on  retirement. 

The  Chairman.  Senator  Yarborough? 

Senator  Yarborough.  These  employees  are  paid  100  percent  by 
the  Federal  Government? 

Mr.  Flud.  That  is  correct. 

Senator  Yarborough.  There  is  no  county  or  State  contribution? 

Mr.  Flud.  We  get  Government  drafts  from  the  State  which  are 
100  percent  Federal. 

Senator  Yarborough.  In  view  of  the  lateness  of  the  hour  I  won’t 
ask  any  further  questions. 

The  Chairman.  I  believe  Mr.  Vanderhorst  also  has  a  statement. 

We  welcome  you  to  the  committee  and  you  may  proceed  in  your 
own  manner. 
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Mr.  Vanderhorst.  First,  we  want  to  thank  the  committee  for 
hearing  our  organization  and  giving  us  the  opportunity  to  present 
this  testimony. 

The  statement  I  have  merely  supports  the  statement  of  Mr.  Flud. 
It  also  gives  a  little  more  background  as  to  our  organization  and 
what  it  stands  for  but  in  the  interest  of  time  and  the  fact  that  Mr. 
Flud  has  covered  our  position  fully,  with  your  permission  I  will  just 
file  my  statement. 

The  Chairman.  Thank  you  very  much. 

(The  document  referred  to  follows:) 

Statement  by  Raymond  D.  Vanderhorst,  Vice  President  of  the  National 
Association  of  Agricultural  Stabilization  and  Conservation  Service 
County  Employees  (NASCOE) 

I  am  Raymond  D.  Vanderhorst,  Mahaska  County  ASCS  office  manager, 
Oskaloosa,  Iowa,  and  vice  president  of  the  National  Association  of  ASCS  County 
Employees. 

Ours  is  a  voluntary  organization  of  county  agricultural  stabilization  and  con¬ 
servation  service  employees,  better  known  as  ASCS  employees. 

The  acceptance  of  our  organization  is  highlighted  by  the  fact  that  approximately 
93  percent  of  all  ASCS  county  office  employees  are  members  of  NASCOE. 

The  sole  purpose  of  this  organization  is  to  promote  the  welfare  of  its  members. 
Each  State  in  the  United  States  has  a  State  organization  and  is  affiliated  with 
NASCOE.  Likewise  each  State  has  two  members  on  the  board  of  directors. 
NASCOE  has  three  national  officers  and  an  executive  committee  representing  the 
six  ASCS  geographic  areas  of  the  United  States.  They  are: 


Name 

City 

State 

Northwest.. _ _ 

Southwest . . 

Jerry  Rees . . 

R.  M.  Christensen..  . 

Spokane _ 

Red  Bluff 

Washington. 

California. 

Arkansas. 

South  Carolina. 

South  Dakota. 
Pennsylvania. 

Oklahoma. 

Iowa. 

Florida. 

Texas. 

South-central. . . 

Jack  Gipson . . 

Southeast..  . . 

Ralph  Farr _ 

Midwest.  _ 

Robert  Scales  .  . . 

Northeast _ _ _ 

Evelyn  Yeagle 

President _ _ 

Joy  Flud.  .  _ _ 

Vice  president . . . 

Ray  Vanderhorst _ _ 

Secretary-treasurer . 

Clyde  R.  Payne _ 

Past  president . 

H.  Woodrow  Jones..  . 

The  officers  and  executive  committeemen  are  all  full-time  ASCS  employees  with 
no  salaried  personnel  other  than  Mr.  Dillard  B.  Lasseter,  Post  Office  Box  381, 
Washington,  D.C.,  who  is  on  a  retainer  basis  and  keeps  us  advised  on  legislation 
and  assists  us  in  legislative  work. 

The  Agricultural  Stabilization  and  Conservation  employees  administer  directly 
to  farmers  the  various  Federal  programs  assigned  to  them  by  the  Congress, 
Secretary  of  Agriculture,  Executive  order,  etc.  These  consist  of  such  complex 
USDA  programs  as  agricultural  conservation,  feed  grain,  cropland  adjustment, 
wool  incentive  payments,  soil  bank,  sugar,  marketing  quotas  (tobacco,  cotton, 
wheat,  peanuts,  rice)  and  Commodity  Credit  price-support  loans.  This  is  prac¬ 
tically  all  the  action  programs  of  USDA. 

Previously  this  committee  has  determined  and  the  Congress  agreed — and  we 
ASCS  employees  shall  always  be  grateful  to  you — that  we,  the  ASCS  employees 
on  the  county  level,  would  have  civil  service  retirement,  health  and  life  insurance 
previously  given  to  other  Federal  workers  and  you  have  included  us  in  your  recent 
pay  adjustment  bills.  You  have,  also,  placed  us  under  the  severance  pay 
legislation. 

Today,  we  are  before  you  representing  approximately  15,000  ASCS  county 
office  employees  respectively  requesting  county  ASCS  employees  be  specifically 
included  in  any  legislation  favorably  acted  upon  by  this  committee  in  regards  to 
salary  and  fringe  benefits. 

As  our  functions  are  entirely  Federal  we  have  no  source,  other  than  you,  to  ask 
for  salary  adjustments  and  fringe  benefits.  We  don’t  have  a  specific  recommenda¬ 
tion  for  the  percentage  of  increase  in  salaries.  We  know  the  cost  of  living  has 
risen  and  we  need  larger  salaries.  We  know  you  will  use  the  facts  you  have  ob- 
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tained  to  determine  a  just  increase.  We  feel  county  ASCS  office  employees’ 
salary  schedule  is,  now,  below  the  salary  schedule  of  other  Federal  workers 
performing  similar  duties.  If  we  were  not  specifically  included  in  pay  raise  legis¬ 
lation  in  1966  it  would  only  widen  the  gap;  therefore,  please  include  us. 

In  regard  to  retirement  at  55  years  of  age  with  30  years’  service,  our  organiza¬ 
tion  strongly  recommends  this  enactment.  Our  reasons  for  enactment  are  similar 
to  reasons  presented  to  you  by  other  witnesses. 

We,  also,  favor  the  proposal  of  transfer  of  credits  from  the  civil  service  retire¬ 
ment  system  to  social  security  for  persons  with  less  than  5  years  of  civil  service 
retirement  so  they  or  their  families  will  be  eligible  for  social  security  benefits. 

Again,  when  the  final  bill  is  marked  up  please  be  sure  wording  is  included  in  the 
bill  so  county  ASCS  employees  will  receive  identical  pay  raises  as  other  Federal 
workers  as  well  as  fringe  benefits. 

The  county  ASCS  employees  of  the  United  States  appreciate  this  opportunity  to 
present  our  views  and  we  thank  you  for  the  past  favorable  consideration  you  have 
given  us. 

The  Chairman.  We  have  our  old  friend  Mr.  Dillard  Lassiter, 
legislative  representative  of  the  Organization  of  Professional  Em¬ 
ployees  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture. 

I  understand  you  have  a  statement  you  would  like  to  make  as 
well  and  we  welcome  the  opportunity  to  hear  you. 

STATEMENT  OF  MR.  DILLARD  LASSITER,  LEGISLATIVE  REPRE¬ 
SENTATIVE,  ORGANIZATION  OF  PROFESSIONAL  EMPLOYEES, 

USDA 

Mr.  Lassiter.  Thank  you.  I  was  not  prepared  to  testify  but  I 
did  present  my  statement  and  will  brief  it  for  you. 

The  Organization  of  Federal  Employees  of  the  U.S.  Department 
of  Agriculture  numbers  approximately  7,500  employees  and  I  would 
say  about  one-third  of  them  are  in  the  Washington  area  and  two- 
thirds  are  scattered  around  the  agricultural  communities. 

Our  organization  was  pleased  with  the  statesmanlike  approach 
taken  in  the  President’s  statement  to  Congress  on  pay-health-retire¬ 
ment.  Although  there  were  a  few  changes  which  we  felt  should  be 
made  we  applauded  the  effort  to  meet  the  needs  of  the  professional 
employee  and  stay  within  the  economic  guidelines  set  as  a  means  of 
stabilizing  the  economy. 

How  can  the  Government  attract  and  keep  competent  professional 
personnel?  We  recognize  there  are  many  factors  which  must  be  kept 
in  mind.  Any  self-respecting  employee  would  like  to  believe  that 
his  abilities  are  recognized  and  used  at  the  point  of  greatest  need. 
He  wants  a  certain  degree  of  freedom  to  “operate”.  He  would  like 
to  be  in  an  organization  that  can  be  changed  to  accommodate  obvious 
needs  as  they  appear.  But  these  factors  do  not  take  the  place  of 
pay.  Increasing  salaries  of  the  upper  grades  to  at  least  near  compa¬ 
rability  with  those  in  industry  is  likely  to  bring  into  the  Government 
those  whom  the  President  said  we  must  have.  We  believe  comparabil¬ 
ity  is  essential  to  efficient  government  now  and  especially  in  the 
future. 

PAY 

Pay  comparability.— Pay  comparability  with  the  private  sector  of 
our  economy  is  one  of  the  more  progressive  goals  adopted  in  recent 
years.  It  is  of  special  importance  to  the  professional  personnel  and 
"the  management  of  units  requiring  their  services.  In  many  agencies, 
professional  employees  work  with  their  counterparts  in  industry.  If 
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Federal  employees  have  the  competence  to  supervise  and  share  leader¬ 
ship  for  public  programs  carried  out  by  private  firms,  their  pay 
should  be  comparable  to  those  with  a  like  responsibility  in  industry. 
The  administration’s  recognition  of  this  is  reflected  in  the  differences 
between  the  proposed  4.5-percent  increase  for  GS-15  and  1  percent 
for  GS-1  and  GS-2.  But  4.5  percent  in  the  higher  grades  barely 
covers  the  increase  in  the  disparity  between  Government  and  industry. 
Therefore,  we  feel  obliged  both  to  our  members  and  to  our  Govern¬ 
ment  to  respectfully  insist  that  full  comparability  is  needed  if  the 
required  competence  of  professional  personnel  is  maintained  now  and 
retained  in  the  future. 

Credit  for  accumulated  time  at  top  of  grade. — We  propose  that  em¬ 
ployees  be  given  credit  for  those  months  they  worked  in  the  top  step 
of  their  grade  prior  to  the  effective  date  of  the  1962  Pay  Act,  in  order 
to  meet  the  time  requirements  of  extra  steps  provided  for  in  that  act. 
For  example,  if  an  employee  had  been  in  the  eighth  or  top  step  of 
GS-15  for  3  years  on  the  effective  date  of  the  1962  Pay  Act,  he  could 
now  be  placed  in  the  10th  or  top  step  of  the  grade  if  his  performance 
merited  it. 

HEALTH 

OPEDA  fully  supports  the  proposed  changes  in  the  health  pro¬ 
gram.  The  increase  in  the  Federal  part  of  the  cost  of  the  health 
insurance  is  in  line  with  trends  in  industry. 

We  also  support  the  proposal  to  transfer  retirees  to  the  medicare 
program. 

RETIREMENT 

Increased  annuities  for  short  periods  of  service. — Although  more 
than  90  percent  of  OPEDA’s  members  who  have  written  us  are  op¬ 
posed  to  “combining  civil  service  retirement  with  social  security,” 
we  do  support  the  plan  to  assure  an  annuity  equal  to  that  provided' by 
social  security  for  employees  and  their  families  with  short  periods  of 
Federal  service  or  who  have  shifted  from  Federal  to  non-Federal 
service.  This  should  assist  in  providing  encouragement  of  the  ex¬ 
change  of  competent  personnel  between  the  Federal  Government, 
State,  and  local  government  as  well  as  with  industry.  However,  this 
does  not  correct  an  inequity  keenly  felt  by  many  OPEDA  members. 
We  refer  to  the  discrimination  which  the  Civil  Service  Commission 
has  made  by  including  State  and  county  extension  agents  under 
Federal  civil  service  retirement  but  not  allowing  similar  credit  for 
other  Federal-State  service  for  those  who  were  brought  into  the 
Federal  service  during  the  1930’s  to  fill  scientific,  technical,  and  ad¬ 
ministrative  positions  in  the  “New  Deal”  agencies.  These  are  the 
“forgotten”  professionals  of  the  Federal  service.  We  urge  Federal 
retirement  credit  for  this  service. 

We  approve  the  provision  which  will  enable  an  employee  with  20 
years  of  service  to  retire  at  age  60. 

Maintenace  of  the  retirement  fund . — We  see  no  reason  why  em¬ 
ployees  should  not  share  equally  the  normal  cost  proposed  for  the 
future  liberalization  of  retirement  benefits. 

OPEDA  supports  the  administration’s  proposal  for  maintaining  the 
retirement  fund  at  an  ample  margin  of  fiscal  safety. 

Retirement  at  55  with  30  years  of  service. — OPEDA  was  among  those 
who  pioneered  the  idea  of  employees  being  permitted  to  retire  with 
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full  annuity  at  the  age  of  55  with  30  years  of  service.  It  congratu¬ 
lates  the  administration  on  this  progressive  step.  It  has  been  in¬ 
dicated,  however,  that  authority  should  be  given  management  to 
initiate  action  to  retire  employees  at  the  age  of  55  with  30  years  of 
service.  Interest  in  efficiency  and  productivity  in  the  career  service 
has  been  suggested  as  the  reason  for  seeking  this  authority.  If  this 
is  to  be  done,  it  should  be  made  to  apply  to  all  grade  levels  because 
declines  in  efficiency  after  30  years  of  service  will  not  be  limited  to 
grades  13  and  up.  In  any  case  the  net  effect  of  granting  such  author¬ 
ity  to  management  would  mean  the  employees  affected  could  sum¬ 
marily  be  stripped  of  job  retention  rights  available  to  them  during 
the  first  30  years  of  their  career  service. 

Such  authority  should  not  be  given  unless  it  is  tempered  by  effec¬ 
tive  restraints  and  controls  to  protect  employees  against  misuse  from 
any  source  and  for  any  reason.  Unless  the  authority  is  sought  for  all 
grade  levels,  and  unless  it  is  accompanied  by  restraints  and  controls, 
higher  graded  employees  can  only  conclude  that  the  career  civil 
service  would  be  weakened.  As  proposed,  it  is  a  serious  threat  to 
the  service.  Since  it  is  such  an  important  matter,  we  strongly  object 
to  the  inclusion  of  this  feature.  It  merits  thoughtful  study,  and 
jointly  recommended  action  by  management  and  employee  groups. 

Provision  for  surviving  widowers. — We  are  extremely  interested  in 
the  recommendations  of  the  Cabinet’s  Committee  on  Federal  Staff 
Retirement  Systems  for  the  improvement  of  survivors’  benefits. 
There  is  one  situation  in  laws  governing  survivor  benefits  that  is  not 
specifically  corrected  by  the  committee’s  recommendations.  The 
Retirement  Act  prevents  the  widower  from  receiving  an  annuity 
should  his  wife  die  in  service.  According  to  the  new  philosophy  in 
the  Cabinet’s  committee  report:  “The  concept  of  staff  retirement 
benefit  as  a  gratuity,  or  even  as  a  reward  for  long  and  faithful  service, 
has  given  way  through  the  years  to  the  concept  that  it,  too,  is  a  right 
earned  through  past  service.”  We  submit  that  the  married  female 
employee  is  denied  the  total  compensation  which  her  married  male 
colleague  is  paid.  We  can  only  believe  that  President  Johnson  failed 
to  make  this  as  a  specific  recommendation  only  because  this  inequity 
was  not  brought  to  his  attention. 

Under  existing  law,  as  amended  in  1956,  a  married  female  employee 
can,  upon  retirement,  expect  to  leave  an  annuity  to  her  husband. 
This  is  as  it  should  be,  of  course.  But  it  is  even  more  important  that 
she  should  have  this  right  during  employment- — when  she  and  her 
husband  may  be  raising  and  educating  children. 

The  members  of  this  organization  favor  the  President’s  proposal 
that  a  widow  who  marries  after  60  years  of  age  should  continue  to 
receive  the  annuity  left  by  her  deceased  husband.  But  they  do  not 
want  that  benefit  to  take  priority  over  what  they  consider  to  be  then- 
right  to  leave  an  annuity  to  their  husbands. 

OPEDA  wishes  to  than  the  committee  for  this  opportunity  of 
expressing  its  views  on  these  excellent  proposals. 

Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman,  for  allowing  me  to  appear 
at  this  time  and  I  will  be  glad  to  answer  any  questions  that  may  arise. 

The  Chairman.  On  the  matter  of  health  insurance,  you  feel  should 
not  be  charged  as  a  guideline  benefit  to  the  employee. 

Mr.  Lassiter.  We  do  not,  and  we  support  that  change. 

The  Chairman.  As  in  the  House  bill'.’ 
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Mr.  Lassiter.  That  is  right;  yes,  sir. 

The  Chairman.  Senator  Yarborough. 

Senator  Yarborough.  The  average  citizen  sees  the  letter  carrier 
and  the  clerk  at  the  post  office  window;  that  is  the  only  Federal  official 
in  the  rural  areas  they  have  contact  with.  ASCS  officers,  I  don’t 
know  how  you  can  do  it,  but  my  suggestion  is  that  the  county  officers 
take  a  greater  part  in  the  community  life. 

The  other  county  officials  don’t  feel  like  they  participate  in  the 
activities  of  the  community  with  them. 

Mr.  Lassiter.  You  are  referring  to  the  county  office  employees? 

Senator  Yarborough.  Yes,  sir.  I  am  not  making  a  complaint 
I  am  just  telling  you  what  other  officers  in  the  courthouse  tell  us. 

Mr.  Lassiter.  Very  briefly  let  me  say  this,  both  Texas  and  Okla¬ 
homa  have  very  fine  leadership  for  this  organization  and  if  that 
situation  exists  out  there  it — it  must  be  bad  in  other  States. 

Mr.  Flud.  We  feel  most  in  the  ASCS  office  at  home  are  highly 
respected. 

Senator  Yarborough.  That  is  a  different  question,  they  are  highly 
respected;  highly  competent  and  aboveboard,  that  is  not  what  I  was 
referring  to.  Your  honor,  competency,  fine,  but  what  I  am  saying  is 
they  say  they  are  apart  . 

I  am  not  complaining  of  your  15,000  efficient  employees. 

The  Chairman.  I  think  what  Senator  Yarborough  is  driving  at  is 
the  public  relationship. 

Senator  Yarborough.  The  county  officials  felt  that  these  men 
being  on  the  Federal  salary  and  not  being  elected  every  2  or  4  years 
felt  they  were  a  cut  above  the  county  officials.  This  is  purely  a  public 
relations  matter  which  has  nothing  to  do  with  the  honor  of  the  county 
agents.  You  agents  hear  a  lot  of  complaints  of  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  I  am  certain,  don’t  you? 

Mr.  Flud.  That  is  right. 

Senator  Yarborough.  You  have  a  public  relations  job,  we  are 
trying  to  render  more  service  in  the  United  States  and  we  want  you 
agents  to  be  a  part  of  that  service. 

The  average  citizen  knows  he  can  vote  that  judge  or  sheriff  out. 
I  think  you  have  a  public  relations  problem  of  letting  the  people 
know  their  views  are  to  be  considered  even  though  you  work  in  the 
limited  agricultural  field. 

The  Chairman.  Thank  you,  Senator  Yarborough. 

We  appreciate  your  appearance,  Mr.  Flud,  Mr.  Vanderhorst,  and 
Mr.  Lassiter. 

The  Chairman.  Our  next  witness  is  Mr.  Floyd  Huffman,  president 
of  the  National  Rural  Letter  Carriers  Association. 

,  We  are  happy  to  have  you  here  and  would  you  identify  your  asso¬ 
ciates  for  the  record? 

STATEMENT  OF  MR.  FLOYD  E.  HUFFMAN,  PRESIDENT,  NATIONAL 
RURAL  LETTER  CARRIERS  ASSOCIATION 

Mr.  Huffman.  I  am  accompanied  bv  our  national  vice  president, 
on  my  right,  Mr.  Carev  W.  Hilliard,  and  Mr.  Joseph  W.  Emeigh,  our 
national  secretary  on  my  left. 

I  trust  you  have  been  provided  with  a  summary  statement  of  our 
testimony.  W  e  would  ask  in  order  to  save  time  and  expedite  the 
work  of  this  committee  that  our  statement  be  submitted  for  the  record. 
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The  Chairman.  It  will  be  included  in  its  entirety. 

(The  document  referred  to  follows:) 

Statement  of  Floyd  E.  Huffman,  President,  National  Rural  Letter 

Carriers’  Association 

Mr.  Chairman,  members  of  the  committee,  my  name  is  Floyd  E.  Huffman. 
I  am  president  of  the  National  Rural  Letter  Carriers’  Association,  an  organization 
of  43,000  members  representing  regular,  retired,  and  substitute  rural  letter  carriers. 
I  am  accompanied  by  Carey  W.  Hilliard,  vice  president,  and  John  W.  Emeigh, 
secretary  of  our  organization. 

We  appreciate  the  prompt  scheduling  of  hearings  on  the  pay-fringe  benefit 
legislation  by  the  chairman  of  this  committee,  Senator  Monroney;  and  we  also 
are  grateful  for  the  dedicated  interest  which  has  been  demonstrated  throughout 
these  hearings  by  both  the  majority  and  minority  members. 

H.R.  14122,  the  House-passed  bill,  is,  in  our  opinion,  a  most  reasonable  compro¬ 
mise  between  the  proposals  on  salary  increases  and  fringe  benefits  sponsored  and 
advocated  by  many  Members  of  the  House  and  the  recommendation  on  Federal 
compensation  submitted  to  the  Congress  by  President  Johnson.  Recognizing 
that  it  is  a  compromise,  and  also  being  fully  aware  of  the  budgetary  situation  we 
would  like  to  indicate  our  endorsement  and  wholehearted  support  of  II.R.  14122. 

The  salary  increase  provisions  of  this  bill  do  not  achieve  salary  comparability 
under  the  procedures  which  we  believe  were  intended  under  the  provisions  of  the 
Salary  Reform  Act  of  1962,  Public  Law  87-793.  Federal  employees  logically 
assumed  that  the  procedures  set  forth  in  this  act,  in  line  with  the  BLS  data  which 
has  been  provided,  would  result  in  legislative  action  to  both  keep  them  abreast  of 
the  continuing  rise  in  wages  in  the  private  sector  of  the  economy  and  close  the 
gap  which  clearly  exists.  Many  in  the  Congress  and  in  the  administration  have 
proclaimed  the  value  of  comparability  and  pledged  to  uphold  it  in  principle  and  in 
fact.  For  one  reason  or  another,  however,  Federal  employees  each  year  have 
been  advised  that  “this  is  not  the  year.” 

When  salary  legislation  was  under  consideration  last  year,  John  W.  Macy,  Jr., 
Chairman  of  the  Civil  Service  Commission,  in  discussing  the  President’s  proposal 
before  this  committee,  stated: 

“The  *  *  *  proposal  *  *  *  is  not  a  catchup  proposal  in  order  to  bring  all  of 
these  schedules  into  line  with  comparability  objectives.  It  is  an  interim  adjust¬ 
ment.  It  is  designed  to  offset  the  increases  in  the  market  place  for  private  salaries 
between  1963  and  1964,  as  shown  by  the  latest  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics.” 

Now,  1  year  later,  Federal  employees  are  again  facing  an  “interim”  adjustment. 
Once  again  “this  is  not  the  year.”  This  is,  of  course,  a  disappointment.  We 
recognize,  however,  that  great  strides  have  been  made  in  recent  years  in  the 
field  of  salary.  We  are  aware  of  the  personal  interest  of  President  Lyndon  B. 
Johnson  and  the  constructive  action  he  has  initiated  in  the  field  of  Federal  em¬ 
ployee  salary  and  fringe  benefit  legislation.  We  are  also  grateful,  Mr.  Chairman, 
to  yourself  and  the  members  of  this  committee  for  the  important  contributions 
made  over  the  past  years  in  approving  and  reporting  legislation  which  accelerated 
the  move  toward  comparability.  .  . 

Addressing  ourselves  to  the  current  salary  recommendations  of  the  admmistra- 
tion,  we  believe  several  factors  should  be  given  careful  conideration.  Siyiplanting 
the  comparability  principle  with  the  wage-price  guidelines  set  by  the  Council  of 
Economic  Advisers  and  guidepost  limitations  set  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget, 
establishes  a  completely  new  set  of  rules  and  procedures.  The  two  basic  methods 
appear  to  be  mutually  exclusive  to  each  other  and  the  effort  to  intermix  the  two 
gives  rise  to  a  bit  of  misunderstanding,  if  not  outright  confusion.  Comparability 
is  based  on  the  BLS  statistical  data  relating  private  industry  wage  rates  to  those 
paid  positions  of  similar  rank  within  the  Federal  service.  It  has  frequently  been 
stated  that  no  exact  comparison  is  possible,  but  the  formula  followed  since  the 
enactment  of  the  1962  Salary  Act  has  established  a  precedent  for  comparison  which 
appeared  to  be  working  satisfactorily.  As  we  understand  guidelines,  it  is  a  for¬ 
mula  which  ties  wage  increases  to  productivity.  If  comparability  were  achieved 
then  the  switch  to  the  wage-price  guidelines  would  be  a  far  more  convincing  and 

valid  move.  _  ,  ,  ...  c 

It  is  recognized  that  there  is  a  lag  in  bringing  Federal  pay  rates  up  to  those  of 
private  industry.  The  lag,  as  of  the  March  1965,  BLS  data  approximates  2.5  to 
3  percent.  Earlier  estimates  seemed  to  indicate  that  private  industry  rates 
would  continue  to  rise  approximately  3  percent  during  the  current  year  of  1966. 
Information  on  recently  negotiated  wage  contracts  makes  that  estimate  suspect. 
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Daniel  L.  Harbour,  chief  of  the  economic  unit  of  the  Bureau  of  National  Affairs, 
speaking  recently  at  an  industrial  relations  conference  sponsored  by  Chicago’s 
Loyola  University,  predicted  that  the  wage  increases  will  average  9.5  cents  per 
hour  in  all  industries  this  year — -1  cent  higher  than  the  average  in  1965.  We 
would  point  out  that  this  prediction  deals  with  wages  only  and  does  not  include 
fringe  benefits.  Despite  these  facts,  the  administration’s  recommendation  would 
grant  a  salary  increase  averaging  2.85  percent.  This  average  increase  is  applied 
throughout  the  salary  schedule  in  amounts  ranging  from  1  to  4.5  percent.  We 
can  well  appreciate  the  intent  of  this  percentage  spread  understanding  that  it  is 
designed  to  grant  higher  increases  to  the  upper  grades  where  the  comparability 
lag  is  alleged  to  be  the  greatest.  It  is  difficult,  however,  to  rationalize  that  ap¬ 
proach  geared  to  comparability  when,  for  all  practical  purposes,  the  pay  recom¬ 
mendations  are  tied  to  the  wage-price  guidelines.  If  the  purpose  is  not  to  disturb 
these  guidelines,  then  it  is  difficult  to  rationalize  that  4.5  percent  in  upper  grades 
will  not  do  so.  No  one  can  question  but  that  comparability  is  being  shelved. 
If  this  is  the  case  then  it  appears  to  be  far  more  realistic  to  at  least  affect  the 
maximum  increase  within  the  wage-price  guidelines  for  the  rank-and-file 
employees. 

If  the  comparability  distortions  presently  with  us  are  not  to  be  corrected,  then 
surely  consideration  should  be  given  to  the  dollar  amounts  involved.  The  wage 
earner  in  greatest  need  is  the  one  in  the  lower  levels  of  the  salary  scales.  The 
rising  cost  of  living  clearly  indicates  that  it  is  the  basic  bread-and-butter  items 
that  are  causing  the  wage  earner’s  dollars  to  shrink.  Certainly  if  a  sacrifice  in 
salary  dollars  is  to  be  made,  it  would  be  easier  for  the  family  where  the  bread¬ 
winner  is  currently  enjoying  an  above-average  salary.  Additional  dollars  in 
pay  checks  for  employees  up  to  the  middle  grades  would  go  for  basic  items  of 
food,  shelter,  clothing,  and  the  rising  costs  of  other  items  of  necessity.  The 
across-the-board  increase  approved  by  the  House  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service 
Committee  in  the  Morrison  bill,  II.  R.  14122,  and  the  approval  of  that  bill  by 
393  to  1  in  the  House  of  representatives  would  certainly  substantiate  that  this 
is  the  position  of  the  Members  in  the  other  body. 

Rural  carriers,  just  as  other  Federal  workers,  take  pride  in  playing  the  role  of 
good  citizens  and  dedicated,  loyal  employees.  When  sacrifices  are  necessary  for 
the  good  of  our  Nation,  for  the  protection  of  the  American  way  of  life,  then  we 
join  with  the  public  spirited  throughout  the  Nation  to  make  whatever  contribu¬ 
tion  and/or  sacrifice  necessary.  If  that  contribution  means  restraint  in  an  effort 
to  stem  the  evil  force  of  inflation,  which  in  the  long  run  is  disastrous  for  all,  then 
we  endorse  all  restraints  that  are  necessary.  We  trust,  however,  that  in  the  good 
judgement  of  this  committee,  and  of  the  Senate,  that  fairness  and  equity  in  the 
matter  of  pay  will  be  equated  with  the  needs  of  restraint.  We  believe  the  across- 
the-board  increase  provided  in  II.  R.  14122  is  a  sound  approach  if  it  is  not  now 
possible,  in  deference  to  the  wage-price  guidelines,  to  effect  true  comparability. 

The  members  of  this  committee  have  demonstrated  time  and  again  that  they 
have  a  serious,  devoted  interest  in  the  welfare  of  rural  carriers  as  well  as  all 
Federal  employees.  We  know  the  members  of  this  committee  fully  appreciate 
the  value  and  worth  of  the  services  rendered  by  Federal  workers.  We  are  also 
certain  that  the  members  of  our  association  have  an  understanding  of  the  problems 
which  beset  us  as  a  nation,  and  we  have  a  deep  appreciation  of  the  difficult  and 
serious  decisions  which  must  be  made  by  all  Members  of  Congress  as  they  exercise 
the  awesome  responsibility  of  serving  the  interests  of  all  our  citizens. 

Immediate  past  history  will  show  that  the  Congress  has  demonstrated  concern 
for  the  pay,  fringe  benefits,  and  working  conditions  of  the  Federal  employees. 
We  have  no  reason  to  believe  that  this  interest  is  any  less  sincere  today  as  the 
question  of  Federal  pay  is  considered.  Approval  of  the  pay  provisions  of  H.R. 
14122  would,  in  our  opinion,  be  accepted  as  a  progressive  move  forward  even 
though  we  may  be  traveling  along  the  road  of  comparability  at  something  less 
than  full  speed. 

FRINGE  BENEFITS 

Mr.  Chairman,  members  of  the  committee,  we  are  quite  pleased  that  the 
President  in  his  message  to  the  Congress  did  make  recommendations  for  im¬ 
provements  in  the  retirement  and  fringe  benefit  field.  This  is  a  part  of  the 
employment-benefit  package  which  we  believe  should  be  improved  as  early  as 
possible. 

We  submitted  recommendations  to  the  Cabinet  Committee  setting  forth  quite 
a  number  of  liberalizations  which  we  believe  to  be  desirable  and  merited.  The 
first  recommendation,  relative  to  civil  service  retirement,  was  the  employees 
be  granted  the  privilege  of  30-year  optional  retirement  on  full  annuity.  We  are 
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grateful  that  this  long-expressed  desire  of  Federal  employees  has  .finally  .won 
approval  within  the  administration  and  that  the  President  included  this  as  one 
of  his  recommendations  to  the  Congress.  We  are  grateful  that  the  House  bill 
contains  this  provision,  as  well  as  the  option  for  retirement  at  age  60,  with  20 
years  of  service.  We  wholeheartedly  endorse  this  part  of  H.R.  14122  and  trust 
that  this  committee  will  retain  these  amendments  to  the  Retirement  Act  in  the 
bill  approved. 

We  regretted  that  the  House  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Committee,  in 
deference  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  House  Ways  and  Means  Committee,  could 
not  include  the  provision  for  a  transfer  of  credits  between  social  security  and  civil 
service  retirement.  This  is  a  very  important  recommendation  of  the  President’s 
Cabinet  Committee.  It  would  guarantee  that  retirement,  disability,  and  survivor 
benefits  would  not  be  denied  to  those  who  die,  become  disabled,  or  leave  the  Fed¬ 
eral  service  before  completing  5  years  of  civilian  service,  which  is  the  minimum 
requirement  to  gain  eligibility  for  benefits  under  the  Civil  Service  Retirement 
Act.  We  have  heard  the  testimony  of  administration  officials  wherein  they  have 
pointed  out  that  this  item  must  be  considered  as  a  cost  item  within  the  3.2-percent 
wage-price  guidelines  ceiling.  It  is  most  difficult  to  rationalize  this  point  of  view. 
This  is  a  protection  which  has  been  long  denied,  one  which  is  clearly  recognized 
as  merited  and  desirable,  and  one  which  we  believe  should  not  be  delayed. 

We  also  support  the  provisions  in  H.R.  14122  which  would  provide  for  a  re¬ 
computation  of  annuities  for  persons  who  retired  between  April  1,  1948,  and 
October  10,  1962,  in  order  to  effect  the  lesser  cost  of  providing  a  survivorship 
annuity  enacted  in  Public  Law  87-793  and  to  establish  the  survivorship  annuity 
at  55  percent  of  the  earned  annuity  of  the  deceased  spouse.  Likewise  we  consider 
it  a  most  progressive  step  forward  to  amend  the  Retirement  Act  to  extend  sur¬ 
vivor  annuities  to  student  children  until  22d  birthday  in  place  of  present  “end 
of  school  year  when  21st  birthday  is  reached”  and  to  continue  survivor  annuities 
at  age  60  or  over  upon  remarriage  and  to  provide  for  reinstatement  of  discontinued 
survivor  annuities  in  those  cases  where  the  remarriage  is  terminated.  We  feel, 
on  the  basis  of  equity,  that  the  provisions  relative  to  survivorship  annuities  in 
H.R.  14122  should  be  made  retroactive.  The  liberalizing  of  retirement  benefits 
lor  those  now  on  the  annuity  rolls  is  another  item  which  should  not,  in  our  judg¬ 
ment,  be  applicable  to  the  3.2-percent  maximum  established  under  the  wage-price 
guidelines  for  pay  and  benefits  to  be  granted  to  Federal  employees.  We  are  fully 
cognizant  that  increased  costs  are  involved  but  in  making  recommendations  to 
the  Cabinet  Committee  relative  to  retirement  liberalizations,  this  association 
also  urged  that  the  financial  conditions  of  the  retirement  fund  be  strengthened  by 
a  formula  for  increased  contributions  by  the  Government,  designed  first  to  recoup 
past  losses  due  to  the  failure  of  the  Government  to  make  deposits;  and  second  to 
provide  a  sound  actuarial  condition  for  the  future  by  an  improved  method  of 
financing,  including  an  increase  in  contributions  of  employees,  as  necessary,  to 
halt  the  increasing  actuarial  deficiency  ana  to  permit  the  liberalizations  we  have 
been  seeking. 

We  still  subscribe  to  the  need  for  an  improved  financing.  Whether  or  not 
the  0.5  percent  being  recommended  by  the  administration  is  the  proper  amount 
rests  with  the  good  judgment  of  this  committee.  Our  membership,  however, 
desires  liberalizations  in  our  retirement  system,  and  we  are  fully  cognizant  of 
the  fact  that  the  fund  must  be  shored  up  by  a  more  realistic  funding  procedure 
if  its  financial  stability,  even  with  present  benefits,  is  to  be  maintained.  Under 
the  administration  proposal,  the  agencies  of  Government  would  also  increase 
their  contributions  on  an  equal  share  basis.  We  also  endorsed  the  proposal 
which  would  require  the  Congress  to  vote  appropriations  for  the  retirement  fund 
each  time  there  are  actions  which  would  increase  the  liability  of  the  retirement 
fund. 

HEALTH  BENEFITS 

We  were  pleased  that  the  message  of  the  President  recognized  the  inadequacy 
of  the  present  Government  contribution  to  the  cost  of  the  Federal  health  plans, 
and  we  are  grateful  that  the  House  saw  fit  to  provide  a  revised  costing  formula 
in  H.R.  14122  that  would  restore  the  original  ration  of  costs  which  existed  when 
the  Federal  Health  Benefits  Act  became  effective  in  1960.  As  Senator  Yarborough 
pointed  out  during  the  course  of  these  hearings,  the  intent  of  Congress  in  estab¬ 
lishing  the  health  plan  was  to  set  a  50-50  costing  formula.  The  50-50  division 
of  costs,  however,  is  applicable  only  in  the  Government-wide  low  option  with 
the  lowest  premium. 
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This  is  a  costing  formula  which  has  proven  to  be  unrealistic.  Unless  it  is 
changed  by  new  legislation,  the  vast  majority  of  employees  enrolled  in  the  Federal 
health  plans  will  continue  to  assume  a  larger  share  of  the  premium  costs.  This  is 
due  to  the  fact  that  the  low  options  are  limited  in  many  ways  as  to  the  dollar 
amount  of  benefits  provided  and  thus,  generally,  total  costs  of  these  plans  do 
not  reflect  the  rising  costs  of  health  care.  They  cannot  be  compared  to  the  high 
options  which  grant  a  type  of  open-end  coverage — meaning  the  benefit  structure 
is  geared  to  assume  both  the  rising  costs  for  greater  utilization  by  the  insureds 
and  the  rising  costs  of  health  care  incurred. 

The  low  options,  although  they  provide  limited  benefits,  still  appeal  to  appprox- 
imately  15  percent  of  the  enrolled  insureds — 85  percent  of  Federal  employees 
have  recognized  the  need  for  greater  protection  and  have  enrolled  in  the  high 
options.  The  Government’s  contribution,  however,  remains  tied  to  the  low- 
option  formula  and  it  completely  fails  to  provide  what  we  sincerely  believe  to  be 
a  fair  sharing  of  costs  in  this  important  area  of  fringe  benefits. 

When  the  rural  carrier  benefit  plan  was  established  in  July  1960,  under  the 
Federal  Employees  Health  Benefits  Act  of  1959,  the  low  option,  self  and  family 
enrollment,  reflected  a  50-percent  sharing  of  costs  or  $6.76  per  month  for  both 
the  employee  and  the  Government.  Today  those  enrolled  in  this  option  pay 
54  percent  of  the  premium  cost  with  the  Government’s  share  shrinking  to  46 
percent. 

We  have  long  urged  that  the  Government’s  contribution  be  at  least  50  percent 
of  the  premium  costs.  Mr.  Ewan  Clague,  then  Commissioner,  Bureau  of  Labor 
Statistics,  presented  data  in  hearings  before  this  committee  last  year  noting  that 
one-fourth  of  the  companies  in  the  BLS  survey  paid  all  the  costs  of  health,  acci¬ 
dent,  and  life  insurance  plans,  and  that  three-fourths  of  those  with  contributory 
plans  paid  more  than  half  the  costs.  H.R.  14122  does  not  establish  a  50-50 
sharing  of  costs  but  it  does  at  least  restore  the  original  cost-sharing  formula.  It 
is  a  merited  and  justifiable  move  forward  in  this  area,  and  is  a  provision  strongly 
endorsed  and  supported  by  this  association. 

Once  again,  it  is  difficult  to  rationalize  that  required  expenditures  to  restore 
the  original  cost-sharing  formula  applicable  to  the  Federal  health  plans  should  be 
considered  a  “new”  benefit,  and  the  increased  expenditure  charged  to  the  wage- 
price  guidelines.  This  is  not  a  new  benefit;  it  is  merely  a  reflection  of  the  increased 
costs  to  maintain  a  program  authorized  by  the  Congress  in  1959.  Those  insured 
in  these  plans  have  had  to  assume  the  total  increased  premium  costs  which  have 
been  necessary  to  maintain  the  benefit  structure.  It  was  established  as  an 
employer-employee  contributory  plan  and  the  fact  is  that  the  Government,  under 
the  cost-sharing' formula  set  and  followed  to  date,  has  failed  to  assume  its  proper 
share  of  the  sharply  rising  costs  in  this  benefit  area. 

Thoughts  quite  similar  to  our  own,  relative  to  the  administration  stand  that 
any  additional  costs  in  this  area  are  wage-price  guidelines  have  been  expressed 
by  the  chairman,  Senator  Monroney,  and  by  the  ranking  minority  member, 
Senator  Carlson.  We  happily  associate  ourselves  with  the  expressed  viewpoints 
and  trust  that  the  needed  and  justified  increase  in  the  Government’s  share  of 
health  insurance  contributions  be  retained  in  the  bill  to  be  approved  by  the  com¬ 
mittee. 

In  closing  Air.  Chairman,  we  would  like  to  commend  the  committee  and  the 
Senate  for  approval  of  H.R.  6926,  the  bill  to  liberalize  the  Federal  Group  Life 
Insurance  Act.  This  bill,  as  amended  by  this  committee,  goes  a  long  way  in 
accomplishing  the  goals  of  this  association  relative  to  Federal  group  life  insurance. 
The  43,000  members  of  our  organization  are  grateful  for  the  progressive  action 
taken  by  the  committee  in  that  bill.  We  trust  the  Senate-approved  bill  will  be 
accorded  hearings  in  the  House  and  that  it  may  be  enacted  by  this  Congress. 

Mr.  Chairman,  members  of  the  committee,  may  I  again  express  our  appreciation 
for  this  opportunity  to  appear  before  you  and  offer  our  views  and  recommendations 
on  the  legislation  being  considered. 

Mr.  Huffman.  The  following  are  the  major  items  discussed  in  our 
prepared  statement  submitted  for  the  record.  Number  1 ,  the 
National  Rural  Letter  Carriers  strongly  endorses  and  wholeheartedly 
supports  the  House  passed  bill,  H.R.  14122.  We  believe  it  recom¬ 
mends  a  most  reasonable  compromise  on  salary  increase  and  fringe 
benefits. 
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Number  2,  supplanting  the  comparability  principle  with  wage- 
price  guidelines  establishes  a  completely  new  set  of  rules  and 
procedures. 

The  two  basic  methods  appear  to  be  mutually  exclusive  to  each 
other  and  the  effort  to  intermix  the  two  gives  rise  to  a  bit  of  mis¬ 
understanding,  if  not  outright  confusion.  As  we  understand  the 
guidelines,  it  is  a  formula  which  ties  wage  increases  to  productivity. 
If  comparability  were  achieved  then  the  switch  to  the  wage-price 
guidelines  would  be  a  far  more  convincing  and  valid  move. 

All  indications  are  that  wage  increases  for  the  current  year  of  1966 
will  exceed  the  guidelines.  This,  coupled  with  the  existing  lag  in 
comparability,  certainly  justifies  an  increase  higher  than  that  recom¬ 
mended  by  the  administration.  Despite  this,  the  recommendation 
before  the  committee  would  grant  a  salary  increase  averaging  2.85 
percent  throughout  the  various  salary  schedules  in  amounts  ranging 
from  1  to  4.5  percent.  We  can  well  appreciate  the  intent  of  this 
percentage  spread,  understanding  that  it  is  designed  to  grant  higher 
increases  in  the  upper  grades  where  the  comparability  lag  is  alleged 
to  be  the  greatest.  It  is  difficult  to  rationalize  that  approach  geared 
to  comparability,  however,  when,  for  all  practical  purposes,  the  pay 
recommendations  are  tied  1o  the  wage-price  guidelines.  If  the 
purpose  is  to  not  disturb  these  guidelines,  then  it  is  difficult  to  ration¬ 
alize  that  4.5  percent  to  the  upper  grades  would  not  do  so.  No  one 
can  question  that  comparability  is  being  shelved.  If  this  is  the  case, 
then  it  appears  to  be  far  more  realistic  to  at  least  effect  the  maximum 
increase  within  the  wage-price  guidelines  for  rank-and-file  employees. 
If  the  comparability  distortions  presently  with  us  are  not  to  be  cor¬ 
rected,  then  surely  consideration  should  be  given  to  the  dollar  amounts 
involved.  The  wage  earner  in  greatest  need  is  the  one  in  the  lower 
levels  of  the  salary  scale.  The  rising  cost  of  living  clearly  indicates 
that  it  is  the  basic  bread-and-butter  items  that  are  causing  the  wage 
earner’s  dollar  to  shrink. 

Certainly,  if  a  sacrifice  in  salary  dollars  is  to  be  made,  it  would  be 
easier  for  the  family  where  the  bread winner  is  currently  enjoying  an 
above  average  salary.  Additional  dollars  in  paychecks  for  employees 
up  to  the  middle  grades  would  go  for  basic  items  of  food,  shelter, 
clothing,  and  the  rising  costs  of  other  items  of  necessity.  The  across- 
the-board  increases  approved  by  the  House  Post  Office  and  Civil 
Service  Committee  in  the  Morrison  bill,  H.R.  14122,  and  the  approval 
of  that  bill  by  393  to  1  in  the  House  of  Representatives  would  clearly 
substantiate  that  this  is  the  position  of  the  Members  in  the  other  body. 

We  recommend  and  strongly  urge  this  committee  to  retain  the 
across-the-board  increase  provided  in  H.R.  14122. 

1.  We  wholeheartedly  support  and  endorse  the  provisions  of  H.R. 
14122  which  would  grant  optional  retirement  at  age  55  with  30  years 
of  service  and  at  age  60  with  20  years  of  service.  Retirement  at  age 
55  with  30  years  of  service  has  been  a  long-sought  goal  and  we  trust 
these  amendments  to  the  Retirement  Act  will  be  retained. 

2.  We  recommend  that  the  committee  amend  H.R.  14122  to  provide 
for  the  transfer  of  credits  between  social  security  an  civil  service 
retirement  to  guarantee  retirement,  disability,  and  survivor  benefits 
to  those  who  die  or  become  disabled  before  completing  5  years  of 
Federal  civilian  service,  which  is  the  minimum  to  qualify  for  benefits 
under  the  Retirement  Act. 
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3.  We  support  the  provisions  of  H.R.  14122  providing  for  recompu¬ 
tation  of  annuities  for  those  who  retired  between  the  period  April  1, 
1948,  and  October  10,  1962,  in  order  to  effect  the  lesser  cost  of  pro¬ 
viding  a  survivorship  annuity  as  provided  in  Public  Law  87-793,  and 
to  establish  the  survivorship  annuity  of  55  percent  of  the  earned 
annuity  of  the  deceased  spouse;  the  extending  of  survivorship  benefits 
to  student  children  until  their  22d  birthday.  We  also  support  the 
provision  to  continue  survivor  annuities  at  age  60  or  over  upon  re¬ 
marriage,  and  to  reinstate  survivorship  annuities  in  those  cases  where 
the  remarriage  is  terminated;  and  in  equity,  we  believe  this  provision 
should  be  made  retroactive. 

4.  In  making  recommendations  to  the  President’s  Cabinet  com¬ 
mittee,  relative  to  retirement  liberalizations,  this  association  also 
urged  that  the  financial  condition  of  the  Retirement  Fund  be  strength¬ 
ened  by  a  formula  for  increased  contributions  by  the  Government, 
designed  first  to  recoup  past  losses  due  to  the  failure  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment.  to  make  deposits;  and  second  to  provide  a  sound  actuarial  con¬ 
dition  for  the  future.  Our  membership  desires  liberalizations  in  the 
Retirement  Act  and  we  are  fully  cognizant  that  the  fund  must  be 
shored  up  by  a  more  realistic  funding  procedure  if  its  financial  sta¬ 
bility,  even  with  present  benefits,  is  to  be  maintained.  WTe  subscribe 
to  the  need  for  an  improved  financing,  including  an  increased  con¬ 
tribution  by  employees.  Whether  or  not  the  0.5  percent  being  rec¬ 
ommended  by  the  administration  is  the  proper  amount  rests  with  the 
good  judgment  of  this  committee. 

5.  We  endorse  the  provision  of  H.R.  14122  which  would  restore  the 
cost-sharing  formula  in  the  Federal  health  plans  which  existed  at  the 
time  they  were  established  in  1960.  In  our  prepared  testimony,  we 
noted  that  the  cost  to  the  insureds  has  continued  to  rise  while  the 
cost  to  Government,  on  a  ratio  basis,  continues  to  grow  less.  It  is  an 
employer-employee  contributory  plan  and  there  is  no  valid  reason  why 
the  Government’s  share  shoidd^be  adjusted  to  retain  at  least  its  orig¬ 
inal  percentage  contribution. 

Senator  Yarborough  noted  during  these  hearings  it  was  the  intent 
of  the  law  to  have  50/50  sharing  when  the  item  was  first  considered. 
We  do  not  believe  that  this  item  should  be  considered  as  a  part  of  the 
wage-price  guideline  costs.  It  is  not  a  “new”  benefit  but  is  merely 
picking  up  increased  costs  for  a  benefit  established  in  1959. 

Mr.°Chairman,  we  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  appear  before 
this  committee  and  offer  our  views  and  recommendations  on  the 
legislation  that  is  being  considered. 

The  Chairman.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Huffman. 

Senator  Yarborough  was  mentioning  the  public  relations  job  done 
by  all  employees  and  certainly  all  of  us  in  Congress  appreciate  the 
fine  relationship  between  the  rural  carriers  and  people  on  their  routes 
and  the  extrordinary  service  you  perform. 

Mr.  Huffman.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  as  an  organization  we 
are  quite  proud  of  our  membership  and  the  relationship  to  the  people 
they  serve  in  providing  complete  postal  service  to  rural  patrons. 

We  tell  them  in  our  organizational  meetings  that  they  are  the  one 
Federal  employee  that  has  day-to-day  contact  with  rural  populations 
by  giving  full  and  complete  service  to  the  patrons. 

Senator  Yarborough.  I  want  to  associate  myself  with  the  chair¬ 
man’s  remarks  about  the  fine  service  rural  carriers  do.  I  find  in  some 
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cases  they  are  the  most  beloved  Federal  employees.  For  3  years  of 
my  life  I  taught  school  6  miles  from  the  highway  and  railroad,  there 
were  dirt  roads,  hard  to  get  over,  but  the  rural  carrier  came  through 
the  mud  and  high  waters,  sometimes  crossing  if  nobody  else  crossed. 
And  he  got  the  mail  there,  came  though  in  all  kinds  of  weather,  rain, 
snow  or  anything,  and  as  the  chairman  pointed  out  he  shared  the 
hardships  with  people  on  those  routes. 

On  rainy  days  he  came  when  the  farmers  could  not  even  get  in  the 
fields.  W  e  appreciated  that  fact  he  came  and  rendered  that  service. 
I  certainly  concur  with  the  chairman.  I  don’t  know  of  any  group 
in  America  other  than  the  rural  carrier  that  is  more  highly  esteemed. 

I  have  never  had  a  complaint  in  my  9  years  service  in  the  Senate 
of  any  rural  carrier  being  discourteous  on  the  route.  People  may 
not  always  write  approving  something  that  is  right  but  if  it  is  not 
right  they  do  write. 

I  have  not  had  a  single  complaint  on  any  letter  carrier.  That  is 
one  of  the  fine  testimonials  of  the  cheerful,  friendly  service  you  render. 
I  congratulate  you  warmly. 

Mr.  Huffman.  The  State  of  Texas  has  the  greatest  number  of  rural 
routes. 

Senator  Yarborough.  We  did  have  the  longest,  do  we  still  have 
the  longest? 

Mr.  Huffman.  I  think  not. 

Senator  Yarborough.  Did  Alaska  take  it  away  from  us?  We  had 
the  longest  for  a  while. 

Mr.  Huffman.  I  might  point  out  the  postal  service  provides  this 
service  to  one-fifth  of  the  Nation’s  population,  36  million  Americans. 

Senator  Yarborough.  You  have  one-fifth  of  the  population  you 
serve  and  a  far  higher  percentage  of  the  area.  Have  you  ever  esti¬ 
mated  the  area? 

Mr.  Huffman.  I  don’t  know  about  the  complete  area,  but  it  would 
be  a  large  percent. 

Senator  Yarborough.  Probably  over  80  percent? 

Mr.  Huffman.  It  is  1,890,000  miles  a  day,  6  days  a  week. 

Senator  Yarborough.  I  want  to  congratulate  you  on  your  state¬ 
ment,  particularly  where  you  have  a  cogent  statement  of  how  this  bill 
gets  away  from  comparability  and  moves  over  to  wage-price  guidelines 
and  then  to  some  extent  confuses  the  two  and  talks  about  part  of  one 
principle  and  part  of  another. 

This  is  the  best  statement  on  that  I  have  seen. 

The  Chairman.  You  mention  that  you  serve  one-fifth  of  the  popu¬ 
lation,  this  continues  to  grow,  does  it  not,  because  of  the  expanding 
sprawl  of  our  cities?  Much  of  the  new  additional  mail  load  that  grows 
up  around  the  cities  has  to  be  served  by  the  rural  carriers  rather  than 
by  the  foot  carrier. 

'  Mr.  Huffman.  At  the  present  time  it  is  approximately  27  percent 
of  the  rural  routes  of  the  Nation  that  are  classified  heavy  duty. 

The  Chairman.  How  much? 

Mr.  Huffman.  Approximately  27  percent,  something  in  excess  of 
8,000  and  this  is  in  the  urban  areas  that  you  spoke  of. 

The  Chairman.  While  the  number  of  farmers  to  square  mile  has 
decreased,  the  movement  out  from  the  center  of  the  cities  to  the 
periphery  has  continued  to  grow  in  rapid  proportion? 
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Mr.  Huffman.  We  think  perhaps  the  movement  of  the  population, 
the  rural  delivery  service  has  leveled  and  now  may  continue  to 
increase. 

I  might  point  out  during  the  last  30  years  the  number  of  rural 
carriers  has  decreased  by  about  10,000. 

The  Chairman.  What  percent? 

Mr.  Huffman.  About  25  percent  fewer  carriers  than  there  were 
30  years  ago,  yet  we  are  traveling  more  than  400,000  miles  a  day 
than  we  did  30  years  ago  with  the  improvement  of  automobiles  and 
roads  and  are  serving  more  people  than  we  did. 

The  Chairman.  Has  the  number  of  lady  rural  carriers  moved  up  in 
numbers?  It  used  to  be  quite  small. 

Mr.  Huffman.  At  the  present  time  it  is  something  over  500;  about 
1  y2  percent  of  our  rural  carriers  are  now  lady  carriers  and  a  great 
percentage  of  the  substitutes  are  lady  carriers. 

The  Chairman.  Senator  Yarborough? 

Senator  Yarborough.  I  believe  the  number  of  rural  carriers  is 
declining  not  only  over  a  10-year  period  but  from  year  to  year. 

Mr.  Huffman.  Yes,  up  until  the  present  time  but  now  we  think 
that  it  has  reached  a  level  position  and  in  the  future  may  increase. 

Senator  Yarborough.  Due  to  these  routes  the  chairman  described 
on  the  outskirts  of  the  city? 

Mr.  Huffman.  We  think  also  due  to  the  movement  of  industry 
to  the  rural  areas.  This  is  going  to  be  a  way  of  life. 

Senator  Yarborough.  It  is  more  of  the  movement  to  get  away 
from  the  city  limits  and  municipal  taxation. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  have  nothing  further. 

The  Chairman.  In  order  to  expedite  the  hearings  as  much  as  pos¬ 
sible  so  we  can  have  a  bill  ready  for  the  floor,  the  committee  is  going 
to  try  to  meet  this  afternoon  if  we  can  secure  the  attendance  of 
members. 

At  this  time  we  will  recess  and  meet  at  2  o’clock.  Our  witnesses 
will  be  Mr.  John  McCart,  Government  Employees  Council,  AFL-CIO; 
Mr.  John  Snyder,  National  Association  of  Postmasters;  Mr.  Harold 
McAvoy,  National  Association  of  Mail  Handlers;  Mr.  Charles  Caffrey, 
Council  of  Federal  Professional  Organizations;  and  Mr.  Russell 
Stephens,  American  Federation  of  Technical  Engineers. 

Senator  Yarborough.  I  want  to  approve  the  chairman’s  move  to 
expedite  this  bill,  I  want  to  express  my  regret  I  probably  won’t  be  able 
to  be  here  this  afternoon. 

That  is  not  from  lack  of  interest  as  to  what  these  witnesses  have  to 
say;  I  will  read  their  statements  before  the  record  is  printed. 

The  Chairman.  We  will  meet  from  2  to  3. 

The  committee  will  stand  in  recess  until  2  o’clock. 

(Whereupon,  at  12:15  p.m.,  the  committee  recessed,  to  reconvene 
at  2  p.m.  the  same  day.) 

afternoon  session 

The  Chairman.  The  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Committee  will 
resume  its  hearings  on  H.R.  14122,  the  Federal  Salary  and  Fringe 
Benefits  Act  of  1966. 

Our  first  witness  is  Mr.  John  McCart,  operations  director,  Gov¬ 
ernment  Employees  Council,  AFL-CIO. 
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Will  you  please  come  forward. 

I  apologize  to  those  who  were  going  to  be  witnesses  for  having  an 
afternoon  session,  but  we  are  anxious  to  get  this  moving  along. 

STATEMENT  OF  JOHN  McCART,  OPERATIONS  DIRECTOR, 
GOVERNMENT  EMPLOYEES  COUNCIL,  AFL-CIO 

Mr.  McCart.  We  appreciate  your  scheduling  the  hearings  both 
morning  and  afternoon  in  order  to  get  this  bill  out. 

We  have  supplied  the  committee  with  copies  of  our  formal  state¬ 
ment,  and  with  your  approval  I  would  like  it  to  be  carried  in  the 
record. 

The  Chairman.  It  will  be  carried  in  full,  and  you  may  summarize. 

Mr.  McCart.  The  Government  Employees  Council  and  its  30  affil¬ 
iates  representing  a  significant  segment  of  Federal  employees  in  the 
postal,  classified,  and  wage  board  services  requests  early  action  by 
Congress  to  provide  equitable  salary  adjustments  for  those  in  the 
postal  and  classified  schedules  and  improvements  in  other  benefits 
affecting  all  Federal  workers. 

We  appreciate  the  action  of  you,  as  chairman,  and  your  distin¬ 
guished  colleagues  on  the  committee  in  arranging  these  prompt 
hearings  on  legislation  vital  to  the  welfare  of  all  Federal  employees 
and  their  families. 

Commendation  is  certainly  in  order  to  the  President  and  his  assist¬ 
ants  for  their  recommendations  to  improve  pay  and  other  conditions 
of  Federal  employment.  It  is  encouraging  to  witness  this  construc¬ 
tive  approach  toward  the  advancement  of  conditions  of  these  men  and 
women  as  public  employees. 

But  we  must  honestly  disagree  with  the  specifics  advanced  by 
other  witnesses  representing  the  administration. 

Pending  before  the  committee  is  H.R.  14122  providing  salary  ad¬ 
justments  and  other  benefits  for  Federal  classified,  postal,  and  wage 
board  employees.  Consequently,  our  testimony  will  be  directed 
principally  toward  that  legislation. 

In  October  1962,  Congress  wisely  adopted  the  principle  that  there¬ 
after  the  salaries  of  Federal  classified,  postal,  and  related  occupations 
would  be  comparable  with  private  enterprise  rates. 

Unfortunately,  this  goal  has  proved  quite  elusive.  Now,  some  4 
years  later,  these  Federal  employees  are  still  searching  for  incomes 
which  will  make  that  promise  a  reality. 

We  recognize,  of  course,  that  progress  has  been  made  since  the 
enactment  of  the  Postal  Service  and  Federal  Employees  Salary  Act 
of  1962  toward  attainment  of  the  fundamental  purpose  enunciated  in 
that  law.  But  as  a  matter  of  fact,  the  basic  aim  of  that  statute  has 
not  been  secured  by  the  employees. 

And  this  despite  the  fact  that  the  principal  parties  involved — the 
legislative  and  executive  branches  and  the  employees  have  all 
subscribed  to  the  comparability  concept. 

Last  year,  AFL-CIO  President  George  Meany  served  as  a  member 
of  President  Johnson’s  Special  Panel  on  Federal  Salaries.  On 
April  14,  1965,  he  expressed  general  agreement  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  his  colleagues  on  the  panel,  but  disagreed  on  several  items. 
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One  of  these  points  involved  “comparability.”  Mr.  Meany  offered 
these  pertinent  observations : 

But  all  we  have  is  a  concept,  for,  as  the  report  points  out,  full  comparability 
has  not  been  achieved.  In  much  of  Government  employment,  in  fact,  we  have 
not  even  approached  comparability. 

What  is  even  worse,  the  majority  of  the  special  panel  have  failed  to  urge 
immediate  achievement  of  full  comparability.  In  my  opinion,  this  is  a  grave 
disservice  to  Government  employees  and  to  the  Nation. 

Less  than  2  months  ago,  the  executive  council  of  the  AFL-CIO 
reiterated  its  support  of  Mr.  Meany’s  1965  position. 

We  are  concerned  over  the  failure  of  the  administration  to  propose  to  Congress 
measures  to  achieve  full,  current  comparability  between  private  industry  and 
Federal  Government  salaries  paid  postal  and  other  Federal  workers. 

As  in  the  past,  employees  are  confronted  with  a  serious  problem  in 
the  pay-fixing  machinery  which  has  plagued  them  since  the  inception 
of  the  concept  of  a  Federal  pay  structure  reflecting  changes  in  private 
industry. 

I  refer  to  the  lapse  of  time  between  collection  of  data  on  private 
sector  rates  by  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  and  the  translation  of 
these  figures  into  concrete  salary  recommendations  by  the  executive 
branch  to  Congress. 

Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  Bulletin  No.  1469,  which  reports  the  most 
recent  survey  of  private  sector  salaries  used  as  a  basis  to  compare 
Federal  and  postal  pay,  was  developed  on  findings  in  February- 
March  1965.  Not  until  March  7,  1966,  more  than  1  year  later,  did 
Congress  receive  recommendations  for  adjusting  Federal  salaries 
pursuant  to  that  survey.  At  least  some  of  these  private-industry 
salary  rates  were  established  in  1964. 

If  the  executive  branch’s  suggested  effective  date,  January  1,  1967, 
is  accepted,  employees  will  be  paid  rates  prevailing  almost  2  years 
before.  And,  in  many  instances,  they  will  not  be  comparable  with 
private  industry  scales  even  that  recent. 

From  a  technical  standpoint,  it  is  possible  that  processing  salary 
data  collected  by  BLS  and  its  assimilation  by  the  Civil  Service  Com¬ 
mission  and  Budget  Bureau  cannot  be  substantially  accelerated. 
This  does  not  justify  restricting  salary  movements  of  Federal  workers 
to  the  level  attained  a  year  or  two  ago  by  employees  of  private 
concerns. 

Rather,  it  emphasises  the  necessity  for  congressional  action  to  pro¬ 
vide  pay  for  postal  and  classified  workers  reasonably  current  at  the 
time  of  enactment.  People  with  family  responsibilities  should  not  be 
required  to  suffer  economic  hardship  because  the  machinery  for  fixing 
their  salaries  cannot  keep  pace  with  current  developments  in  the 
labor  market. 

Nor  can  reliance  on  salary  levels  in  private  firms  serve  as  an  ade¬ 
quate  substitute  for  obvious  facts.  The  consumer  price  index  for 
February  1966,  was  calculated  at  111.6.  This  figure  is  2.5  percent 
more  than  in  February  1965.  The  cost  of  essentials,  such  as  fruit  and 
meat,  has  risen  further  this  year. 

The  simple  fact  is  that  it  costs  a  Government  employee  substantially 
more  to  feed,  house,  and  clothe  his  family  today  than  a  year  ago. 

In  May  1965,  AFL-CIO  economists  announced  the  results  of  up¬ 
dating  the  Labor  Department’s  city  worker’s  family  budget  for  1959. 
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These  calculations  revealed  that  an  average  worker  with  a  wife  and 
two  children,  13  and  8  years  old,  required  $6,418  to  purchase  neces¬ 
sities,  and  a  few  amenities.  No  allowance  was  made  in  this  figure  for 
savings  or  luxuries. 

Federal  employees  in  level  4  of  the  postal  schedule  and  GS-5  of  the 
general  schedule  would  have  to  occupy  step  9  of  their  grades  before 
receiving  this  amount.  Thus,  a  postal  worker  would  have  to  be  in 
level  4  for  12  years,  and  his  classified  counterpart  in  GS-5  for  18 
years  before  attaining  the  modest  annual  salary  indicated  in  the 
updated  city  worker’s  budget. 

Even  under  the  schedules  developed  from  the  administration’s 
proposal,  the  city  worker’s  budget  figure  would  only  be  available  at 
step  8  and  above. 

While  a  substantial  number  of  Federal  employees  are  assigned  to 
higher  grades  than  those  noted  above,  there  are  even  more  who  must 
earn  a  living  in  the  lower  grades  and  levels.  More  than  470,000 
classified  workers  are  found  in  grades  GS-1  through  GS-5,  and 
postal  levels  PFS-1  through  PFS-4  are  occupied  by  more  than 
400,000  employees. 

The  average  increase  involved  in  the  administration’s  recommenda¬ 
tions  amounts  to  2.85  percent.  In  the  light  of  increases  in  private 
industry  salaries,  productivity,  the  time  lapse  between  the  most 
recent  salary  survey  and  the  present,  and  rise  in  the  cost  of  living, 
salary  adjustments  substantially  larger  than  those  proposed  by  the 
executive  branch  are  justified  to  produce  current  comparability. 

In  the  light  of  this  evidence,  it  is  apparent  that  the  salary  adjust¬ 
ments  now  under  consideration  are  long  overdue.  Rather  than  make 
them  effective  in  January  1967,  we  believe  the  increases  should  be 
implemented  as  soon  as  possible.  In  no  case  should  the  effective  date 
extend  beyond  July  1,  1966. 

Government  employees  are  quite  conscious  of  the  necessity  for  all- 
out  support  of  our  national  effort  in  Vietnam,  and  the  desirability  of 
curbing  any  serious  inflationary  tendencies  in  the  economy.  As 
public  workers,  they  have  an  opportunity  to  contribute  daily  to 
effective  Government  service. 

The  basic  question,  however,  is  whether  their  salaries  will  enable 
them  to  acquire  and  maintain  a  decent  standard  of  living.  If  not, 
action  must  be  taken  to  assure  them  that  they  will  at  least  keep  pace 
with  the  general  wage  trend  in  the  private  sector. 

Nevertheless,  the  exigencies  of  our  commitment  in  southeast  Asia 
and  our  national  economy  demand  forbearance  and  cooperation. 
Therefore,  we  accept  in  that  spirit  the  salary  increases  developed  in 
H.R.  14122,  which  conform  to  the  existing  guideposts. 

ANNUAL  SURVEYS 

Last  year,  the  joint  report  of  the  Civil  Service  Commission  and 
Bureau  of  the  Budget  on  Federal  and  private  salary  systems  asserted 
that  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  would  seek  funds  to  extend  its 
surveys  to  smaller  communities  and  smaller  companies,  with  less  than 
250  employees. 

One  step  in  this  process  has  been  undertaken.  BLS  Bulletin  No. 
1469  asserts  that  the  geographic  coverage  of  the  1965  survey  has  been 
expanded  to  include  nonmetropolitan  counties  in  addition  to  metro- 
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politan  areas.  In  this  survey,  however,  the  data  were  tabulated  so 
that  separate  presentation  of  the  metropolitan  findings  could  be  made. 

We  are  assured  that  these  data  represent  only  8  percent  of  the  areas 
studied.  But  even  this  fraction  can  influence  the  total  figures,  and 
does  not  augur  well  for  future  surveys,  if  the  practice  continues. 

The  1965  review  continued  the  limitation  of  coverage  to  companies 
employing  250  or  more  workers.  We  do  not  know  whether  the  initial 
proposal  for  expanding  the  survey  to  smaller  firms  has  been  abandoned. 

It  is  the  view  of  the  council  that  if  any  change  is  to  occur  in  the  size 
of  the  firms  surveyed,  it  should  be  in  the  direction  of  larger  estab¬ 
lishments. 

More  than  75  percent  of  the  Federal  employee  population  is  con¬ 
centrated  in  large  metropolitan  areas.  Living  and  working  conditions 
of  a  great  majority  of  Federal  workers  are  geared  to  an  urban  economy. 

As  an  employer,  the  United  States  has  far  more  personnel  than  the 
largest  private  corporation.  Thus,  it  is  logical  to  confine  the  survey  to 
larger  companies. 

In  1965,  also,  the  administration  requested  an  amendment  to  the 
1962  Salary  Reform  Act,  authorizing  expansion  of  the  present  annual 
survey  to  State  and  local  governments  and  nonprofit  organizations. 
Fortunately,  Congress  did  not  concur  in  this  request. 

At  present,  there  is  pending  before  the  Appropriations  Committees 
requests  for  funds  to  finance  a  survey  of  salaries  and  related  benefits 
in  State  and  local  governments.  We  certainly  have  no  objection  to 
BLS  undertaking  such  an  examination.  But  we  must  dissent  vehe¬ 
mently  if  the  results  of  this  review  are  to  be  used  in  any  manner  to 
compare  Federal  salaries  with  those  in  non-Federal  Government 
jurisdictions. 

Parenthetically,  it  should  be  noted  that  employee  organizations 
were  not  consulted  in  the  development  of  any  of  these  proposals. 

All  of  these  occurrences  could  result  in  reducing  the  comparison 
yardstick  to  the  detriment  of  postal  and  classified  employees. 

The  council,  consequently,  heartily  subscribes  to  a  searching 
examination  by  this  committee  either  separately  or  jointly  with  the 
House  Office  and  Civil  Service  Committee  into  the  annual  survey 
methodology,  so  that  there  will  be  a  complete  understanding  on  the 
part  of  Congress,  the  executive  branch,  and  the  employees  of  the  rules 
which  will  be  used  to  make  the  comparison. 

RETIREMENT 

For  many  years,  unions  associated  with  our  council  have  advocated 
the  right  of  Federal  employees — postal,  classified,  and  wage  board — - 
to  retire  on  full  annuities  after  30  years  of  service,  regardless  of  age. 

In  recent  years,  we  have  supported  retirement  at  age  55  with  30 
years  of  service,  and  no  reduction  in  pension,  as  a  step  toward  ultimate 
attainment  of  the  first  objective. 

We  are  encouraged  that  the  President  has  adopted  the  recom¬ 
mendation  of  his  Cabinet  Committee  on  Federal  Staff  Retirement 
Systems,  permitting  retirement  on  full  earned  annuity  after  20  years’ 
service  and  60  years  of  age,  and  with  30  years  of  service  at  age  55. 

This  is  a  desirable  feature  of  H.R.  14122.  However,  we  are 
emphatically  opposed  to  that  aspect  of  the  administration’s  proposal 
permitting  agencies  to  compel  employees  in  this  category  to  retire. 
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Out  concern  is  twofold. 

Even  if  the  contention  of  the  administration  spokemen  that  this 
mandatory  retirement  at  55  meets  “a  longfelt  need  of  management 
officals”  were  valid,  it  ignores  completely  the  numerous  other  methods 
of  dealing  equitably  with  employees  at  GS-13  and  above — and  similar 
levels  in  the  postal  and  wage  board  service — whom  they  believe  are 
not  producing  as  effectively  as  before.  Reassignment  to  another 
agency  or  another  position  offers  just  one  such  possibility. 

However,  against  this  we  must  balance  the  absolute  power  Federal 
executives  will  wield  over  the  decision  to  continue  an  employee  or  to 
require  him  to  retire.  At  all  times  after  reaching  age  55  he  will  have 
the  sword  of  compulsory  retirement  hanging  over  him. 

It  is  not  at  all  unprecedented  for  agencies  to  use  their  present 
authority  in  the  retirement  field  to  penalize  smployees  who  do  not 
conform,  or  have  personal  difficulties  with  their  superiors. 

Apparently,  there  would  be  no  appeal  from  an  unjust  compulsory 
retirement. 

Our  second  concern  is  that  adoption  of  such  an  innovation  with 
respect  to  GS-13  and  above  would  be  only  one  step  in  a  process  that 
would  ultimately  involve  rank-and-file  wage  board,  classified,  and 
postal  workers. 

Thus,  while  the  council  endorses  the  concept  of  voluntary  retire¬ 
ment  at  age  55  with  30  years’  service,  and  full  annuity,  we  must 
vigorously  object  to  insertion  of  the  agency  option  to  demand  such 
retirement. 

Provision  of  annuity  rights  for  employees  and  surviving  widows 
and  children  at  least  equal  to  social  security  benefits  are  desirable 
improvements  in  the  present  system.  We  are  happy  to  endorse  them. 

Whatever  improvements  are  made  in  the  Federal  retirement  system, 
the  council  does  not  feel  employees  should  be  required  to  increase 
their  contributions  to  the  program  until  action  is  taken  on  funding 
the  retirement  system. 

Similarly,  the  council  believes  that  features  of  the  current  bill 
permitting  widows  who  remarry  to  retain  their  annuities  under  certain 
conditions,  recomputing  pensions  of  those  who  retired  between  1948 
and  1962  and  elected  survivorship  benefits  for  their  spouses,  and 
increasing  from  21  to  22  the  age  at  which  surviving  children-students 
may  continue  to  receive  benefits  are  all  desirable  improvements  in  the 
civil  service  retirement  program. 

HEALTH  BENEFITS 

The  council  is  grateful  for  the  administration’s  recognition  of  the 
problem  created  by  the  real-dollar  decline  in  contributions  by  the 
Government  to  the  health  benefits  program  in  comparison  with  the 
amount  contributed  by  wage  board,  classified,  postal,  and  other 
employees. 

When  the  health  benefits  program  was  enacted,  the  general  principle 
underlying  cost  was  that  the  employer  and  employees  should  share 
the  expense  equally.  However,  under  the  precise  terms  of  the  law, 
the  50-50  relationship  was  applied  only  to  the  low-option  indemnity 
plan. 

Today,  approximately  85  percent  of  Federal  employees  participating 
are  covered  by  high-option  plans.  Initially,  the  Government’s  con- 
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tribution  to  this  kind  of  coverage  was  approximately  38  percent.  But 
as  the  cost  of  this  coverage  has  increased,  the  Government’s  share  has 
declined  to  a  point  where  it  is  now  slightly  less  than  30  percent. 

Thus,  the  vast  majority  of  the  employees  are  bearing  more  than 
two-thirds  the  cost  of  their  medical,  surgical,  and  hospital  benefits. 

For  this  reason,  the  council  was  most  pleased  to  learn  of  the  admin¬ 
istration’s  recommendation  to  restore  the  original  relationship  for 
sharing  the  cost.  It  speaks  well  for  the  Federal  Government  in  its 
effort  to  remain  in  the  ranks  of  enlightened  employers. 

Nevertheless,  our  organization  has  maintained  since  its  inception 
that  the  Government  should  improve  its  contribution  to  the  program 
so  that  equal  sharing  of  cost  will  be  a  fact  for  all  covered  employees. 

Time  does  not  permit  an  extensive  justification  of  our  position. 
Let  me  refer  simply  to  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics’  study  of  wages 
and  related  benefits  in  80  metropolitan  areas  for  1964-65 — Bulletin 
No.  1430-83. 

For  plantworkers,  58  percent  of  the  companies  provide  hospitaliza¬ 
tion  and  surgical  insurance  coverage  free  to  employees,  while  for  office 
employees  the  figure  is  46  percent. 

In  the  light  of  this  evidence,  our  recommendation  for  increasing  the 
Government’s  share  of  health  benefits  premium  to  50  percent  is 
modest,  indeed.  If  the  decision  is  reached  to  limit  the  Government’s 
increase  to  the  38  percent  established  in  1959,  we  believe  it  should  be 
accomplished  this  year,  not  in  two  installments. 

MISCELLANEOUS 

Several  other  matters  affecting  pay  deserve  the  attention  of  the 
subcommittees.  We  will  deal  with  them  briefly. 

In  reporting  H.K.  14122  to  the  House,  the  Committee  on  Post  Office 
and  Civil  Service  addressed  itself  to  the  continuing  problem  of  tem¬ 
porary  employees  in  the  postal  service.  We  subscribe  to  the  com¬ 
mittee’s  concern  over  this  matter,  and  applaud  its  intent  to  expand 
career  opportunities  by  controlling  the  use  of  temporary  workers. 

This  is  a  desirable  objective  in  any  public  merit  system.  It  assures 
management  of  a  stable  workforce,  and  provides  greater  career 
opportunities  for  workers. 

The  pending  bill  corrects  salary  inequities  for  some  senior  postal 
employees  resulting  from  enactment  of  pay  increase  legislation  in  1962 
and  1964.  Section  402  of  H.R.  14122  rectifies  this  situation  by  pro¬ 
viding  salary  protection  for  these  senior  employees  in  crediting  their 
service  for  advancement  in  the  salary  schedules  before  and  since 
October  1962. 

The  language  in  the  bill  applying  the  increase  in  uniform  allowances 
approved  by  Congress  last  year  for  various  categories  of  Federal 
employees  is  not  only  appropriate,  but  necessary. 

Unfortunately,  Federal  workers  officially  required  to  wear  uniforms 
have  not  realized  the  benefit  intended  by  Congress. 

Federal  agencies,  including  the  Post  Office  Department,  should  not 
compel  employee  unions  to  bargain  under  Executive  Order  10988  for 
improvements  already  granted  through  congressional  action. 

Section  407  makes  crystal  clear  the  purpose  of  the  legislative  branch 
in  increasing  the  uniform  allowance. 
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In  enacting  Public  Law  89-301  last  year,  Congress  provided  addi¬ 
tional  pay  amounting  to  125  percent  of  base  salary  for  postal  em¬ 
ployees  required  to  work  on  Sunday.  The  council  supported  this 
feature  of  the  legislation  before  enactment. 

We  are  pleased  to  note  in  H.R.  14122  extension  of  this  principle 
to  other  groups  of  classified  and  wage  board  employees  in  the  interest 
of  uniform  benefits  for  all  Federal  employees. 

Provision  of  overtime  pay  for  classified  employees  for  work  beyond 
8  hours  a  day  and  increasing  from  GS-9  to  GS-10  the  maximum 
grade  at  which  overtime  will  be  paid  will  enable  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  to  keep  abreast  of  a  growing  practice  in  industry.  In  no  case 
should  an  individual  receive  less  for  overtime  work  than  for  regular 
hours. 

Authority  for  the  Post  Office  Department  to  safeguard  the  salaries 
of  employees  transferred  to  the  Department  from  other  agencies  and 
revision  of  the  allowances  for  special  delivery  messengers  required  to 
use  their  personal  automobiles  on  official  Government  work  are  two 
other  equitable  aspects  of  H.R,.  14122. 

The  provision  in  the  pending  bill  permitting  officials  of  unions,  who 
are  in  leave-without-pay  status,  to  continue  their  retirement,  life 
insurance,  and  health  benefits  protection  upon  compliance  with 
certain  conditions  is  a  significant  step  forward.  This  is  a  common 
practice  in  private  industry  labor-management  relations.  It  will 
assure  the  small  number  of  individuals  affected  that  their  benefits 
will  be  safeguarded  during  the  period  they  serve  the  cause  of  efficient 
government  as  officials  of  recognized  employee  organizations. 

I  might  add,  of  course,  the  employees  involved  are  perfectly  willing 
to  bear  the  share  of  the  cost  involved  in  continuing  these  benefits. 

The  Chairman.  Would  the  organizations  put  up  the  Government 
share  at  the  time  they  are  away  from  Government  employment? 

Mr.  McCart.  That  is  right. 

I  will  conclude  my  formal  presentation. 

While  it  has  been  necessary  to  prepare  a  comprehensive  statement 
on  the  legislative  items  involved  in  this  hearing,  then-  importance 
required  a  careful  statement  of  our  position  on  them. 

The  President  and  his  associates  can  take  pride  in  their  efforts  to 
maintain  the  Federal  service  in  a  favorable  relationship  to  advances 
in  salaries  and  related  benefits  in  the  private  sector,  even  though 
the  proposals  do  not  entirely  meet  this  objective. 

The  changes  we  have  proposed  on  these  important  matters  will 
do  much  more  to  achieve  comparability  for  Federal  employees — 
postal,  classified,  and  wage  board. 

We  are  deeply  grateful  to  you  and  your  colleagues  for  your  careful, 
patient  consideration  of  these  proposals,  which  mean  so  much  to  all 
Federal  employees  and  their  families. 

The  Chairman.  Thank  you  for  a  very  illuminating  and  a  very 
well  worked  out  prepared  statement. 

Senator  Yarborough? 

Senator  Yarborough.  In  view  of  the  shortage  of  time,  and  because 
we  must  go  into  the  executive  session  of  the  Appropriations  Committee 
at  3,  I  will  waive  any  questions. 

The  Chairman.  Thank  you,  Mr.  McCart. 

Next  we  have  Mr.  Snyder,  who  is  an  old  and  dear  friend. 

We  are  happy  to  have  you. 
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STATEMENTS  OF  JOHN  SNYDER,  EXECUTIVE  DIRECTOR,  NATIONAL 

ASSOCIATION  OF  POSTMASTERS,  AND  LEMUEL  W.  HOUSTON, 

CHAIRMAN,  LEGISLATIVE  COMMITTEE,  NATIONAL  ASSOCIA¬ 
TION  OF  POSTMASTERS 

Mr.  Snyder.  Mr.  Lem  Houston,  in  the  absence  of  our  president, 
will  make  the  statement. 

Mr.  Houston.  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee: 
My  name  is  Lemuel  W.  Houston.  I  am  postmaster  at  Fredericks¬ 
burg,  Va.,  and  also  legislative  chairman  of  the  National  Association 
of  Postmasters  of  the  United  States,  representing  32,000  members. 

I  am  accompanied  by  Mr.  John  P.  Snyder,  postmaster  at  Oconomo- 
woc,  Wis.  Mr.  Snyder  is  executive  director  of  the  National  Associa¬ 
tion  of  Postmasters. 

We  regret  the  fact  that  our  esteemed  national  president,  Mr.  James 
L.  O’Toole  of  Sharon,  Pa.,  has  a  prior  official  commitment  in  Cedar 
Rapids,  Iowa,  which  prevents  his  presence  here  today.  Mr.  O’Toole 
asks  that  I  convey  to  you  his  sincere  regret  in  not  being  able  to  be 
with  you,  and  his  appreciation  of  the  kind  consideration  you  have 
demonstrated  on  behalf  of  postmasters  throughout  the  years. 

Mr.  O’Toole  requested  me  to  present  the  following  statement: 

As  postal  field  managers,  we  are  intensely  and  understandably 
interested  in  H.R.  14122,  the  bill  now  before  you. 

We  strongly  endorse  many  of  the  provisions  of  this  bill,  including 
greater  Government  contributions  toward  payment  of  group  health 
insurance  costs,  and  the  optional  retirement,  with  full  annuities,  of 
Federal  employees  who  have  reached  age  55  after  30  years’  service, 
and  those  who  have  reached  60  after  20  years’  service. 

We  oppose  mandatory  retirement.  Employees  who  have  faith¬ 
fully  served  the  Government  should  be  entitled  to  retire  with  dignity 
and  self-respect  at  their  own  option,  instead  of  being  arbitrarily  forced 
out  at  the  pleasure  of  some  agency  head. 

We  commend  and  appreciate  the  consideration  that  has  been  given 
in  this  bill  to  our  retirees. 

Likewise,  we  favor  the  extension  of  survivor  benefits  to  children 
in  school  up  to  age  22,  the  retention  or  restoration  of  annuities  to 
widows  who  remarry  after  60,  and  the  payment  of  overtime  to  our 
supervisors  through  level  10. 

It  is  our  hope  that  you  gentlemen  will  initiate  action  to  remedy 
several  glaring  inequities  in  our  Federal  pay  structure. 

WE  PROPOSE 

First,  that  adequate  compensation  or  clerical  allowance  be  granted 
postmasters  at  smaller  post  offices  for  essential  services  required  on 
Saturday  afternoons  and  legal  holidays. 

Second,  that  provision  be  made  to  assure  all  postmasters  and  super¬ 
visors  of  receiving  greater  compensation  than  their  subordinates. 

Thud,  that  in  view  of  the  Federal  Government’s  commitment  to 
the  principle  of  comparability,  the  graduated  scale  of  pay  increases 
recommended  by  the  President  be  substituted  for  the  flat  percentage 
of  increase  contained  in  H.R.  14122. 

It  is  a  little  know  fact  that  too  many  of  our  small  office  postmasters 
are  unable  to  leave  their  communities  on  Saturday  afternoons  or 
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legal  holidays  because  of  the  requirement  to  make  late  afternoon 
dispatches  of  mail.  They  do  not  have  clerical  allowances  to  cover 
their  absence  at  such  times. 

If  leave  replacement  is  employed,  it  must  be  at  the  personal  expense 
of  the  postmaster.  One  Nebraska  postmaster  writes  that  he  has  had 
to  hire  his  leave  replacement  for  the  past  15  years. 

It  is  our  conviction  that  all  Federal  employees  should  be  permitted 
to  enjoy  legal  holidays,  or  be  compensated  for  services  they  are 
required  to  perform  on  these  days. 

There  is  something  monstrous  about  a  pay  system  which  permits 
postmasters  and  supervisors  to  receive  smaller  wages  than  those 
whom  they  supervise.  Yet  this  condition  also  exists. 

In  Vermont,  as  an  example,  the  salary  of  a  postmaster  averages 
about  $2.45  an  hour.  The  salary  of  the  rural  carrier  he  supervises 
averages  about  $3.30  an  hour. 

In  "another  State,  a  postmaster  is  paid  an  average  of  $14.60  per 
day,  after  20  years’  experience.  His  substitute  rural  carrier  receives 
$21.95  per  day. 

These  typical  examples  are  impossible  to  rationalize,  especially 
when  it  is  remembered  that  a  postmaster  is  charged  with  full 
responsibility  for  his  office  24  hours  of  every  day. 

There  are  also  post  offices  in  which  the  assistant  postmaster  or 
some  other  supervisor  receives  a  larger  salary  than  the  postmaster, 
and  where  a  supervisor  receives  less  than  a  senior  carrier  or  clerk. 

The  members  of  the  National  Association  of  Postmasters  of  the 
United  States  definitely  do  not  resent  the  salaries  paid  to  our  rural 
carriers,  city  carriers,  clerks,  or  supervisors.  They  earn  every  dollar 
they  receive.  Our  members  do  resent  the  meager  differential  between 
the  salaries  they  receive  as  managers  and  the  salaries  paid  to  those 
individuals  whom  they  supervise. 

As  a  means  of  correcting  this  unrealistic  and  demoralizing  condition, 
we  ask  that  you  consider  writing  into  this  bill  the  provision  that 
postmasters  and  postal  supervisors  shall  receive  a  salary  at  least  one 
step  higher  than  that  paid  the  highest  salaried  employee  under  his 
jurisdiction. 

When  Congress  passed  the  Federal  Pay  Reform  Act  of  1962,  the 
Federal  Government  undertook  a  solemn  obligation  to  its  employees. 
Under  this  act,  Congress  and  the  President  established  by  law  the 
principle  of  comparability,  whereby  they  are  bound  by  justice  and 
good  faith  to  make  annual  wage  adjustments  so  that  employees  at  all 
levels  are  assured  salaries  and  benefits  comparable  to  those  enjoyed 
by  men  and  women  engaged  in  similar  work  in  private  industry. 

*  In  effect,  Federal  employees  were  promised  that  they  would  not 
have  to  suffer  economically  simply  because  they  chose  a  career  in 
Government  service. 

The  most  recent  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  report  indicates  the 
cost-of-living  index  is  now  2.8  percent  above  a  year  ago,  more  than 
double  the  average  annual  rise  from  1958  through  1964. 

Since  1962  we  have  been  heartened  by  several  reaffirmations  of  this 
commitment  by  Congress  and  by  the  President.  We  are  grateful, 
Mr.  Chairman,  for  the  several  salary  increases  we  have  received. 
But  we  would  remind  this  distinguished  committee  that  the  promises 
of  1962  remain  largely  unfulfilled. 
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It  is  true,  we  believe,  that  some  of  the  lower  levels  approach  true 
comparability.  It  is  certain  that  postal  employees  at  the  manage¬ 
ment  and  supervisory  levels  are  years  behind  their  counterparts  in 
private  enterprise  in  both  wages  and  fringe  benefits. 

Based  on  the  1965  comparability  payline,  postal  field  service 
salaries  fall  short  of  comparability  by  4.7  percent  in  level  6,  6.0  per¬ 
cent  in  level  9,  10.2  percent  in  level  12,  and  13.3  percent  in  level  15. 

It  is  apparent  that  the  long-existing  comparability  gap  in  the  middle 
and  upper  levels  will  be  substantially  reduced  only  when  Federal  em¬ 
ployees  are  given  a  substantial  raise. 

In  view  of  the  position  taken  by  the  President,  we  recognize  the 
futility  of  seeking  or  expecting  true  comparability  this  year.  Cer¬ 
tainly  the  needs  of  our  Nation  are  paramount  to  those  of  its  employees, 
this  despite  the  fact  that  our  progress  as  a  nation  depends  largely  on 
those  in  public  service. 

While  we  regret  the  necessity  of  the  limited  guideposts  imposed  by 
the  President,  and  the  inclusion  of  remotely  related  items  within  the 
President’s  3.2  guideposts,  we  applaud  his  recommendation  that  wage 
increases  be  on  a  sliding  scale. 

We  earnestly  hope  that  this  committee  will  restore  this  feature  of 
the  President’s  recommendations  to  the  bill  now  under  consideration, 
so  that  slightly  larger  increases  wall  go  to  the  levels  where  the  disparity 
is  greatest. 

The  present  pay  structure  adversely  affects  all  Federal  employees. 
On  the  one  hand,  it  requires  postmasters  and  supervisors  to  indirectly 
subsidize  the  operation  of  the  Post  Office  Department  by  working  for 
less  money  than  is  paid  by  private  employers  for  comparable  services. 

On  the  other,  it  reduces  the  incentive  of  employees  in  the  lower 
levels  to  aspire  to  supervisory  positions. 

Any  across-the-board  increase,  such  as  is  now  contained  in  H.R. 
14122,  could  serve  only  to  further  distort  the  Federal  pay  schedules, 
and  make  a  mockery  of  the  comparability  concept. 

We  respectfully  urge  that  the  effective  date  remain  at  July  1.  It 
cannot  be  overemphasized  that  Federal  employees  need  more  money 
now.  At  many  postmaster  and  supervisory  levels  the  anticipated 
increase  will  barely  cover  the  recent  increase  in  withholding  taxes. 

Gentlemen,  we  sincerely  hope  that  we  do  not  propose  anything  that 
is  unreasonable,  and  certainly  we  do  not  desire  to  jeopardize  our 
country’s  economy.  Within  these  bounds,  we  petition  you  to  con¬ 
sider  the  simple  justice  of  granting  larger  raises  in  those  levels  where 
the  greatest  disparity  exists. 

This  is  what  our  President  has  promised.  It  is  what  he  recommends. 

Mr.  Chairman,  all  of  us  are  deeply  grateful  to  you  and  to  the 
distinguished  members  of  this  committee  for  your  consistent  efforts 
to  improve  the  wage  and  related  benefits  of  Federal  employees.  We 
also  appreciate  your  consideration  in  permitting  us  to  appear  before 
you  today. 

Thank  you. 

The  Chairman.  Thank  you  very  much  for  your  very  cogent 
testimony  for  the  postmasters. 

We  appreciate  your  coming  here,  Mr.  Houston. 

Senator  Yarborough? 

Senator  Yarborough.  The  first  President  of  the  Republic  of 
Texas,  and  hero  of  Jacinto,  was  Sam  Houston.  He  was  born  in  the 
State  of  Virginia.  Are  you  a  relative  of  his? 
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Mr.  Houston.  I  regret  to  say  if  I  am,  it  is  certainly  remote.  I 
Would  like  to  be  able  to  claim  close  kinship  today. 

The  Chairman.  Virginians  will  never  admit  anybody  immigrated 
to  Texas. 

Senator  Yarborough.  On  the  contrary,  I  went  in  1957  to  James¬ 
town,  where  they  had  the  350th  commemoration  of  the  settling  of 
Jamestown,  the  first  permanent  English-speaking  settlement  on 
American  shores,  and  they  had  a  big  map  there,  and  claimed  Virginia 
was  the  birthplace  of  Sam  Houston  and  was  responsible  for  the 
Republic  of  Texas. 

The  Chairman.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Houston. 

Our  next  witness  is  Mr.  McAvoy,  national  president  of  the  National 
Association  of  Post  Office  and  Postal  Transportation  Service,  Mail 
Handlers,  Watchmen,  and  Messengers. 

We  are  happy  to  have  you  before  the  committee, 

STATEMENTS  OF  HAROLD  McAVOY,  PRESIDENT,  NATIONAL 

ASSOCIATION  OF  POST  OFFICE  AND  POSTAL  TRANSPORTATION 

SERVICE,  MAIL  HANDLERS,  WATCHMEN,  AND  MESSENGERS, 

AND  A.  W.  CARNIATO,  NATIONAL  CHAIRMAN  OF  THE 

NATIONAL  ASSOCIATION  OF  POST  OFFICE  MAIL  HANDLERS, 

AFL-CIO 

Mr.  McAvoy.  Thank  you. 

I  am  accompanied  by  Mr.  A.  W.  Carniato,  national  chairman  of 
the  National  Association  of  Post  Office  Mail  Handlers,  AFL-CIO. 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee,  for  the  record, 
my  name  is  Harold  McAvoy.  I  am  national  president  of  the  above- 
named  organization.  We  are  part  of  the  American  Federation  of 
Labor  and  Congress  of  Industrial  Organizations  and  Government 
Employees  Council.  Our  national  offices  are  located  at  501  13th 
Street  NW.,  Washington,  D.C. 

At  this  time  I  would  like  to  say  “thank  you”  for  the  privilege  of 
appearing  before  you. 

In  order  to  conserve  time,  I  would  like  to  stress  the  need  for  early 
favorable  action  on  a  decent  pay  increase— 7  percent — in  line  with 
true  “comparability,”  as  it  pertains  to  our  job  assignments  in  the 
postal  service  with  workers  in  outside  industry. 

As  outlined  in  the  F ederal  Reform  Act  of  1 962, 1  would  like  to  quote : 

(a)  There  shall  be  equal  pay  for  substantially  equal  work  and  pay  distinctions 
shall  be  maintained  in  keeping  with  work  performance  distinctions;  and 

(b)  Federal  salary  rates  shall  be  comparable  with  private  enterprise  salary  rates 
for  the  same  levels  of  work. 

It  has  been  stated  many  times  that  it  is  hard  to  compare  job  assign¬ 
ments  in  the  postal  service  with  jobs  in  outside  industry.  This  may 
apply  to  other  postal  employees,  but  I  honestly  don’t  believe  the 
statement  can  apply  to  employees  in  the  mail  handler  craft,  the  craft 
that  our  national  organization  has  won  exclusive  rights  through  a 
national  election  to  represent. 

In  line  with  the  “comparability”  feature  of  the  Federal  Reform 
Act  of  1962,  I  would  like  to  make  one  oi  two  comparisons  between 
our  job  assignments  in  the  postal  service  and  employees  in  outside 
industry,  longshoremen,  checkers,  and  teamsters,  employees  in  the 
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Department  of  Sanitation,  New  York  City,  the  city  I  come  from,  as 
an  illustration. 

The  teamsters  and  longshoremen  are  close  to  the  $4  an  hour  mark. 
The  checkers,  in  transportation,  are  at  the  $4  mark.  The  Department 
of  Sanitation  employees  are  being  paid  over  $7,000  per  year. 

The  teamsters  load  and  unload,  plus  drive.  The  checkers  verify 
the  load.  The  longshoremen  just  load  and  unload,  and  the  employees 
in  the  Sanitation  Department  just  empty  garbage  cans — no  reflection. 

The  above  employees  don’t  have  to  qualify  through  a  civil  service 
examination  before  being  assigned,  as  our  people  must  do  for  mail 
handler  craft  assignments  in  the  postal  service. 

For  your  information  and  guidance,  I  would  like  to  present  our  job 
description  as  spelled  out  in  Public  Law  68. 

With  your  permission,  Mr.  Carniato  will  continue. 

Mr.  Carniato.  Duties  of  mail  handlers,  level  3,  position  8,  Public 
Law  68: 

Basic  function.  Loads,  unloads  and  moves  bulk  mail,  and  performs  other 
duties  incidental  to  the  movement  and  processing  of  mail. 

Duties  and  responsibilities: 

(A)  Unloads  mail  received  by  trucks.  Separates  all  mail  received  by  trucks 
and  conveyors  for  subsequent  dispatch  to  other  conveying  units,  and  separates 
and  delivers  working  mails  for  delivery  to  distribution  areas. 

(B)  Places  empty  sacks  and  pouches  on  racks,  labels  them  where  labels  are 
prearranged  or  racks  are  plainly  marked,  dumps  mail  from  sacks,  cut  ties,  faces 
letter  mail,  carries  mail  to  distributors  for  processing,  places  processed  mail  into 
sacks,  removes  filled  sacks  and  pouches  from  racks,  closes  and  locks  same.  Picks 
up  sacks,  pouches,  and  outside  pieces,  separates  outgoing  bidk  mails  for  dispatch 
and  loads  mail  onto  trucks. 

(C)  Handles  and  sacks  empty  equipment,  inspects  empty  equipment  for  mail 
content,  restrings  sacks. 

(D)  Cancels  stamps  on  parcel  post,  operates  canceling  machines,  carries  mail 
from  canceling  machine  to  distribution  cases. 

(E)  Assists  in  supply  and  slip  rooms  and  operates  addressograph,  mimeograph, 
and  similar  machines. 

(F)  In  addition,  may  perform  any  of  the  following  duties: 

(1)  Acts  as  armed  guard  for  valuable  registry  shipments  and  as  watchman  and 
guard  around  post  office  building. 

(2)  Makes  occasional  simple  distribution  of  parcel  post  mail  requiring  no 
scheme  knowledge. 

(3)  Operates  electric  forklift  trucks. 

(4)  Rewraps  soiled  or  broken  parcels. 

Organization  relationships — -Reports  to  a  foreman  or  other  designated 
supervisor. 

Mr.  McAvoy.  I  would  like  to  go  to  the  next  paragraph  and 
continue. 

In  concluding  our  duties,  I  would  like  to  add  that  our  people  separate 
the  mail,  and  where  the  post  office  scheme  is  needed,  we  place  the  mail 
before  the  clerk.  When  the  clerk  has  completed  his  work  through 
his  knowledge  of  the  post  office  scheme,  our  peopfe  again  take  over 
the  mail  and  follow  through  right  into  the  motor  vehicle  truck. 

About  30  years  ago  a  classification  bill  was  enacted  into  law.  This 
law  gave  all  postal  employees  a  $300  salary  increase.  Our  mail 
handlers  received  $150.  How  this  came  about,  I  do  not  know,  but 
ever  since  we  have  been  striving  to  catch  up. 

At  our  last  two  national  conventions,  we  went  on  record  to  ask 
Congress  to  consider  elevating  our  people  in  pay  level  3  to  pay  level  4. 
This  resolution  is  our  No.  1  mandate,  and  our  people  would  be  grateful 
if  you,  the  members  of  this  committee,  would  accept  this  mandate 
which  would  elevate  our  mail  handlers  from  pay  level  3  to  pay  level 
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4,  which  in  our  opinion  is  our  proper  place  hi  the  post  office  pay 
schedule. 

I  would  like  to  ask  at  this  time,  after  reading  to  you  our  job  assign¬ 
ments  on  the  work  floor,  that  the  vast  majority  of  our  people  must 
keep  moving  the  mail  in  bulk. 

The  weight  of  a  mail-filled  mailbag  is  80  pounds.  The  majority 
of  our  people  must  work  outdoors — transportation  platforms  and 
docks.  They  perform  their  8-hour  job  assignments  in  all  kinds  of 
weather — rain,  snow,  and  sometimes  below  zero  weather,  in  many 
States. 

At  this  time,  I  would  like  to  point  out  that  our  people  must  buy 
their  own  heavy  clothing — safety  shoes,  rubbers,  et  cetera.  I  hope 
you  w  ill  agree  that  our  people  find  it  mighty  hard  just  to  survive. 
A  work  clothes  allowance  is  long  overdue. 

What  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  the  committee,  would  be  doing  if 
included,  is  allow  our  people  the  same  right  as  the  Congress  has  ex¬ 
tended  to  the  letter  carrier,  motor  vehicle,  special  delivery  employee, 
and  clerk. 

Previous  witnesses  have  stated  that  the  proposed  pay  increase  is 
inadequate. 

I  would  like  to  point  out  that  the  previous  representatives  who 
testified  are  one  pay  level  above  our  people.  The  clerk  and  letter 
carrier  are  in  pay  level  4.  Our  people  are  in  pay  level  3. 

Ninety  percent  of  the  40,000  employees  in  the  mail  handler  craft 
work  in  our  large  cities.  It  has  been  pointed  out  to  live,  for  instance, 
in  Seattle,  Wash.,  plus  many  cities,  that  one  needs  a  salary  of  $6,900 
or  more  for  a  family  of  four.  Our  starting  salary  is  $4,780,  and  after 
22  years  we  reach  our  maximum  salary  of  $6,551. 

My  question  now  is:  Just  how  long  will  the  Post  Office  Department 
be  able  to  hire  employees  lor  our  mail  handler  craft? 

The  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  answered  a  question  pertaining  to 
‘‘comparability.”  How  do  you  make  your  comparisons?  The  Bureau 
answered,  “We  do  not  use  the  title  of  the  employee.  We  compare 
the  work  he  does.” 

I  am  in  full  accord  with  this  procedure,  as  it  is  the  only  way  to  come 
up  with  true  “comparability.” 

Along  the  pay  legislation  path,  over  the  years,  I  have  heard  that 
percentage  pay  increases  are  the  only  way  to  adjust  pay  schedules. 
If  this  .is  true,  I  would  like  to  point  out  that  at  this  time  pay  level  3 
mail  handlers  are  $490  behind  our  pay  level  4  people. 

If  the  administration’s  pay  proposal  was  enacted  into  law,  the  pres¬ 
ent  spread  of  $490  would  still  increase.  It  amazes  our  people  when  we 
hear  about  the  small  salary  increase  proposed  for  us,  and  as  we  go  up 
the  pay  ladder,  we  find  that  some  people  in  the  higher  pay  levels  will 
still  go  higher,  and  our  people  will  just  continue  to  exist. 

Our  people  are  not  seeking  membership  in  a  golf  club,  nor  trying  to 
buy  the  latest  sport  car.  All  we  are  striving  for,  pertaining  to  a  pay 
increase,  is  to  be  able  to  put  decent  food  on  our  table,  and  be  able  to 
buy  a  pair  of  shoes  for  our  children.  . 

We,  too,  would  fully  appreciate  being  adopted  into  this  so-called 
better  life  for  everyone,  the  Great  Society,  instead  of  having  to  hold 


down  two  jobs.  .  . 

The  President  recommended  optional  retirement  following  30  years 
of  postal  service,  at  age  55,  without  reduction  in  annuities.  Our 
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people  would  have  to  pay  an  additional  one-half  percent  of  their 
salary  for  this  fringe  benefit.  The  30  year-age  55  is  a  giant  step 
forward,  and  our  people  fully  endorse  this  step. 

The  recommendation  to  increase  the  administration’s  contribution 
to  our  health  benefit  program  is  fully  endorsed  by  our  national 
organization. 

The  recommendation  that  the  Civil  Service  Retirement  Act  be 
amended  to  guarantee  that  benefits  be  equal  to  those  benefits  which 
are  paid  by  social  security  meets  with  our  full  approval. 

The  first  5  years  of  service,  transfer  of  credits,  to  social  security 
meets  with  our  full  approval. 

In  closing  this  testimony,  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  this  com¬ 
mittee,  I  urge  you  to  give  serious  consideration  to  our  request  for 
work  clothes  allowance,  the  elevation  of  our  people  from  pay  level  3  to 
pay  level  4,  true  overtime  for  our  regulars  and  substitutes  after  8 
hours  of  work. 

Both  of  these  items  are  long  past  due,  and  that  a  7-percent  pay 
increase  for  our  people,  which  would  allow  them  the  right  to  live 
properly,  instead  of  existing,  by  working  two  jobs. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  for  the  privilege  of  appearing  before 
you  and  the  committee,  the  serious  thinking  of  our  people. 

It  is  our  honest  opinion  that  the  present  administration’s  wage- 
price  guidelines  policies  and  their  one-sided  emphasis  on  wage  re¬ 
straints  and  passing  mention  of  prices  is  slowing  up  expenditures,  so 
that  the  cash  budget  in  fiscal  1967  will  show  a  slight  surplus.  That  the 
continuing  talks  of  our  economic  leaders  for  a  “hold  the  line”  approach 
have  helped  project  the  issue  out  of  all  relation  to  reality. 

Nearly  all  of  our  economists  are  in  agreement  that  the  total  national 
production  of  goods  and  services  wall  rise  about  $50  billion  this 
year.  This  increase,  according  to  our  research  people,  in  real  terms, 
will  be  close  to  5.25  percent. 

To  the  people  who  shout  inflation  the  loudest,  do  this  without 
consideration  of  the  justice  or  equity  of  the  problem  or  case.  No  one 
suffers  more  than  the  wage  earner,  or  the  salaried  employee,  through 
inflation. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

The  Chairman.  Thank  you,  Mr.  McAvoy,  for  your  very  cogent 
testimony. 

The  point  you  make  regarding  the  minimum  living  standards  for 
the  large  metropolitan  areas,  is  a  factor  that  this  committee  well  re¬ 
cognizes. 

You  would  be  in  favor  of  the  application  of  social  security  benefits 
to  those  working  for  the  first  5  years? 

Mr.  McAvoy.  Yes. 

The  Chairman.  I  will  forgo  any  further  questions. 

Senator  Yarborough.  I  understand  you  said  these  mail  handlers 
were  the  lowest  paid  people? 

Mr.  McAvoy.  That  is  right. 

Senator  Yarborough.  I  am  amazed  at  the  duties  and  responsi¬ 
bilities  as  you  have  it  spelled  out  in  the  public  law  of  these  mail 
handlers,  the  six  basic  points  and  four  subsidiary  ones,  the  requirement 
of  knowledge  to  handle  electric  lift  forks,  mechanical  skill  for  sorting 
bundles,  operating  canceling  machines,  and  handling  the  heavy  sacks. 
You  have  multiple  duties. 
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As  I  see  it,  you  have  three  capabilities,  the  muscular  one  of  handling 
sacks,  intellectual  for  handling  and  sorting  mail,  and  mechanical 
handling  of  lifts.  Some  businesses  just  require  one. 

I  worked  in  a  flour  mill  one  summer  in  our  State,  many  years  ago, 
and  all  I  had  to  do  was  carry  that  140-pound  sack  of  flour,  such  chores 
as  that,  which  required  no  intellectual  capability.  To  put  them  on 
the  truck,  you  carried  them  on  your  back. 

Mr.  McAvoy.  We  handle  the  mail  in  bulk,  we  break  it  down  in 
individual  pieces,  we  hand  it  to  the  clerk.  He  runs  it  through  the 
postal  machine,  and  we  pick  it  up  in  the  back. 

Senator  Yarborough.  You  break  it  down  for  the  clerk? 

Mr.  McAvoy.  That  is  right,  to  the  one-piece  issue,  and  hand  it  to 
the  letter  carrier  to  deliver. 

Senator  Yarborough.  I  think  you  have  made  a  strong  case. 

The  Chairman.  Thank  you,  Mr.  McAvoy  and  Mr.  Carniato. 

Our  next  witness  is  Mr.  Charles  Caffrey,  chairman  of  the  Council 
of  Federal  Professional  Organizations,  and  president  of  the  National 
Labor  Relations  Board  Association. 

STATEMENTS  OF  CHARLES  A.  CAFFREY,  CHAIRMAN,  COUNCIL  OF 

FEDERAL  PROFESSIONAL  ORGANIZATIONS,  AND  PRESIDENT, 

NATIONAL  LABOR  RELATIONS  BOARD  ASSOCIATION;  AND 

HARRISON  J.  DAYSH,  REPRESENTING  THE  COUNCIL  OF  FEDERAL 

PROFESSIONAL  ORGANIZATIONS  AND  VICE  PRESIDENT,  NA¬ 
TIONAL  LABOR  RELATIONS  BOARD  ASSOCIATION 

Mr.  Caffrey.  May  I  present  Mr.  Harrison  J.  Daysh,  vice  president 
and  one  of  the  founders  of  the  council. 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee,  I  am  Charles  A. 
Caffrey,  chairman  of  the  Council  of  Federal  Professional  Organizations 
and  president  of  the  National  Labor  Relations  Board  Professional 
Association,  a  member  organization  of  the  council. 

I  am  employed  as  an  attorney  on  the  staff  of  General  Counsel  of  the 
National  Labor  Relations  Board.  I  am  here  today  to  speak  on  behalf 
of  professionals  in  the  Federal  Government — to  delineate  certain  of 
their  problems,  to  voice  their  needs,  and  to  ask  your  consideration  for 
their  legitimate  requirements  and  demands. 

The  council  is  a  relatively  new  association  composed  of  Federal 
professional  organizations  recognized  under  Executive  Order  No. 
10988.  Membership  is  also  open  to  professional  organizations  whose 
aims  include  the  representation  of  their  memberships  before  their 
respective  agency  administrations  with  regard  to  the  professional 
needs  and  problems  of  the  individual  members. 

In  the  short  6  months  of  its  existence,  the  council  has  drawn  into 
the  circle  of  its  deliberations  professional  organizations  and  groups 
from  among  the  following  Federal  agencies:  Federal  Aviation  Agency; 
Federal  Trade  Commission;  Interstate  Commerce  Commission;  Na¬ 
tional  Aeronautics  and  Space  Administration;  National  Labor  Rela¬ 
tions  Board;  and  the  U.S.  Patent  Office. . 

In  speaking  on  the  matter  under  consideration  by  this  committee, 
for  the  few  thousand  professionals  who  are  represented  by  these 
organizations,  we  hope  that  we  are  also  giving  some  expression  to 
the  views  of  thousands  of  other  Federal  professionals  who  have  not 
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yet  joined  together  to  avail  themselves  of  the  benefits  of  Executive 
Order  No.  10988. 

We  will  not  belabor  our  testimony  with  statistics  which,  undoubt¬ 
edly,  you  have  heard  repeated  again  and  again  during  these  past 
days  of  hearings.  We  note  only  that  comparability  figures,  gathered 
at  great  expense  by  the  Government’s  own  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics, 
teli  a  story  and  define  an  inequity  far  more  clearly  and  graphically 
than  anything  that  can  be  said  here. 

Our  testimony,  however,  may  illustrate  the  kind  of  fact  anu  may 
expose  a  small  portion  of  the  truths  which  contributed  to  the  alarming 
results  of  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  research. 

If  we  cannot  add  any  independent  analysis  to  that  of  the  Bureau, 
you  might  ask  why  we  are  here  seeking  your  attention.  We  have  come 
because  past  experience  has  shown  that  the  Federal  professional 
cannot  depend  for  the  presentation  of  its  views  on  matters  such  as 
salary  and  benefits  in  Federal  service  on  the  well-organized  and 
apparently  influential  representatives  of  the  employees  in  more 
numerous  lower  grades  who  have,  in  the  past,  assumed  the  role  of 
spokesmen  for  the  Federal  employee. 

While  all  Federal  employees  have  much  in  common,  the  professional 
in  the  middle  and  upper  grades  has  special  problems  and  interests 
which  distinguish  him  from  his  fellow  Federal  worker,  and  require  a 
spokesman  with  an  appreciation  of  these  problems. 

Of  paramount  importance  in  this  connection  is  the  issue  of  com¬ 
parability  of  professional  salaries  with  those  in  private  industry. 
While  we  favor  comparability  of  Federal  salaries  at  all  levels,  from 
the  lowest  grade  to  the  highest,  and  although  we  believe  that  the 
Federal  Government  should  be  the  leader  in  salaries  and  benefits, 
and  not  a  follower,  we  believe  that  the  employees  in  the  lower  grades 
have,  to  a  considerable  degree,  achieved  substantial  salary  compara¬ 
bility  with  private  industry  that  has  been  denied  to  the  middle  and 
upper  grades,  and  would  be  rejected  again  with  the  passage  of  the 
bill  here  under  consideration. 

We  applaud  the  progress  of  the  employees  in  the  lower  grades 
toward  complete  parity  with  their  non-Government  counterparts. 
We  are  here  now  to  ask  that  the  comparability  principle  be  kept  alive 
at  the  middle  and  upper  grade  levels,  where  progress  has  been  pain¬ 
fully  slow,  and  that  professional  excellence  in  the  Federal  service  not 
be  sacrificed  by  a  further  retreat  from  this  principle. 

We  are  here  because  heretofore  the  Federal  professional  employee 
has  had  inadequate  representation  before  the  Houses  of  Congress, 
and  before  the  Civil  Service  Commission  and  agencies  of  the  executive 
branch.  We  hope  to  furnish  that  representation. 

Here,  then,  is  what  we  believe  to  be  relevant  and  significant  in 
connection  with  the  proposed  legislation. 

First,  Federal  emplovees  in  the  midd’e  and  upper  grades,  the  bulk 
of  whom  are  professionals,  are  being  paid  at  rates  significantly  less 
than  their  counterparts  outside  of  Government. 

Second,  the  degree  of  this  disparity  is  steadily  increasing,  year  by 
year,  to  the  point  where  true  comparability  seems  almost  unattainable. 

Third,  the  greater  the  difference  between  industry  and  Government 
pajr  scales,  the  greater  the  difficulty  in  obtaining  and  retaining 
professionals  for  Federal  service — a  difficulty  all  too  apparent  even 
now  in  some  agencies. 
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Fourth,  the  inevitably  requested  across-the-board  pay  increases 
do  not  mitigate  the  comparability  problem.  Rather,  they  aggravate 
it.  They  defer  the  time  when  the  Government  can  compete  on  a 
basis  of  equality  with  other  sectors  of  the  economy  for  professional 
talent,  and  they  tend  to  perpetuate  a  situation  that  materially 
enhances  the  appeal  and  allure  of  higher  paying  non-Government  jobs. 

The  accuracy  of  the  above,  especially  the  third  and  fourth  items, 
can  be  demonstrated  by  innumerable  situations  in  the  Federal 
establishment. 

Take,  for  example,  my  own  agency — the  National  Labor  Relations 
Board.  The  appellate  court  branch  is  the  largest  Washington  branch 
of  the  General  Counsel’s  staff.  Its  attorneys  write  the  briefs  and 
present  arguments  before  various  U.S.  circuit  courts  of  appeals  in 
connection  with  enforcement  of  the  Board’s  orders. 

These  attorneys  are  among  the  most  highly  regarded  in  the  Federal 
service,  and  then-  positions  are  quite  prestigious.  In  1  year  some  of 
these  attorneys  handle  as  many  circuit  court  cases  as  do  many  suc¬ 
cessful  attorneys  in  an  entire  career. 

Yet,  at  present,  of  the  attorneys  in  this  branch,  many  of  whom  also 
prepare  briefs  for  Supreme  Court  presentation,  30  percent  have  been 
involved  in  this  work  for  less  than  1  year,  50  percent  less  than  2  years, 
75  percent  less  than  3  years,  and  90  percent  less  than  7  years. 

Similarly,  our  office  of  appeals,  which,  in  a  sense,  is  a  “court  of  last 
resort”  for  those  whose  charges  under  the  National  Labor  Relations 
Act  have  been  dismissed  by  the  Board’s  regional  directors,  now  finds 
itself  with  a  staff  of  which  25  percent  have  had  less  than  1  year’s 
experience. 

The  Patent  Office,  another  agency  with  an  organization  on  the 
council,  has  been  operating  under  the  burden  of  a  professional  turn¬ 
over  rate  approaching  20  percent  per  year. 

Imagine,  it  must  recruit  and  train  about  200  new  professionals 
each  year. 

And  so,  throughout  Government,  where  you  find  the  professional, 
there  is  this  constant  and  considerable  loss  of  experience  and  training 
to  higher  paying  jobs. 

In  many  agencies,  such  as  NLRB,  IRS,  and  the  Patent  Office,  the 
Federal  Government  is  running  training  schools — very  expensive  to 
the  taxpayer,  very  inexpensive  to  private  employers  who  continue  to 
raid  the  Government  of  its  trained  talent  year  after  year. 

We  come  before  you,  therefore,  in  basic  support  of  the  President’s 
pay  recommendations,  not  because,  if  enacted,  they  will  achieve 
comparability,  since  obviously  they  will  not,  nor  because  they  will 
even  take  a  significant  step  toward  comparability,  since  they  will 
not  do  this,  either. 

We  seek  enactment  of  the  President’s  recommendations  in  the 
hope  that  at  least  the  concept  of  comparability  can  be  kept  alive. 

Some  have  come  before  you  and  Mr.  Udall’s  subcommittee  in  the 
House  and  said  that  comparability  is  dead.  If  so,  then  we  must 
accept  the  Government  service  as  a  training  school  for  private  em¬ 
ployers  and  a  postgraduate  school  in  the  legal  and  scientific  spe¬ 
cialties — in  short,  a  labor  pool  or  a  talent  inventory  for  other  sectors 
of  the  economy. 

This  is  the  view  that  sees  the  Federal  service  as  unsuitable  as  a 
career  for  anyone  of  talent,  and  refuses  to  acknowledge  that  the 
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Government,  as  the  equal  of  labor,  business,  and.  education,  is  entitled 
to  compete  for  available  talent  in  an  effective  way. 

We  are  asking  for  very  little — in  fact,  not  a  great  deal  more  than  a 
showing  of  good  faith. 

Although  the  President  submitted  his  proposals  as  reasonable, 
desirable,  and  within  the  wage-price  guidelines  he  has  established,  we 
hasten  to  point  out  that  it  is  manifestly  unfair,  and  amounts  to  dis¬ 
crimination,  to  apply  such  guidelines  to  those  whose  salaries  are 
universally  recognized  as  being  far  less  than  they  should  be. 

These  guidelines  cannot  be  applied  fairly  to  the  middle  and  upper 
grades  until  the  disparity  has  been  erased. 

Nevertheless,  being  mindful  of  the  realities  of  the  world  situation, 
we  feel  it  incumbent  upon  us  as  patriotic  and  responsible  citizens  to 
acquiesce  in  the  President’s  proposals,  even  though,  in  principle,  we 
feel  that  much  more  substantial  increases  in  the  middle  and  upper 
grades  are  justified. 

So  it  is  that  we  ask  your  favorable  consideration  of  his  proposals, 
and  request  the  inclusion  of  a  graduated  pay-raise  scale  favoring  the 
middle  and  upper  grades  in  any  bill  that  you  recommend. 

Parenthetically,  I  would  like  to  add  the  council’s  voice  to  that  of 
others  who  have  appeared  before  you,  and  urge  the  adoption  of  an 
earlier  effective  date  than  the  proposed  January  1,  1967.  July  1,  1966, 
is  much  to  be  preferred,  if  the  meager  benefits  to  be  provided  by  the 
bill  are  not  to  be  eroded  before  they  are  received. 

Additionally,  regarding  the  fringe  benefits,  the  council  finds  merit 
in  and  supports  optional  retirement  at  age  55  with  30  years  of  service, 
but  we  are  opposed  to  the  forced  retirement  provisions  of  the  bill. 

If  you  decide,  however,  to  recommend  the  compulsory  retirement 
provisions,  we  strongly  urge  that  adequate  safeguards,  such  as  a 
showing  of  good  cause,  and  appeal  rights,  be  provided  to  discourage 
any  temptation  to  arbitrariness  on  the  part  of  Federal  managers. 

In  conclusion,  then,  let  me  say  this — the  professionals  in  Govern¬ 
ment  for  far  too  long  have  been  put  off  with  promises  of  comparability. 
It  may  be  that  we  cannot  expect  at  this  time  the  fulfillment  of  these 
promises,  in  view  of  the  world  situation.  Surely,  however,  it  is  not 
too  much  to  expect  that  there  be  some  payment  on  account. 

The  Chairman.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Caffrey,  for  a  very 
fine  statement. 

In  keeping  with  the  shortage  of  time,  I  am  not  going  to  delay  with 
questioning.  We  will  give  particular  attention  to  the  fact  that  you 
are  urging  that  we  maintain  the  comparability  principle,  and  that 
we  make  a  token  payment  on  that  in  this  bill. 

Would  you  do  that  at  the  sacrifice  of  the  2.89  across  the  board 
that  is  provided  for  the  lower  paid  emyloyees? 

Mr.  Daysh.  Our  position  would  be  we  would  return  to  the  pro¬ 
posal  originally  submitted  by  the  administration,  which  contained 
the  graduated  pay  scale. 

We  like  the  administration  bill,  and  applaud  it,  because  it  did 
retain  the  comparability  feature. 

The  Chairman.  The  lower-grade  employees  who  have  felt  the  in¬ 
creased  cost  of  living  with  a  small  amount  of  annual  salary.  For  that 
reason,  the  House  bill,  as  you  well  know,  has  a  flat  2.89  percent  in¬ 
crease  across  the  board.  They  declared  their  intention  of  keeping 
alive  the  comparability  principle. 
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I  don’t  think  this  committee  buys  the  argument  that  we  should 
abandon  the  comparability  principle. 

Mr.  Daysh.  Mr.  Houston  brought  out  his  figures  to  show  for  the 
postal  service  the  comparability  was  abandoned  in  the  higher  and 
middle  grades.  That  is,  the  disparity  in  those  grades. 

Mr.  Caffrey.  We  take  the  position  in  the  middle  and  higher  grade 
it  is  expensive  to  the  Government  to  keep  the  middle  and  upper  grades 
out  of  the  comparability  picture  by  across-the-board  increases. 

This  does  not  do  anything  to  eliminate  the  disparity,  while  private 
rates  go  up.  As  this  disparity  continues  to  exist,  we  lose  more  and 
more  talented  professionals.  This  is  expensive  to  the  Government. 
How  expensive,  I  could  not  say.  Turnover  is  extremely  high  in  the 
Government. 

Maybe  the  President’s  guidelines  are  something  that  should  be 
reconsidered,  to  provide  the  lower  grades  with  somewhat  higher  in¬ 
creases.  We  certainly  hope  that  the  lower  grades  can  be  paid  at  a 
rate  that  will  give  them  an  opportunity  to  live  in  a  dignified  way  in 
any  community  they  are  located. 

We  are  asking  to  maintain  the  professional  levels.  This  is  not  done. 
Comparability  is  not  apprached  in  the  pay  levels.  In  grade  13,  it 
is  at  least  $2,000,  in  terms  of  comparability  of  the  Bureau  of  Labor 
Statistics  research. 

Mr.  Daysh.  This  is  quite  low. 

The  Chairman.  Senator  Yarborough? 

Senator  Yarborough.  I  congratulate  you  on  your  council,  for  its 
formation.  I  notice  it  is  less  than  6  months.  I  think  it  has  a  very 
great  potential  of  the  Government  for  keeping  trained  professionals 
in  the  Government. 

I  am  shocked  at  this  turnover  in  legal  representation  in  the  NLRB, 
the  Patent  Office,  the  CAB,  the  ICC,  the  ones  requiring  the  longest 
time  to  train  and  acquire  technical  knowledge,  have  the  greatest 
turnover. 

You  have  to  have  a  good  record  to  get  in  those  offices. 

This  turnover  of  20  percent  in  the  Patent  Office  is  quite  shocking. 
How  long  does  it  take  to  train  a  man  in  the  Patent  Office? 

Mr.  Caffrey.  I  am  not  quite  sure,  but  I  am  sure  it  takes  several 
years  for  any  professional  in  the  legal  service  or  sciences  before  they 
can  really  pay  their  way  in  the  Government.  By  that  time  a  private 
industry  offers  him  what  comparability  would  give  us  now.  By 
offering  him  that  $2,000,  he  is  drawn  away. 

Senator  Yarborough.  From  my  experience,  I  know — having  been 
assistant  attorney  general  of  the  State,  it  took  2,  3,  or  4  years  to 
train  a  lawyer,  depending  on  past  experience. 

This  to  me  is  shocking. 

The  Chairman.  Senator  Fong? 

Senator  Fong.  I  only  heard  the  last  part  of  your  statement,  and 
apologize.  I  will  read  your  entire  statement. 

I  agree  with  this  philosophy  of  comparability,  and  agree  we  should 
do  something  for  those  in  higher  grades. 

In  the  last  few  years  we  have  done  violence  to  comparability,  and 
I  feel  we  should  adhere  to  it. 

Mr.  Caffrey.  Thank  you,  Senator. 
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The  Chairman.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Caffrey  and  Mr. 
Daysh. 

Our  next  witness  is  Mr.  Russell  M.  Stephens,  president,  Amerinca 
Federation  of  Technical  Engineers. 

STATEMENT  OF  RUSSELL  M.  STEPHENS,  PRESIDENT,  AMERICAN 
FEDERATION  OF  TECHNICAL  ENGINEERS 

Mr.  Stephens.  Thank  you. 

The  Chairman.  We  appreciate  your  appearing  here,  and  we  are 
sorry  we  have  such  a  tight  schedule,  but  we  want  to  hear  as  many 
witnesses  as  we  can. 

Mr.  Stephens.  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee: 
For  purposes  of  identification,  my  name  is  Russell  M.  Stephens.  I  am 
national  president  of  the  American  Federation  of  Technical  Engineers, 
AFL-CIO,  with  offices  at  900  F  Street  NW.,  Washington,  D.C. 

Our  union  was  chartered  by  the  AFL  in  1918,  and  since  that  time 
we  have  represented  professional  engineering,  technical  and  scien¬ 
tific  personnel  in  private  industry  and  in  public  agencies,  including  the 
Federal  Government. 

Among  the  employees  of  the  Federal  Government  whom  we  repre¬ 
sent  are  persons  employed  in  occupations  stated  above  in  various 
industrial  facilities  of  the  Federal  Government.  These  are  the  men 
who  provide  designs  and  plans  for  the  construction  of  naval  vessels, 
guided  missiles,  electronic  gear,  and  much  of  the  hardware  required  by 
our  defense  effort. 

In  addition,  we  represent  engineering  and  technical  personnel  asso¬ 
ciated  with  the  planning  of  reclamation  projects,  public  works,  and 
other  necessities  of  American  life. 

The  American  Federation  of  Technical  Engineers  applauded  the 
enactment  of  Public  Law  87-793,  the  Pay  Reform  Act  of  1962,  and 
its  sensible  approach  to  Federal  salary  fixing. 

However,  we  are  disappointed  over  the  fact  that  the  intended  prin¬ 
ciples  and  purposes  of  that  law  have  not-  borne  fruition. 

Nor  does  the  AFTE  give  outright  endorsement  to  the  wage  guide¬ 
lines  as  set  forth  by  the  administration.  However,  our  members  are 
well  aware  of  our  struggle  in  Vietnam  and  the  tremendous  cost  to  our 
people  and  Government.  No  hardship  is  too  severe  for  the  preser¬ 
vation  of  our  freedom,  and  our  members  are  willing  to  aid  their  Gov¬ 
ernment  in  the  fight  against  inflationary  tendencies. 

I  respectfully  call  to  your  attention  that  recently  the  Civil  Service 
Commission,  under  the  authority  of  section  504  of  the  Federal  Salary 
Reform  Act  of  1962,  increased  the  minimum  salary  rates  and  rate 
ranges  of  GS-6,  GS-7,  GS-8,  and  GS-9  professional  engineers,  and 
architects,  certain  scientific  series,  and  a  limited  number  of  technician 
disciplines,  in  order  to  recruit  personnel  in  these  positions. 

Section  504  of  the  act  was  a  provision  provided  in  the  Fringe  Bene¬ 
fits  Act,  the  Carlson  Act,  some  8  years  ago,  which  provides  authority 
to  the  Civil  Service  Commission  to  establish  higher  grades  for  various 
jobs  that  are  in  scarce  categories,  whereby  it  is  very  difficult  for  the 
Government  to  recruit  or  retain  the  required  number  of  persons  that 
they  need  to  staff  the  Government  agencies. 

With  all  but  a  few  exceptions,  where  the  Civil  Service  Commission 
has  used  this  authority,  they  have  been  among  the  engineering  and 
scientific  personnel,  with  the  exception  of  certain  technicians. 
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This  has  been  proof,  even  by  the  administration  of  504,  that  the 
technicians,  scientists,  and  engineers  within  their  aresa  of  classification 
are  somewhat,  in  many  cases  as  much  as  $1,000,  underpaid  as  com¬ 
pared  to  other  Classification  Act  positions  at  the  same  levels. 

The  fact  that  the  Civil  Service  Commission  some  3  weeks  ago  again 
revised  the  salary  is  an  indication  that  trend  still  exists. 

To  try  to  bring  you  up  to  what  these  grade  levels  mean,  let  me 
state  GS-5  is  the  salary  grade  of  engineering  scientists  with  a  bachelor 
of  science  degree  coming  in,  grade  7  with  a  master’s  degree  in  the 
sciences,  and  grade  9  is  the  rate  afforded  to  the  incoming  employee 
with  a  Ph.  D.  degree  in  the  sciences.  It  is  this  group  we  are  talking 
about. 

Although  H.R.  14122  does  not  provide  adequate  salary  increases  to 
commensurate  for  the  disparity  in  the  comparability  principle,  not  yet 
attained,  we  do  support  the  2.85-percent  across-the-board  pay  raise, 
for  all  classified  employees,  for  the  reasons  I  have  listed  previously,  to 
become  effective  July  1,  1966. 

While  the  pay  raise  falls  far  short  for  the  employees  in  the  middle 
and  upper  grade  levels,  we  do  accept  the  proposal  at  this  time,  looking- 
forward  to  "next  year”  to  overcome  the  larger  gap  in  comparability. 

I  would  suggest  the  2.85  percent  is  necessary  to  maintain  a  decent 
standard  of  living  for  some  of  the  lower  grade  employees. 

We  have  iust  heard  the  mail  handlers  testify,  and  I  support  their 
position.  They  do  require  a  2.85  increase  at  this  time  for  a  decent 
standard  of  living. 

I  would  suggest  the  2.85  established  by  this  committee  is  a  base  rate, 
a  minimum  rate,  and  above  that  point  suggest  the  administrative 
proposal  for  the  sliding-scale  rate  be  put  in  effect. 

For  a  long  time,  AFTE  has  sponsored  and  supported  legislation  to 
bring  an  early-age  retirement  to  Federal  employees  after  a  lifetime  of 
loyal  and  dedicated  service  to  their  Government.  Consequently,  we 
do  support  the  early  retirement  feature  of  H.R.  14122,  whereby 
employees  are  granted  the  option  of  retiring  at  age  55  with  30  years 
of  service,  or  at  age  60  with  20  years’  service,  without  any  reduction 
in  annuity  because  of  early  retirement. 

We  applaud  the  House  for  its  action  in  this  respect,  and  for  not 
providing  authority  to  the  Government  to  mandatorily  retire  em¬ 
ployees  at  the  GS-13  level  and  above. 

AFTE  has  long  advocated  that  the  Government  increase  its  con¬ 
tributions  to  the  health  benefits  plan,  particularly  when  in  private 
industry  such  a  plan  is  paid  for  entirely  by  the  employer.  Hence, 
we  are  pleased  to  support  H.R.  14122  wherein  it  provides  foi  the 
Government  to  increase  its  contribution  to  the  cost  of  plan. 

We,  in  AFTE,  have  fought  for  a  long  time  to  secure  justice  and 
equity  for  classified  employees  with  respect  to  overtime  pay,  and  the 
maximum  rate  for  overtime  pay.  Therefore,  we  do  endorse  the 
provision  in  the  bill  granting  classified  employees  time  and  one-half 
overtime  pay  for  work  in  excess  of  8  hours  a  day. 

While  the  maximum  rate  of  GS-10  does  not  measure  up  to  AFTE’s 
proposal  that  the  maximum  be  set  at  GS-12,  we  are  inclined  to  sup¬ 
port  the  maximum  rate  of  GS-10,  instead  of  the  existing  rate  of 
GS-9.  Such  a  progressive  step  forward  is  long  overdue. 

Let  me  again  refer  to  the  Fringe  Benefits  Act.  In  my  opinion  the 
Carlson  Act  at  that  time  was  one  of  the  most  important  pieces  of 
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legislation,  and  one  of  the  most  beneficial  Government  employees 
have  had  in  many  years. 

At  that  time,  I  believe  it  was  1958,  at  that  time  the  cutoff  rate  was 
established  at  GS-9.  That  was  a  great  benefit  for  Government 
employees. 

This  has  been  8  years,  and  the  rate  remains  the  same,  and  we  are 
hopeful  this  committee  will  concur  with  the  House,  despite  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Chairman  of  the  Civil  Service  Commission,  and 
hold  to  the  GS-10  maximum  rate  for  overtime  pay. 

Because  AFTE  has  collective  bargaining  agreements  for  employees 
in  the  private  sector,  whereby  premium  pay  is  paid  for  Sunday  and 
holiday  work,  we  have  long  sought  statutory  rights  for  similar  payment 
to  the  Federal  employee.  It  is  therefore  fitting  that  AFTE  endorses 
the  granting  of  a  25-percent  premium  compensation  for  work  on 
Sundays,  not  subject  to  overtime  pay. 

Other  benefits  under  H.R.  14122  regarding  widows  of  employees 
and  retired  employees,  increasing  dependent  “child”  eligibility  for 
those  attending  school  until  the  22d  birthday,  and  other  similar 
benefits  have  the  support  of  AFTE. 

We  are  pleased  to  endorse  H.R.  14122,  as  it  does  move  in  a  forward 
direction  by  updating  the  Government’s  contribution  to  the  health 
benefits  plan,  does  call  for  a  salary  increase,  within  the  guidelines, 
but  short  of  what  classified  employees  in  the  middle  and  upper  grades 
sorely  need. 

Thank  you. 

The  Chairman.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Stephens.  I  regret 
to  say  that  the  bells  you  heard  indicate  a  rollcall  vote  on  the  floor  of 
the  Senate.  So,  unfortunately,  we  must  recess  at  this  time.  We 
very  much  appreciate  all  of  you  coming  this  afternoon.  Your 
testimony  has  been  very  helpful.  Thank  you. 

(Whereupon,  the  committee  recessed,  to  reconvene  at  10  a.m., 
Tuesday,  April  26,  1966.) 
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TUESDAY,  APRIL  26,  1966 

U.S.  Senate, 

Committee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service, 

Washington,  D.C. 

The  committee  met  at  10  a.m.,  pursuant  to  recess,  in  room  6206, 
New  Senate  Office  Building,  Senator  A.  S.  Mike  Monroney  (chairman 
of  the  committee)  presiding. 

Present:  Senators  Monroney,  Yarborough,  Randolph,  Hartke, 
and  Fong. 

Present  also:  John  M.  Burzio,  staff  director;  David  Minton, 
general  counsel,  and  Frank  A.  Paschal,  LeGrand  A.  Rouse  II,  Hugh  B. 
Ivey  II,  professional  staff  members. 

The  Chairman.  Before  we  begin,  I  would  like  to  insert  in  the  rec¬ 
ord  a  statement  by  Senator  Maurine  Neuberger  on  H.R.  14122. 
Senator  Neuberger  had  intended  to  be  here  this  morning  but  was 
unable  to  appear  because  of  illness.  Her  statement  will  appear  in 
the  record  at  this  point. 

(The  statement  referred  follows :) 

Statement  of  Hon.  Maurine  B.  Neuberger,  a  U.S.  Senator  From  the  State 

of  Oregon 

Mr.  Chairman,  and  members  of  the  committee,  I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to 
submit  my  views  on  a  very  important  piece  of  legislation,  the  Federal  Salary  and 
Fringe  Benefits  Act  of  1966.  Let  me  say  at  the  outset,  I  support  the  2.85  percent 
across-the-board  salary  adjustments  and  certain  fringe  benefits  for  postal  and 
other  Federal  employees  as  recently  approved  by  the  House  of  Representatives. 
I  regret,  as  do  the  others,  that  full  comparability  as  envisioned  by  many  cannot  be 
achieved  at  this  time  in  view  of  inflationary  trends  and  the  wage  guideposts 
recommended  by  the  President. 

My  primary  concern  for  testifying  is  to  ask  the  committee  to  give  special  con¬ 
sideration  to  the  677,000  civil  service  retirees  who  are  unnecessarily  experiencing 
hardships  because  of  certain  uncorrected  provisions  in  the  law.  Several  of  these 
inequities  have  been  the  subject  of  bills  I  have  sponsored,  two  of  which  are  pending 
before  your  committee  and  to  which  I  call  your  attention  today. 

I  need  not  acquaint  committee  members  with  the  familiar  phrase,  “recomputa¬ 
tion  of  annuities  for  survivorship  benefits.”  I  would  like  to  stress,  howevei,  the 
fundamental  injustice  involved  when  a  person  who  retired  in  1948  must  pay  4 
times  as  much  as  the  1963  retiree  only  to  have  his  spouse  receive  10  percent  less. 

It  was  indeed  heartening  to  learn  of  House  action  to  incorporate  into  H.R. 
14122  a  provision  similar  to  a  bill  I  introduced  in  1965  to  eliminate  a  complicated 
and  inequitable  pattern  in  the  survivorship  program  by  making  retroactive 
annuity  reductions  which  occurred  in  the  law  between  April  1,  1948,  and  October 
10,  1962. 

Survivorship  provisions  were  liberalized  in  1949,  1956,  and  1962,  but  were  not 
extended  to  cover  persons  previously  retired.  Thus,  the  persons  receiving  the 
least  annuities  have  to  pay  the  most  for  survivor  protection,  and  their  survivors 
must  suffer  a  lower  percentage  formula.  The  pre-1962  retiree,  in  short,  is  penal¬ 
ized  simply  because  he  had  the  misfortune  of  retiring  at  an  earlier  date. 
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Since  1948  both  salaries  and  annuities  have  increased  many  times  but  the 
increases  in  salaries  have  been  much  greater  than  the  increases  in  annuities.  As 
a  result,  the  average  annuities  of  persons  retiring  today  are  much  higher  than  the 
average  of  present  annuities  of  persons  retired  some  years  ago. 

Adoption  of  this  important  measure  would  provide  a  uniform  basis  for  figuring 
survivorship  benefits  for  all  retirees  who  have  elected  such  benefits.  Under  this 
provision,  the  benefits  would  be  identical  to  Public  Law  87-973,  for  those  who 
retired  on  October  11,  1962,  or  after.  This  provides  a  simplified  and  uniform 
procedure  in  figuring  all  costs  of  survivorship  benefits. 

It  is  my  hope  the  committee  will  give  special  consideration  to  the  merits  of 
this  provision  and  leave  unchanged  section  507  adopted  by  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives. 

The  second  inequity  to  which  I  direct  the  committee’s  attention  concerns  the 
designation  of  a  second  spouse  under  the  survivorship  program. 

Under  the  present  law  when  a  person  retires  with  a  reduced  annuity  under  the 
survivorship  annuity  provision,  the  survivorship  benefits  cover  only  the  spouse 
living  at  the  time  of  retirement.  If  this  spouse  should  die  prior  to  the  death 
of  the  annuitant,  there  is  no  way  in  which  survivorship  benefits  can  be  extended 
to  a  new  wife. 

Prompted  by  receipt  of  many  sincere  letters  concerning  this  matter,  I  introduced 
legislation  2  years  ago  which  would  permit  an  annuitant  who  retired  on  reduced 
annuity  to  designate  a  second  spouse  to  receive  survivor  annuity  benefits  in  the 
event  of  death  or  divorce  of  his  former  spouse.  The  measure  was  reintroduced 
on  April  6,  1966,  as  S.  3193  and  is  currently  pending  before  the  committee. 

Let’s  take  the  average  person  who  retires  in  1955  at  age  60  and  who  elects  a 
reduction  in  his  annuity  to  provide  survivorship  benefits.  The  computation 
table  for  that  year  would  require  a  5-porcent  reduction  for  the  first  $1,500  of  his 
annuity  and  a  10-percent  reduction  of  the  remainder,  taking  from  his  $3,600 
annuity  income  $288  annually.  This  $24  bite  from  his  monthly  check  is  a  difficult 
but  necessary  hardship  the  annuitant  must  make  to  provide  for  his  wife  after 
his  death. 

In  the  event  his  wife  dies  first,  however,  he  must  continue  paying  into  the  survi¬ 
vorship  program  even  though  there  is  no  survivor  to  collect  the  benefits.  If  the 
annuitant  chooses  to  remarry,  his  second  spouse  is  unable  to  collect  any  benefits 
from  the  survivorship  program,  even  though  payment  into  the  program  continues. 
This  is  an  unnecessary  and  unfair  hardship  and  it  should  be  corrected. 

I  can  think  of  no  better  way  to  illustrate  this  inequity  than  by  citing  an  actual 
case.  The  following  is  quoted  verbatim  from  a  letter  I  received  April  21,  1966, 
from  Mr.  Henry  J.  Rudy: 

“I  worked  for  about  31  years  in  the  post  office,  then  retired  on  disability  in  1957. 
In  1958  my  first  wife  passed  away  and  I  wrote  to  Washington,  D.C.,  to  change  my 
beneficiary.  They  refused  to  let  me  change  my  beneficiary  although  I  had  paid 
into  this  fund  about  $1,500.  They  said  this  first  name  I  put  on  my  papers  in  1934 
was  irrevocable.  Now  I  have  talked  to  several  insurance  companies,  also  a 
lawyer,  and  they  all  inform  me  there  can  be  no  such  law  as  an  irrevocable 
beneficiary. 

“I  remarried  in  1962  and  we  feel  this  is  a  terrible  injustice  to  take  out  premiums 
when  no  one  can  benefit.  Is  there  no  legal  way  we  can  force  this  issue  so  that  if 
a  man’s  spouse  dies,  he  should  have  the  privilege  to  rename  his  second  spouse  as 
beneficiary  to  the  funds  he  is  paying  for?” 

The  committee  is  in  a  position  to  correct  this  unduly  restrictive  provision. 
Other  governmental  agencies’  retirement  laws,  such  as  social  security  and  railroad 
retirement,  provide  adequately  for  survivorship,  without  the  restrictions  inherent 
in  the  civil  service  retirement  system. 

I  can  see  no  serious  objection  to  adopting  this  provision  in  the  survivorship 
program.  It  is  a  justifiable  change  and  the  additional  cost  would  be  nominal. 
If  the  present  wording  is  left  unchanged  it  will  continue  to  cause  hardship  to 
widows  who  are  oftentimes  left  destitute  in  old  age.  I  hope  the  committee  will 
act  favorably  on  this  request. 

The  Chairman.  We  are  pleased  to  have  as  our  first  witness  this 
morning,  Mr.  John  Griner,  president  of  the  American  Federation  of 
Government  Employees — the  larges  of  the  Government  employee 
organizations. 

I  see,  Mr.  Griner,  that  you  are  accompanied  by  Mr.  Thomas  G. 
Walters,  a  gentleman  well  known  to  this  committee,  not  only  in  his 
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present  capacity  as  special  assistant  for  legislation  to  the  American 
Federation  of  Government  Employees,  but  as  a  former  president  of 
the  National  Rural  Letter  Carriers  Association. 

We  are  happy  to  have  you. 

STATEMENT  OF  JOHN  F.  GRINER,  NATIONAL  PRESIDENT, 
AMERICAN  FEDERATION  OF  GOVERNMENT  EMPLOYEES 

Mr.  Griner.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the 
committee. 

The  bill  which  we  are  discussing  this  morning,  that  is,  H.R.  14122, 
which  brings  me  before  this  committee  today,  is,  in  my  opinion,  a 
legislative  measure  which  has  more  than  ordinary  implications. 
Because  of  the  special  circumstances  which  surround  its  developent 
and  which  have  hindered  its  liberalization  I  urge  this  committee  of 
the  Senate  to  act  favorably  on  this  bill  so  as  to  achieve  speedy  enact¬ 
ment. 

As  the  national  president  of  the  American  Federation  of  Government 
Employees,  I  realize  the  serious  obligation  which  rests  upon  me  to 
present  to  this  committee  the  vital  needs  of  a  large  group  of  Govern¬ 
ment  workers.  There  should  be  no  further  changes  which  would  make 
this  measure  less  beneficial  than  it  is  presently  formulated. 

The  American  Federation  of  Government  Employees  has  a  material 
interest  in  the  progress  of  H.R.  14122.  Our  membership  is  presently 
about  200,000  and  is  composed  of  both  wage  board  and  classified 
employees;  of  this  number  a  large  proportion  is  subject  to  the 
Classification  Act. 

I  am  also  speaking  for  a  substantially  larger  number  of  Federal 
employees  than  only  those  who  are  included  in  our  regular  member¬ 
ship.  Nearly  400  of  our  lodges  have  qualified  for  exclusive  recognition 
by  reason  of  the  provisions  of  Executive  Order  10988.  For  that 
reason  I  am  representing  more  than  300,000  Federal  employees  who 
include  in  their  number  the  largest  group  of  employees  under  the 
Classification  Act  who  are  represented  by  a  single  employee  organiza- 
tion. 

Our  membership  is  varied  in  its  occupational  and  grade  distribution. 
Geographically  it  is  worldwide,  since  we  have  members  throughout  the 
50  States  as  well  as  in  Okinawa,  Guam,  the  Azores,  Germany,  Italy, 
France,  Japan,  Vietnam,  the  Panama  Canal  Zone,  and  in  about 
40  other  foreign  lands. 

I  am  appearing  in  support  of  H.R.  14122  as  it  was  approved  by  the 
House  of  Representatives,  but  it  is  with  considerable  reluctance  that 
I  do  so  with  respect  to  the  salary  schedule  it  includes.  That  schedule, 
in  my  opinion,  does  not  adequately  fulfill  what  I  consider  to  be  the 
obligation  of  the  Federal  Government  to  its  own  employees. 

When  the  President  submitted  to  Congress  in  March  of  this  year 
his  proposals  concerning  adjustment  of  pay  and  other  benefits,  he 
made  this  comment: 

Among  the  many  blessings  which  Americans  can  count  is  a  corps  of  Federal 
civil  servants  that  is  unequaled  anywhere  in  the  world.  Honest,  intelligent, 
efficient,  and — above  all — dedicated,  these  men  and  women  represent  a  national 
resource  and  a  national  asset. 

It  is  a  fundamental  economic  principle  that  national  resources 
must  be  developed  and,  in  the  light  of  sound  business  practice,  assets 
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must  be  protected  and,  above  all,  depletion  must  be  avoided.  But 
it  does  seem  to  me  that  the  Federal  Government  is  not  developing 
these  particular  resources  nor  is  it  guarding  its  manpower  assets 
to  assure  the  continuance  and  heightening  of  standards  of  service 
which  will  enable  our  Government  to  meet  the  complex  challenge 
which  confronts  it  throughout  the  world. 

In  keeping  with  their  devotion  to  duty  and  to  the  Government 
they  serve,  these  same  Federal  employees  are  a  most  loyal  and  patri¬ 
otic  group.  They  are  deeply  concerned  with  the  success  of  America’s 
involvement  in  the  war  in  southeast  Asia.  Thus,  when  it  is  made 
clear  to  them  and  to  their  spokesmen  that  the  successful  conduct  of 
military  operations  in  Vietnam  has  placed  a  heavy  financial  burden 
on  the*  U.S.  Government,  which,  in  turn,  dictates  redoubling  the 
effort  to  restrain  overspending,  they  are  willing  to  cooperate. 

However,  it  must  be  clearly  understood,  and  I  want  to  emphasize 
this  statement,  that  Federal  employees  are  not  relinquishing  their 
right  to  a  just  and  equitable  compensation.  Instead,  it  should  be 
understood  as  merely  increasing  an  indebtedness  which  should  be 
acknowledged  and  liquidated  at  a  later  date. 

The  Salary  Reform  Act  of  1962  in  no  uncertain  terms  established 
the  principle  of  comparability  of  Federal  salaries  with  the  rates  of 
pay  for  like  positions  in  private  industry.  That  principle  now  must 
yield  to  the  3.2-percent  guidepost  which  the  administration  has  set 
up  to  restrain  wage  increases.  We  do  not  agree  with  the  application 
of  this  particular  percentage  restriction  to  the  entire  salary  and  fringe 
benefit  package  instead  of  to  salaries  alone. 

The  use  of  the  3.2  percent  limitation  to  hold  down  salary  increases 
for  rank-and-file  Federal  workers  is,  in  our  opinion,  indefensible. 
This  effect  of  applying  the  guidepost  has  elicited  this  comment  from 
the  executive  council  of  the  AFL-CIO: 

“This  action  is  nothing  less  than  an  attempt  to  shortchange 
workers — in  an  effort  to  impose  the  burden  of  the  price  level  on  wage 
and  salary  earners,  who  do  not  set  prices,  while  there  is  no  effective 
guideline  for  prices  and  no  guidelines,  at  all,  for  profits  and  dividends.” 

Federal  employees  are  seeking  only  those  benefits  to  which  they  are 
entitled.  As  I  shall  demonstrate  in  more  detail  at  a  later  point, 
they  are  entitled  to  more  than  the  2.9-percent  increase  provided  in 
this  bill. 

I  have  said  that  the  3.2  figure  is  open  to  question.  It  was  stated 
in  the  1966  Annual  Report  of  the  Council  of  Economic  Advisers — 
page  79 — that  productivity  in  the  private  economy  has  grown  at  an 
annual  rate  of  3.6  percent  since  1960.  This  5-year  trend  was  ignored 
and  the  Council  decided  to  continue  the  3.2-percent  guidepost — ibid., 
page  92.  The  pay  increase  offered  Federal  employees  has  become 
even  less  than  3.2  percent.  I  am  still  of  the  belief  that  the  increase 
that  can  be  justified  was  no  less  than  7  percent  and  statistical  data 
included  in  the  latter  part  of  this  statement  will  bear  out  that 
contention. 

We  are  not  unmindful  of  the  administration’s  basic  interest  in  the 
need  for  providing  adequate  salaries  for  the  employees  of  the  Federal 
Government.  The  record  shows  that  the  President  has  made  an 
annual  recommendation  of  a  salary  adjustment  since  the  enactment 
of  the  Salary  Reform  Act — Public 'Law  87-793 — became  effective  in 
October  1962.  It  is  the  inadequacy  of  the  recommendation  which  has 
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proved  to  be  disappointing.  The  repeated  inadequacy  has  become 
disturbing  because  eventually  this  failure  to  achieve  any  reasonable 
degree  of  comparability  with  private  enterprise  may  well  threaten 
the  very  recognition  and  acceptance  of  the  principle  of  comparability. 

Either  we  have  comparability  or  we  do  not  have  it.  There  is  no 
logic  and  much  less  justice  in  proclaiming  such  a  principle  and  assert¬ 
ing  it  as  a  governing  factor  in  the  salary-fixing  procedure  and  then 
capriciously  setting  it  aside  for  budgetary  reasons  or  arbitrarily 
developed  wage  guideposts. 

I  have  stated  earlier  in  my  remarks,  Mr.  Chairman  and  members 
of  this  committee,  that  the  2.9-percent  raise  afforded  by  this  bill  is  far 
from  adequate  and  substantially  below  that  which  can  be  justified  by 
available  statistical  data.  I  now  repeat  that  statement  and  offer 
supporting  evidence  which  I  believe  indicates  that  Federal  employees 
have  good  reason  to  be  dissatisfied  with  the  manner  in  which  actual 
salary  fixing  has  failed  to  observe  the  principle  enunciated  in  the 
Salary  Reform  Act  of  1962. 

Salaries  in  private  industry  have  steadily  been  moving  ahead. 
Federal  salaries  have  continued  to  lag  behind,  each  raise  failing  to 
come  up  even  with  industry,  so  that  the  gap  between  Government 
and  non-Government  pay  has  been  constantly  widening.  Examine 
the  report  on  the  National  Survey  of  Professional,  Technical,  and 
Clerical  Pay  as  of  February-March  1965.  It  reflects  increase  in 
average  salary  levels  ranging  from  2.3  to  4.3  percent  for  1 1  occupational 
groups  which  were  studied.  The  median  percentage  increase  for  the 
11  groups  was  3.9.  This,  however,  does  not  reflect  the  varying 
magnitude  of  differences  between  industry  and  Government  salaries 
for  the  different  grades  of  the  Classification  Act  schedule. 

Assumption  that  no  raises  or  small  increases  are  indicated  by  survey 
data  for  those  grades  in  the  lowest  segment  of  the  classified  salary 
schedule  is  not  correct.  And  one  should  bear  in  mind  that  there  is  a 
large  group  of  employees  in  those  lower  grades.  However,  table  1 
appended  to  this  statement  indicates  that  whereas  47  percent  of  all 
classified  employees  are  in  grades  1  to  6,  inclusive,  there  is  approxi¬ 
mately  an  equal  number  in  grades  7  through  13. 

The  first  group  comprises  the  large  body  of  employees  without 
whom  the  basic  operations  of  Government  agencies  would  not  be 
accomplished.  Nor  are  all  employees  in  grades  GS-1  to  GS-4 
women — young  women — who  have  no  family  obligations.  In  GS-2, 
GS-3,  and  GS-4,  are  about  15,000  guards — all  men,  many  of  whom 
have  families  with  all  the  problems  of  providing  for  them.  Then 
there  are  about  35,000  nursing  assistants;  the  great  majority  of  these 
men  are  employed  by  the  Veterans’  Administration. 

In  the  second  group  are  many  who  are  performing  supervisory 
duties  in  the  clerical  and  administrative  area  as  well  as  a  large  number 
of  technicians  and  professional  employees  such  as  engineers,  medical 
officers,  physicists,  attorneys,  investigators,  accountants,  immigrant 
and  customs  inspectors,  meat  inspectors,  economists,  and  statisticians, 
and  numerous  other  occupations  for  which  special  training  or  formal 
education  is  needed. 

You  will  note  in  table  2  attached  to  this  statement,  it  portrays  a 
significant  trend  toward  increased  average  earnings  of  clerical  workers 
in  private  industry.  The  AFGE  Research  Department  analyzed  the 


1  *> 

lo 


01-925 — 66- 


190  the  FEDERAL  SALARY  AND  FRINGE  BENEFITS  ACT  OF  19  66 

findings  of  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  in  the  first  34  area  wage 
surveys  completed  so  far  in  the  1966  fiscal  year  series. 

Whereas,  six  areas  indicated  an  average  increase  of  less  than  2  per¬ 
cent  in  fiscal  year  1965,  there  were  only  two  areas  showing  such  a 
small  increase  in  those  surveyed.  That  11  areas  showed  increased 
clerical  salaries  of  4  percent  and  over  in  the  current  fiscal  year  as 
compared  with  two  areas  last  year  was  significant  evidence  that 
clerical  salaries  are  moving  upward. 

The  rise  of  salaries  in  industry  which  correspond  to  positions  in  the 
middle  grades  of  the  Classification  Act  salary  schedule  is  significantly 
revealed  in  table  3.  In  developing  this  analysis,  our  Research  De¬ 
partment  compared  averages  by  grade  which  were  reported  in  the- 
BLS  survey  centering  in  February-March  1965.  When  these  aver¬ 
ages  are  compared  with  the  current  fourth  step-rate,  there  is  an 
enlightening  result.  The  percentage  by  which  the  current  fourth,  or 
assumed  average,  rate  in  the  classified  salary  schedule  must  be  raised 
to  equal  average  industry  salaries  of  more  than  a  year  ago  ranges  from 
5.3  percent  to  17.9  percent. 

Then  the  averages  reported  in  the  1965  surveys  were  increased  by 
3.45  percent,  which  is  the  median  percentage  increase  for  34  areas 
surveyed  so  far  in  fiscal  year  1966. 

The  resulting  figures  are,  of  course,  only  approximations  of  what 
the  industry  averages  would  be  if  the  1966  series  of  surveys  could  be 
completely  available  today.  Though  they  are  offered  as  approxima¬ 
tions,  they  are  still  significantly  indicative  of  the  inescapable  conclu¬ 
sion  that  clerical,  administrative,  and  professional  salaries  are  con¬ 
tinuing  to  move  up;  and  even  more  challenging  is  the  further  con¬ 
clusion  that  the  gap  between  Government  and  industry  is  still  widening. 

Then  there  is  specific  evidence  of  clerical  salaries  in  large  corpora¬ 
tions  exceeding  those  in  Government.  This  is  presented  in  table  4. 
It  compares  salaries  in  the  United  States  Steel  Corp.  with  those  paid 
by  the  Federal  Government  for  comparable  duties.  The  minimum  or 
starting  rates  in  United  States  Steel  for  the  four  positions  listed  range 
from  22  to  28  percent  above  minimum  rates  for  comparable  Federal 
grades. 

There  are  several  features  of  this  bill  which  I  believe  should  be 
emphasized  as  necessary  and  completely  justified.  One  is  the  provi¬ 
sion  of  premium  pay  for  work  beyond  8  hours  in  any  one  day.  This 
is  a  matter  of  simple  justice  to  employees  subject  to  the  Classification 
Act,  since  this  premium  rate  was  extended  to  postal  employees  in  the 
Salary  Act  of  1965  and  to  wage  board  employees  in  the  Work  Hours 
Act  of  1962. 

I  might  add  at  this  point,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  we  have  a  significant 
number  of  people  that  are  working  9  and  10  hours  a  day  for  40  hours 
and  then  they  are  cut  off  for  the  balance  of  the  week.  We  don’t  ex¬ 
pect  this  provision  to  bring  in  any  additional  money  in  these  people’s 
pocketbooks  but  we  expect  better  administration. 

We  believe  that  these  workweeks  can  be  put  into  a  40-liour  work¬ 
week,  8  hours  a  day,  and  if  the  agency  had  to  pay  overtime,  they  would 
make  arrangements  to  do  just  that  rather  than  to  have  to  pay  pre¬ 
mium  pay  to  keep  these  people  working. 

We  have  a  large  group  of  poultry  inspectors,  for  instance,  that  at  one 
time  were  working  as  much  as  15  hours  a  day  until  they  completed 
the  40  hours  and  then  they  were  cut  off  for  the  balance  of  the  week. 
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Now  poultry  inspection  can  be  distributed  over  a  week.  This  was  at 
the  express  convenience  of  the  packers  in  most  cases. 

To  show  what  can  be  done,  since  some  of  our  lodges  have  gotten  ex¬ 
clusive  recognition  in  those  areas,  the  maximum  hoursj worked  in  any  one 
day  is  now  9  hours,  so  they  work  a  9-  and  an  8-hour  day  until  they 
complete  the  40  hours  and  then  they  are  off  for  the  balance  of  the  week. 

It  is  almost  impossible  for  these  people  to  make  any  plans  from  one 
week  to  another  or  from  one  day  to  another  as  to  when  his  free  time  is 
going  to  be,  but  if  you  enact  this  provision  which  was  passed  by  the 
House,  the  only  effect  I  believe  it  will  have  will  be  better  administra¬ 
tion  because  these  people  then  will  be  put  on  an  8-hour  day,  5  days  a 
week ;  40-hour  standard  week. 

That  is  all  we  are  asking.  The  second  feature  of  the  bill  which  also 
achieves  equity  as  between  Federal  pay  systems  is  the  25-percent 
differential  to  be  paid  for  nonovertime  work  performed  between 
midnight  Saturday  and  midnight  Sunday.  The  bill  would  extend 
this  payment  to  wage  board  as  well  as  classified  employees.  It  was 
provided  for  postal  workers  in  the  Salary  Act  of  1965. 

These  two  provisions  in  H.R.  14122  are  admittedly  catchup  devices 
to  establish  equity  for  employees  under  other  pay  systems.  This  was 
pointed  out  by  Chairman  John  W.  Macy  of  the  Civil  Service  Commis¬ 
sion  when  he  testified  before  this  committee  last  Wednesday.  At  that 
time  he  said  that  “it  is  equitable”  to  extend  these  provisions  to  all 
Federal  employees.  This  would,  of  course,  include  wage  board  and 
classified  employees. 

We  think  of  these  benefits  in  terms  of  all  Federal  employees.  When 
it  is  possible  to  apply  any  provision  of  law  across  the  board  to  all 
employees,  it  is  the  opinion  of  this  organization  it  should  be  done  on 
as  broad  a  basis  as  is  possible.  To  do  otherwise  is  to  bring  about 
inequity  of  treatment.  To  single  out  individual  groups  is  discrimina¬ 
tory. 

There  is  every  justification  for  giving  employees  the  premium  dif¬ 
ferential  for  work  performed  on  Sunday.  It  is  not  in  the  same 
category  as  premium  pay  for  other  days,  because  it  should  be  given 
to  compensate  an  employee  not  only  to  be  subjected  to  inconvenience 
but  because  Sunday  work  will  interfere  with  his  attendance  at  church 
services  and  take  him  away  from  his  home  on  a  day  when  every  man 
is  particularly  anxious  to  be  with  his  family. 

In  view  of  the  particular  importance  and  purpose  of  these  two 
provisions,  it  is  my  contention  that  they  should  not  be  included  among 
the  payments  on  which  the  guidepost  restriction  is  to  be  imposed. 

In  other  words,  they  are  premium  pay  and  not  even  fringe  benefits. 
It  is  my  opinion  premium  pay  should  not  be  made  a  part  of  the  guide- 
posts  and  I  find  no  authority  for  making  such  pay  a  part  of  the 
guideposts. 

Another  provision  in  which  the  AFGE  is  vitally  interested  was  in 
the  bill  as  reported  to  the  House.  The  limit  on  the  rate  of  payment 
for  overtime  work  by  classified  employees  was  to  be  raised  from  the 
minimum  rate  of  GS-9  to  the  minimum  rate  of  GS-10.  This  change 
merely  updates  the  first  limitation  on  classified  overtime  payment 
placed  in  effect  when  the  Federal  Employees  Pay  Act  was  enacted 
June  30,  1945.  Full  overtime  was  then  restricted  to  the  minimum  rate 
of  GS-7.  It  was  raised  to  the  minimum  rate  of  GS-9  by  the  Fringe 
Benefit  Act  of  September  1,  1954.  We  have  come  another  decade 
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and  it  would  seem  to  be  time  for  another  timely  revision.  Its  cost 
would  be  relatively  small. 

This  provision  should  remain  in  the  bill.  Its  cost  would  be  rela¬ 
tively  small. 

I  would  like  to  point  out  that  when  this  limitation  on  the  overtime 
rate  for  classified  employees  became  law  in  1945,  grade  GS-9  was 
considered  to  be  the  journeyman  level  and  grade  GS-1 1  included 
a  great  many  supervisory  positions.  Now  because  of  increased 
complexity  of  the  work,  grade  GS-1 1  has  come  to  be  looked  upon  as 
a  journeyman  grade.  This  grade  now  includes  many  technical  and 
professional  positions  which  are  not  supervisory.  The  increased  use 
of  automated  processes  also  has  contributed  to  the  change  in  the 
significance  of  grade  levels. 

We  originally  asked  that  the  minimum  rate  for  GS-11  be  made 
the  top  overtime  rate  for  classified  employees.  The  minimum  of 
GS-10  as  the  overtime  limit  was  approved  by  the  House  last  year 
but  was  cut  out  in  the  Senate.  That  provision  with  other  premium 
pay  provisions  were  eliminated  m  the  Senate,  as  you  will  recall, 
when  the  1965  Salary  Act  was  under  consideration. 

It  is  our  understanding  that  the  administration  questioned  the 
cost  of  this  provision  and  indicated  that  it  would  be  affected  by  the 

wage  guidepost.  . 

I  would  like  to  point  out  when  Chairman  Macy  testified  before 
the  Senate  committee  last  week,  he  was  quite  specific  in  the  expression 
of  his  belief  that: 

Equity  allows  no  alternative  but  to  concur  in  the  proposals  to  extend  to  addi¬ 
tional  groups  overtime  pay  for  work  hi  excess  of  S  hours  in  a  day  and  premium 
pay  at  25  percent  of  base  rates  for  nonovertime  work  on  Sunday. 

It  is  beyond  my  comprehension  that  any  action  taken  to  eliminate 
discrimination  could  be  looked  upon  as  coming  within  any  limitation 
such  as  the  wage  guidepost  which  is  presently  restricting  increased  pay 
and  additional  fringe  benefits  for  Federal  workers.  In  our  opinion 
premium  pay  does  not  come  within  the  scope  of  the  guidepost.  The 
cost  cannot  be  estimated  accurately.  The  purposes  ot  premium  pay 
is  not  to  increase  the  income  of  individuals  or  to  add  to  payroll  costs. 
If  there  is  any  change  made  in  this  bill  that  would  take  away  any 
benefit  which' has  already  been  included  in  H.R.  14122,  we  would 
object  most  strenously. 

I  would  like  to  point  out  at  this  point  that  at  the  present  time  the 
top  grade  for  grade  6  is  $3,407  which  is  within  a  few  dollars  of  the 
bottom  or  entrance  grade  of  a  grade  9.  In  other  words,  a  person  in 
the  top  grade  of  grade  6  is  getting  just  about  the  same  overtime  basis 
as  a  man  who  is  in  a  9,  10,  11,  or  12  grade. 

The  sixth  step  of  grade  7  is  about  equal  to  the  entrance  step  ot  a 
grade  9.  The  sixth  step  of  grade  8  exceeds  the  entrance  step  of  grade 
9. 

This  will  not  eliminate  the  inequity  that  now  exists  but  certainly  it 

would  help.  .  .  . 

The  AFGE  also  favors  the  restoration  of  the  provision  for  an  inter¬ 
change  of  civil  service  retirement  and  social  security  service  credits 
as  favored  by  the  chairman  of  this  committee.  Senator  Monroney. 
We  view  this  as  a  very  desirable  provision. 

I  can  state  most  emphatically  the  support  of  the  American  Federa¬ 
tion  of  Government  Employees  for  that  section  that  would  amend 
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the  Retirement  Act  by  permitting  retirement  on  full  annuity  at  age 
55  after  110  years  of  service.  I  must  affirm  most  positively  the  objec¬ 
tion  I  stated  at  the  House  hearing  on  this  bill  to  giving  management 
the  option  of  retiring  employees  in  grade  GS-13  and  above.  I  have 
little  doubt  that  this  authority  if  retained  in  the  bill  as  originally 
presented  will  at  times  be  used  arbitrarily  to  eliminate  employees 
who  no  longer  appear  to  have  the  vigor  which  will  satisfy  some  super¬ 
visor. 

Even  worse  is  the  possibility  that  such  authority  would  be  used  as 
a  means  of  reprisal.  There  are  means  now  avaialble  to  eliminate 
employees  who  are  not  performing  their  duties  competently,  but  using 
involuntary  retirement  to  accomplish  that  purpose  is  reprehensible. 

There  is  another  aspect  of  this  enforced  retirement  of  persons  in 
grade  GS-13  and  above.  If  a  man  comes  into  the  service  at  age  40 
he  can  work  until  he  is  70  years  old.  But  if  he  comes  in  at  age  26, 
which  is  somewhat  of  an  average  age  of  entrance,  and  he  intends  to 
make  a  career  of  Government  service,  he  will  have  completed  his  30 
years  of  service  at  age  56.  At  that  point,  he  may  be  selected  out  by 
an  unscrupulous  supervisor. 

In  last  analysis  enforced  retirement  in  these  upper  grades  is  but 
another  type  of  the  selection-out  process.  What  it  amounts  to  is 
that  management  desires  more  power  to  put  its  friends  into  choice 
positions  and  put  out  those  who  dare  to  disagree  with  management. 

It  has  also  been  proposed  to  permit  retirement  at  age  60  after  20 
years  of  service.  I  heartily  endorse  this  provision  in  the  bill.  It 
would  be  in  keeping  with  lowering  the  age  limit  for  full  annuity  after 
30  years  of  service.  Employees  who  have  been  displaced  by  the 
closing  of  Government  installations  could  benefit  from  this  60-20 
provision.  Many  of  them  do  not  have  30  years  of  service,  but  there 
is  a  considerable  proportion  that  would  have  had  20  years  of  service. 
This  provision  would  afford  some  type  of  relief  to  the  elimination  of 
employees  when  Government  facilities  are  closed  or  liquidated. 

The  increase  of  uniform  allowance  by  25  to  40  percent  should  remain 
in  the  bill.  There  was  a  provision  in  the  Salary  Act  of  1965  increasing 
the  maximum  uniform  allowance  from  $100  to  $125  per  annum. 
The  General  Services  Administration,  Veterans’  Administration,  and 
the  Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  are  the  largest 
users  of  uniforms  outside  the  Post  Office  Department. 

So  far  as  I  know  these  agencies  have  not  increased  the  uniform 
allowance  as  authorized  by  last  year’s  enactment.  I  do  not  mean 
that  every  employee  should  receive  the  maximum  allowance,  but  there 
are  some  instances  of  need  for  a  larger  sum  than  now  allowed  to 
purchase  and  maintain  a  uniform.  The  advantage  is  with  the  em¬ 
ploying  agency,  not  the  employee  because  he  needs  the  uniform  only 
during  working  hours. 

I  would  like  to  point  out  at  this  point,  you  will  probably  recall  the 
House  passed  the  uniform  bill  increasing  the  maximum  to  $150  and 
in  your  wisdom,  or  the  wisdom  of  this  committee,  it  was  cut  to  $125. 
We  interpreted  that  action  to  mean  that  the  committee  thought  the 
increased  cost  of  uniforms  and  increased  cost  of  maintenance  had 
increased  by  at  least  the  25  percent,  a  minimum  of  that  much. 

Since  the  Uniform  Act  was  passed  in  1954  or  1955 — I  have  been 
advised  it  was  1954 — we  made  a  survey  of  what  Government  action 
had  been  taken  in  the  increasing  of  Government  uniform  allowances 
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and  found  almost  without  exception  that  almost  no  action  had  been 
taken  up  to  the  present  time.  We  asked  the  House  of  Representatives 
to  set  a  minimum  increase  that  the  agencies  must  apply  and  this  was 
the  formula  we  agreed  on. 

We  recognize  some  employees  who  are  required  to  wear  uniforms 
do  not  need  the  maximum.  We  are  not  asking  for  something  to  which 
the  employees  will  not  have  use  for;  that  is,  we  are  not  asking  for  more 
than  is  necessary  to  keep  these  employees  in  suitable  uniforms.  We 
do  believe  that  the  formula  which  was  adopted  in  the  House,  although 
not  equitable  in  all  cases,  will  meet  the  great  majority  of  needs. 

I  would  like  to  point  out  when  the  Health  Benefits  Act  was  passed 
in  1959,  the  Government  contributed  38  percent  of  the  cost.  That 
share  is  presently  about  28  percent  and  is  likely  to  continue  to  decrease. 
The  bill  would  increase  the  biweekly  Government  contribution  and 
further  guarantee  if  the  biweekly  subscription  charge  is  less  than  twice 
the  Government  contribution,  the  Government  contribution  shall  be 
50  percent  of  such  charge. 

The  AFGE  favors  this  change.  We  believe  that  as  soon  as  practi- 
able  the  Government  should  pay  at  least  50  percent  of  the  cost  of 
health  benefits.  We  believe  the  ultimate  goal  of  our  union  is  that  the 
Government  should  pay  the  total  cost  of  health  and  insurance  bene¬ 
fits.  This  change  would  be  in  line  with  many  union  contracts  in  large 
industries. 

Senator  Randolph.  Mr.  Chairman? 

The  Chairman.  Senator  Randolph. 

Senator  Randolph.  I  wish  to  make  a  request  which  ordinarily  I 
would  not  desire  to  make.  I  am  under  obligation  to  chair  the  Sub¬ 
committee  on  Air  and  Water  Pollution  Control  and  I  would  like  to 
comment  on  the  testimony. 

Mr.  Griner,  I  have  read  your  statement  in  full  so  I  am  not  comment¬ 
ing  in  a  cursory  fashion  on  its  content.  I  desire  to  call  attention  to 
page  6.  This  may  seem  a  lesser  matter  of  importance  in  the  overall 
statement  but  you  use  the  language  in  the  second  paragraph,  “nor 
are  all  employees  in  grades  GS-1  to  GS-4  women,  young  women 
who  have  no  family  obligations.” 

It  is  my  feeling,  Mr.  Griner,  that  we  cannot  approve  or  disapprove 
a  legislative  proposal  on  the  basis  of  whether  a  person,  because  he  or 
she  is  in  a  certain  age  bracket.  I  know  so  many  instances  where  a 
young  woman,  is  aiding  in  the  livelihood  of  parents  and  I  feel  that  it 
is  wrong  for  us  ever  to  legislate  thinking  that  because  a  person  is 
unmarried  or  because  a  person  is  of  a  certain  age  that  therefore  there 
is  not  an  obligation. 

I  have  the  feeling  you  believe  this,  too,  but  I  want  to  spell  it  out 
at  this  point. 

Mr.  Griner.  Senator,  as  I  was  reading  this,  the  same  thought 
occurred  to  me  but  1  did  not  place  this  in  the  proper  perspective. 
My  intention  in  this  place  here,  what  I  probably  should  have  said 
is  a  younger  person  with  no  obligation,  maybe,  but  certainly  I  agree 
with  you  100  percent  and  this  organization  agrees  with  you  100 
percent  that  we  are  not  going  to  legislate  on  the  basis  of  sex,  whether 
a  person  is  married  or  unmarried,  what  his  conditions  are. 

What  I  had  hoped  to  point  out  in  this  particular  section,  is  that 
there  was  a  large  number  of  people,  47  percent  of  them  working  for 
the  Federal  Government  in  these  lower  grades  and  they  were  not  all 


THE  FEDERAL  SALARY  AND  FRINGE  BENEFITS  ACT  OF  1966  195 

people  without  obligations,  that  a  large  segment  of  this  47  percent 
had  families  and  that  they  were  actually  in  need  of  increases  along 
with  your  top  grades,  too.  As  you  will  note  later,  I  have  endorsed 
the  principle  of  an  across-the-board  increase. 

Senator  Randolph.  You  mentioned  the  guards. 

Mr.  Griner.  Yes,  but  I  agree  with  you  100  percent  and  apologize. 
It  was  in  the  long  perspective  and  we  shall  be  more  careful  in  the 
future. 

Senator  Randolph.  I  know  this  is  not  your  thought. 

Mr.  Griner.  No,  sir. 

Senator  Randolph.  I  turn  to  pages  11  and  12,  the  last  paragraph 
on  page  11,  and  the  first  paragraph  on  page  12,  regarding  retirement 
at  the  option  of  the  Government. 

Mr.  Griner,  I  am  in  agreement  with  what  you  have  said  here  but, 
very  frankly,  you  used  some  language  I  wouldn’t  use. 

Mr.  Griner.  It  is  pretty  strong,  I  know.  We  have  had  some  rather 
pointed  cases  where  this  could  be  very  well  applied.  I  doubt  myself  I 
would  have  been  here  today  had  I  been  55  years  of  age  and  had  30 
years  service  and  they  had  the  chance  to  retire  me  several  years  ago 
when  I  was  most  active  in  union  activities. 

Senator  Yarborough.  We  might  say  you  have  a  precedent. 

Mr.  Griner.  That  is  right. 

Senator  Yarborough.  Some  of  the  people  that  first  organized  these 
unions,  lost  their  homes,  died  and  lost  their  pensions.  The  Govern¬ 
ment  did  that. 

Mr.  Griner.  I  realize  that  but  I  can’t  emphasize  that  fact  too 
much  because  I  am  fearful  advantage  would  be  taken  based  on  past 
action. 

Senator  Randolph.  Although  I  would  not  agree  with  the  termi¬ 
nology  you  have  used,  I  do  agree.  I  do  understand  it  and  I  am  in 
agreement  with  your  premise. 

Mr.  Griner.  Let  me  again  express  my  appreciation  for  your  calling 
this  little  matter  to  my  attention.  It  certainly  was  not  intended  in 
that  perspective. 

Continuing  with  the  statement,  the  bill  also  provides  certain  bene¬ 
fits  for  a  Federal  employee  who  is  granted  leave  without  pay  from  his 
Government  position  to  serve  as  a  full-time  officer  of  an  organization 
composed  primarily  of  Federal  employees.  Such  employee  would 
receive  retirement  credit  for  his  organization  service  and  would  be 
required  to  pay  into  the  retirement  fund  with  interest  an  amount  equal 
to  retirement  deductions  representing  periods  of  approved  leave  with¬ 
out  pay.  Similarly  an  employee  in  similar  status  would  be  permitted 
to  continue  his  health  benefits  and  life  insurance  coverage  by  paying 
both  employee  and  agency  contributions.  The  AFGE  heartily 
endorses  these  provisions  in  this  bill. 

These  changes  affecting  full-time  union  officers  would  cost  the 
Government  nothing.  We  believe  that  it  is  to  the  interest  of  both 
unions  and  the  Government  to  have  the  best  officer  material  available 
working  for  the  unions.  At  the  present,  some  persons  are  reluctant 
to  take  leave  for  this  purpose,  because  it  would  mean  that  they  would 
have  to  forego  benefits  that  would  be  forthcoming  only  if  they  re¬ 
mained  in  the  Government  service.  I  might  point  out  that  it  is  fairly 
common  practice  to  provide  benefits  of  this  type  in  private  industry. 
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Thus,  we  are  not  asking  anything  more  than  something  that  is 
practiced  in  private  industry. 

I  wish  to  mention  briefly  one  more  feature  of  tiiis  bill.  That  has 
to  do  with  the  effective  date.  I  suggest,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  it 
should  be  March  1,  1966.  Of  course,  the  reason  for  that  is  that  is  the 
date  which  the  comparable  wages  are  compared.  In  no  event  should 
it  be  made  later  than  July  1,  1966. 

In  this  statement  I  have  endeavored,  Mr.  Chairman,  not  only  to 
summarize  the  viewpoint  of  the  American  Federation  of  Government 
Employees  but  to  lay  before  this  committee  the  results  of  our  study 
of  the  provisions  of  this  bill  and  our  analysis  of  pertinent  data.  It  is 
my  hope  that  it  will  shed  further  light  on  a  situation  which  is  inter¬ 
related  with  the  day-to-day  problems  of  the  individual  and  the 
family  that  is  dependent  upon  the  Government  for  a  livelihood. 

It  is  my  belief  that  the  information  and  facts  which  I  have  included 
in  this  statement  are  sufficient  to  justify  more  than  what  could  be 
included  within  the  scope  of  the  wage  guidepost.  Even  if  we  did  not 
take  into  consideration  any  closing  of  the  gap  between  existing  salary 
rates  and  other  working  conditions  and  the  level  which  is  represented 
to  be  comparable  with  private  industry,  I  still  believe,  and  I  wish  to 
emphasize  once  again  at  this  time,  that  the  improvements  which  have 
been  included  in  this  bill  are  well  justified. 

I  can  say  this  about  the  position  of  our  organization  with  respect  to 
our  support  of  the  2.9-percent  salary  increase.  First  of  all,  we  believe 
it  should  be  made  across  the  board.  But  as  to  acceptance  of  that 
proportion  of  increase  rather  than  a  larger  one  which  can  be  sub¬ 
stantiated,  we  recognize  the  great  need  of  our  Nation  is  to  bring 
about  a  speedy  settlement  of  the  Vietnam  war.  This  is  a  costly 
operation  and  we  understand  the  extent  to  which  our  country’s 
resources  must  be  devoted  to  this  military  activity. 

And  so,  in  view  of  the  crisis  which  confronts  our  country  today,  it  is 
our  conclusion  that  we  have  good  reason  to  accept  this  legislation  in 
its  present  form,  though  we  do  so  reluctantly. 

However,  if  the  Vietnam  war  should  end  within  the  next  year,  the 
reason  for  limiting  employee  benefits  would  no  longer  exist.  Then 
we  would  reinstate  our  claim  for  the  kind  of  a  pay  increase  which  is 
plainly  justified  by  the  facts. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  this  committee.  I 
want  to  express  my  appreciation  for  the  opportunity  of  appearing 
before  you  this  morning  and  hope  it  is  to  the  benefit  of  the  organization 
I  represent. 

(The  tables  referred  to  follow:) 
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Table  1. — Employees  of  the  Federal  and  District  of  Columbia  Governments,  by 
Classification  Act,  all  areas,  June  30,  1965 


General  schedule  grade 

Number  of  employees 

Percent  of  total 

By  grade 

Cumulated 

By  grade 

Cumulated 

1  _  _  _  _ 

1,809 

1,809 
34,  312 

0. 16 

0.  16 

O 

32,  503 
133, 621 

2.92 

3.08 

3 _ 

167,  933 

12.0 

15. 1 

4 _ 

169,  328 

337,  261 

15.2 

30. 3 

5  _  _  _  _ 

133, 483 
55, 476 

470, 744 

12,0 

42.3 

6 _ 

526,  220 

5.0 

47.3 

95,  493 
19, 105 
128, 106 

621, 713 

8.6 

55.9 

8  _ _ 

640,  818 

1.7 

9  _ 

768,  924 

11.5 

69. 1 

10  __  _  _ 

16, 147 

785,  071 

1.5 

70.6 

11  _  _ 

120,  565 
91,713 

905,  636 
997,  349 
1,  062,  397 

1, 093, 633 

10.8 

81.4 

12  _ 

8.3 

89.7 

13  _  _ 

65,  048 
31, 236 

5.9 

95.5 

14  _ 

2.8 

98.3 

15  _  _ 

14, 949 
2,  760 

1, 108,  582 

1. 111,342 

1.34 

99.  65 

16  _  _ 

.25 

99. 90 

17 _ 

800 

1, 112, 142 

.07 

99. 97 

18 _ - _ 

313 

1, 112, 455 

(') 

100.  00 

1, 112, 455 

100.0 

1  Loss  than  0.015  percent. 

Source:  U.S.  Civil  Service  Commission. 


Table  2. —  Trend  of  average  salaries  of  clerical  workers  in  private  industry  in  the 
current  fiscal  year  1966  compared  with  fiscal  year  1965 


Rate  of  increase 

Number  o 
m  e  t  r  o  p  o 
showing  inc 

In  fiscal 
year  1966  1 

f  identical 
itan  areas 
reused  salaries 

In  fiscal 
year  1965 

2 

6 

9 

13 

12 

13 

11 

2 

>  Derived  from  1st  34  area  wage  surveys  completed  by  BLS  in  fiscal  year  1966  that  provide  a  comparison 
of  trends  in  each  of  last  2  fiscal  years. 

Source:  U.S.  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  for  data  on  which  analysis  was  based. 
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Table  3. — Percent  increase  needed  to  raise  classified  salaries  in  middle  grades  of 
general  schedule  of  Classification  Act  to  level  of  industry  salaries  as  indicated 
hy  BLS  industry  surveys  in  1965  and  1966  1 


Average 

Percent  increase  needed  to 

salary  re- 

Current  Clas- 

raise  current  Federal  rate 

ported  in 

sification 

to  salary  averages — 

BLS  industry 

Act  4th  rate 

survey  Feb- 

of  grade 

General  schedule  grade 

ruary- 

effective 

In  early  1966 

March  1965 

October 

In  industrv 

as  measured 

corresponding 

1965  2 

in  February- 

by  34  area 

to  GS  grade 

March  1965 

wage  sur- 

indicated 

veys  3 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

G) 

5 _ _ _ 

$6, 711 

$5,694 

17.9 

21.9 

7 _ 

7,639 

6, 890 

10.9 

14.7 

9 _ 

8, 676 

8,241 

5.3 

8.9 

11 _ _ _ _ 

10, 643 

9, 879 

7.7 

11.5 

12 _ _ _  _ 

12,813 

11,723 

9.3 

13. 1 

13 . . . . . 

15, 226 

13,815 

10.2 

14.0 

1  34  of  the  1966  area  wage  surveys  completed  out  of  85  scheduled. 

2  4th  rate  represents  average  salary  of  grade. 

3  1965  survey  averages  reported  by  BLS  were  increased  by  3.45  percent  as  an  approximation  of  average 
increases  in  areas  in  the  1966  survey  so  far  completed. 


Table  4. — Salary  rales  of  comparable  clerical  positions  in  the  Federal  classified 
service  and  in  the  United  States  Steel  Corp. 


Position 

General 

schedule 

grade 

Federal  salary  1 

U.S.  Steel  Corp.  salary 2 

Minimum 

rate 

Second 
step  3 

Starting 

rate 

Standard 
rate  4 

Key  punch  operator  - . . 

2 

$3, 814 

$3, 943 

$4, 638 

$5, 284 

Typist. . ...  _  _  . . .  . 

2 

3,814 

3,943 

4,638 

5, 284 

Stenographer. _  _  . . . . 

3 

4, 149 

4,  289 

4,961 

5,  607 

Senior  tabulating  machine  operator _ 

4 

4,641 

4,797 

5, 930 

6,575 

1  Rates  in  Public  Law  89-301,  Salary  Act  effective  October  1965. 

2  Rates  provided  in  agreement  between  United  States  Steel  Corp.  and  United  Steelworkers  of  America 
effective  Sept.  1,  1965.  Biweekly  rates  have  been  converted  to  annual  rates  for  purposes  of  comparison. 

3  After  52  weeks  in  grade. 

4  After  52  weeks  of  service.  An  intermediate  rate  is  paid  afrer  26  weeks  of  service. 


The  Chairman.  Thank  you  very  much  for  your  very  complete 
statement  and  for  the  statistical  data  you  also  supplied. 

Could  you  explain  why  you  say  it  is  the  custom  to  work  employees 
9  or  10  hours  a  day  for  40  hours  rather  than  working  a  5-day  week 
at  8  hours? 

Mr.  Griner.  It  has  been  our  experience,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  this 
is  done  more  or  less  for  the  convenience,  in  this  particular  case,  as  I 
cited,  for  the  packer.  The  people  running  the  poultry  killing  business, 
that  is  where  the  greatest  need  of  this  particular  provision  is. 

Now,  to  show  that  it  can  be  done  otherwise,  as  I  pointed  out,  they 
have  worked  them  as  much  as  15  hours  a  day  for  2  days  and  then 
maybe  10  hours  on  the  third  day.  We  believe  that  after  a  person 
works  8  hours  his  efficiency  deteriorates.  The  Department  of 
Agriculture  now  has  put  a  limit,  expecially  in  those  places  where  we 
have  agreements,  and  made  it  9  hours  a  day  on  some  cases  and  8 
hours  on  others. 

When  they  complete  the  40  hours,  of  course,  they  are  off  the 
balance  of  the  week.  If  they  can  do  that,  they  can  make  it  8  hours  a 
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day  5  days  a  week.  I  believe  it  is  just  a  matter  of  good,  sound 
administration. 

The  Chairman.  Tou  don’t  think  it  would  increase  the  overtime? 

Mr.  Griner.  I  do  not.  This  is  not  the  purpose  of  our  request,  in 
fact.  In  other  words,  if  we  put  a  penalty  on  the  agency  for  working 
these  people  for  these  uncommon  tours  of  duty,  then  they  will 
straighten  it  out. 

The  Chairman.  Could  you  give  us  the  cost  of  raising  the  overtime 
from  GS-9  to  GS-10? 

Mr.  Griner.  No,  sir;  I  believe  that  would  be  impossible.  I  will 
tell  you  the  reason  I  believe  it  would  be.  I  think  it  is  impossible  for 
any  agency  to  estimate  the  amount  of  overtime  it  would  have  to  use 
in  any  one  year,  even  at  the  present  time.  For  instance,  there  is  a 
large  amount  of  overtime  now  being  performed  in  the  Social  Security 
Administration  because  of  medicare. 

Most  any  time  there  is  additional  legislation,  it  requires  additional 
overtime.  There  is  a  large  amount  of  overtime  that  is  now  being  per¬ 
formed  in  the  Department  of  Defense  because  of  the  refusal  or  inabil¬ 
ity,  or  whatever  it  might  be,  to  allocate  additional  spaces  for  jobs. 
They  would  rather  pay  overtime  and  contract  overtime  than  to  allo¬ 
cate  the  additional  spaces. 

There  could,  of  course,  be  a  possibility  of  manpower  shortage  in 
certain  categories.  I  think  it  would  be  impossible  to  estimate  over¬ 
time  at  the  present  rate  and  overtime  at  an  increased  rate.  I  think 
it  would  only  be  guesswork. 

The  Chairman.  Your  table  1,  shows  in  grade  10  only  1.5  percent 
of  the  total  classified  workers?  This  would  be  all  it  would  affect? 

Mr.  Griner.  No,  sir;  it  wouldn’t.  As  I  pointed  out,  now,  at  the 
present  time,  there  are  people  who  are  in  the  top  of  a  grade  6.  They 
are  right  about  at  the  maximum  overtime  that  can  be  paid  because 
the  maximum  overtime  rate  that  can  be  paid  now  is  at  the  beginning 
rate  of  a  grade  9  which  is  at  the  present  time  $7,479  a  year.  It  would 
affect  people  in  the  grades  7,  8,  and  to  some  extent,  in  grade  9. 

The  Chairman.  Because  of  the  maximum  limitation  no  one  can 
receive  more  than  a  grade  9? 

Mr.  Griner.  Yes,  sir.  It  might  seem  somewhat  peculiar  that  only 
1.5  employees  are  in  grade  10. 

You  have  to  use  the  entrance  rate  at  grade  9  at  time  and  a  half. 
That  is  the  maximum  rate  that  can  be  paid  overtime  even  though  the 
man  might  be  a  grade  15 — if  they  paid  overtime  for  grade  15 — but  I 
know  of  no  place  where  they  do  it.  In  some  cases,  on  grades  1 1  and 
12,  they  pay  overtime  and  they  have  to  pay  it  based  on  overtime  of 
entrance  grade  9. 

The  Chairman.  This  would  raise  it  to  grade  10? 

Mr.  Griner.  Yes,  sir;  it  is  a  small  help,  but  it  would  bring  it  more 
in  line. 

The  Chairman.  On  the  cost  of  uniforms,  have  none  of  your 
branches  been  able  to  negotiate  the  proper  uniform  allowance? 

Mr.  Griner.  They  say  to  us  that  uniform  allowances  are  not 
negotiable.  In  the  post  office,  they  did  negotiate  it  but  other  than 
post  offices,  they  would  not  negotiate. 

The  Chairman.  Congress  passed  a  law  granting  them  up  to  $25 
additional  on  a  $100  uniform  allowance? 

Mr.  Griner.  That  is  right. 
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The  Chairman.  But  they  said  they  will  not  observe  the  increase; 
is  that  right? 

Mr.  Griner.  That  is  right. 

The  Chairman.  Clothing,  all  types. 

Mr.  Griner.  I  don’t  know  whether  they  used  those  words. 

The  Chairman.  No  uniform  allowances  have  been  raised? 

Mr.  Griner.  Not  to  our  knowledge.  We  have  not  found  any 
places  where  they  were  raised. 

Let  me  say  this:  Since  this  bill  came  up  in  the  House,  I  understand 
that  probably  one  or  two  of  the  larger  agencies  are  now  making  a 
survey  on  it  but  there  was  nothing  done,  to  our  knowledge. 

The  Chairman.  This  bill  was  passed  in  October? 

Mr.  Griner.  Last  October;  yes. 

The  Chairman.  I  presume  that  not  only  would  the  individual 
union  officer  pay  for  his  share  as  an  employee  but  also  the  union  would 
pay  for  the  agency  share? 

Mr.  Griner.  That  is  right.  It  would  be  up  to  the  employee  and 
the  union  what  would  be  paid  but  they  would  assume  the  full  amount. 

Here  is  one  thing  I  have  asked  a  question  about.  I  happen  to  be 
one  of  the  people  involved  so  I  am  quite  interested.  If  you  are  on  a 
leave-without-pay  status  with  the  Government,  you  are  credited  with 
6  months  of  retirement  each  year,  without  any  cost  to  the  individual. 
That  is  the  present  law. 

Now,  in  this  case,  if  this  should  be  adopted,  you  could  buy  or  pay 
for  the  full  year.  In  other  words,  the  Government  would  not  assume 
any  liability  except  what  it  would  normally  assume.  We  wouldn’t 
get  6  months  free  and  then  6  months  we  pay  for.  We  would  have  to 
pay  for  12  months. 

The  Chairman.  Both  the  individual  and  the  agency? 

Mr.  Griner.  No,  in  that  case,  the  agency  would  not  pay  anything. 

Mr.  Walters.  Retirement  only. 

The  Chairman.  How  about  health? 

Mr.  Griner.  The  individual  would  have  to  pay  the  full  cost.  The 
agency  would  contribute  nothing  toward  health  and  insurance. 

The  Chairman.  What  is  the  logic  for  not  assuming  the  Govern¬ 
ment’s  share  as  well  on  retirement?  It  seems  to  me  it  is  a  good  deal 
and  is  a  legitimate  cost  to  the  organization. 

Mr.  Griner.  We  now  have  a  free  6  months  under  the  present  law. 
This  would  cost  no  more  than  what  it  is  costing  the  Government  under 
the  present  law. 

The  Chairman.  As  I  understand  it,  the  present  law  is  for  6  months 
without  requiring  the  payment  of  any  fee? 

Mr.  Griner.  That  is  not  necessarily  so,  Mr.  Chairman.  There 
are  many  people  who  have  been  on  leave  from  the  Government  for 
many  years  and  I  think  there  is  some  30  or  40  within  the  postal  units. 
There  is  a  couple  I  know  of  in  my  unit.  Outside  of  that,  there  are 
many  people. 

Mr.  Walters.  To  give  you  the  benefit  of  my  own  experience,  when 
I  retired  December  30,  1965,  I  was  granted  8  jmars  credit  for  the  16 
years  I  was  on  leave  of  absence  from  the  Post  Office  Department. 
As  I  understand  this  bill,  if  I  had  been  paying  into  the  fund  for  the  6 
months  retirement,  I  would  have  been  eligible  to  claim  the  full  16 
years  on  retirement  instead  of  8  years. 

The  Chairman.  This  is  what  we  would  like  to  do  but  I  feel  per¬ 
sonally,  since  we  are  covering  for  the  full  time,  you  are  paying  into 
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the  fund  the  individual  cost  of  that  although  you  are  not  working 
for  the  Government.  You  are  given  the  advantage  of  the  group  rate. 
The  union  should  pay  the  agency  share. 

Mr.  Walters.  For  the  health  benefits,  the  life  insurance,  both 
the  agency  and  employee  provisions  are  provided  for  but  it  is  my 
understanding  the  Civil  Service  Commission  had  no  objections  to 
this  procedure  on  the  grounds  that  under  the  law  now  they  were 
granting  employees  on  leave  on  absence  6  months  credit  on  each  year. 
This  would  not  make  an  additional  burden  on  the  retirement  funds. 

The  Chairman.  At  present  if  you  worked  10  years,  you  would 
only  have  5  years’  credit? 

Mr.  Walters.  That  is  right. 

The  Chairman.  This  would  give  you  10  years? 

Mr.  Walters.  Yes,  but  you  are  paying  the  entire  cost  for  the 
employee. 

The  Chairman.  But  there  is  a  liability  on  the  employee  to  pay  in 
for  that  security. 

This  philosophy  followed  here  was  that  it  would  not  cost  the 
Government  anymore  than  what  it  is  costing  the  Government,  what 
it  presently  is  costing  for  the  retirement.  For  the  other,  it  would 
cost  the  Government  nothing  because  the  union  would  pick  up  the 
entire  bill  for  the  health  and  life  insurance  but  for  the  retirement,  the 
employee,  however  he  pays  it,  would  pay  the  entire  cost  for  the  full 
year. 

The  Chairman.  For  his  own? 

Mr.  Griner.  Yes,  whereas,  now  he  is  getting  6  months  out  of 
the  year  for  no  cost. 

The  Chairman.  He  is  getting  half  a  credit? 

Mr.  Griner.  Yes,  sir. 

The  Chairman.  Full  credit,  I  think,  is  quite  proper  but  I  think 
the  union  has  the  liability. 

Mr.  Walters.  I  may  be  wrong  but  it  is  my  understanding  it  would 
be  optional  to  the  employee  whether  he  wanted  to  get  his  6  months 
free  credit  or  go  under  this  and  get  12  months  credit  in  toto.  We 
don’t  repeal  the  law.  He  could  still  elect  to  take  only  the  6  months 
free  credit  and  not  participate  in  this  program  from  the  point  of  view 
of  retirement. 

Mr.  Griner.  That  is  right.  That  is  the  way  the  House  bill  was 
passed. 

The  Chairman.  Senator  Yarborough,  you  may  proceed. 

Senator  Yarborough.  I  think  you  have  a  very  beneficial  state¬ 
ment  and  I  have  been  carefully  studying  the  tables  you  appended. 
They  are  beneficial  and  I  intend  to  compare  them  to  private  industry 
and  Government  employees  in  the  different  grades. 

I  thought  your  statement  on  page  6  was  informative  and  beneficial. 
I  did  not  take  this  personally  as  a  recommendation  by  you  that  a 
young  employee  with  no  obligations  should  be  paid  less  but  the  fact  is 
that  young  single  people  do  not  draw  as  much  money  as  employed 
middle-aged  people.  I  recall  working  as  a  young  man  with  no  pay. 
I  did  that  just  to  get  to  go  to  Europe.  One  time,  I  worked  where  I 
slept  on  the  ground  and  looked  up  at  the  sky.  I  worked  in  the  oil 
fields.  I  didn’t  do  any  of  those  things  as  a  permanent  thing.  But 
when  people  are  young  without  a  permanent  status,  they  are  apt  to 
work  to  move  around.  That  is  a  fact  of  life. 
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I  think  it  is  informative  for  us  when  you  tell  us  15,000  of  these 
people  in  the  lower  grades  are  guards  in  grades  2,  3,  and  4.  We 
often  thought  people  in  those  grades  would  be  janitors.  Guards 
have  to  be  physically  able,  agile,  and  have  to  be  more  competent  than 
for  other  jobs.  Generally,  you  would  say  these  men  would  mostly 
have  family  problems. 

There  are  35,000  nursing  assistants  in  the  Veterans’  Administration 
who,  you  say,  are  men.  Generally,  they  have  to  be  physically  strong 
to  handle  the  patients  in  the  hospitals.  Many  of  these  men  in  the 
hospitals  are  elderly  men  and  they  have  to  be  picked  up,  turned  over 
in  the  hospital  beds. 

These  jobs,  these  guards  and  nursing  assistants  that  lift  men  are 
more  apt  to  be  men.  It  isn’t  the  sex  but  it  is  the  physical  strength 
that  calls  for  more  pay.  Those  are  physical  facts  of  life. 

Mr.  Griner.  I  have  said  I  have  seen  some  women  do  those  things 
about  as  well  as  men. 

Senator  Yarborough.  I  have,  too,  in  hospitals.  If  they  are  able 
they  get  the  pay,  don’t  they? 

Mr.  Griner.  That  is  right. 

Senator  Yarborough.  They  are  not  discriminated  in  nursing  pay 
because  they  are  women,  are  they? 

Mr.  Griner.  No,  sir. 

Senator  Yarborough.  They  are  in  very  short  supply,  and  most 
nurses  are  women,  especially  registered  nurses.  They  are  very 
difficult  to  get  and  the  pay  is  commensurate.  I  think  it  is  what  your 
available  supply  is.  The  young  people  of  college  age  are  plentiful  on 
the  market  where  they  have  not  settled  down,  but  the  others,  where 
people  are  settled  down  and  you  know  they  won’t  leave,  those  people 
command  higher  salaries. 

The  Chairman.  Thank  you,  very  much,  Mr.  Griner,  and  Mr. 
Walters.  We  appreciate  your  statement. 

The  Chairman.  Our  next  witness  is  Mr.  Sidney  Goodman,  presi¬ 
dent  of  the  National  Postal  Union,  and  he  is  accompanied  by  Mr. 
David  Silvergleid.  We  are  happy  to  have  you  here  Mr.  Goodman 
and  Mr.  Silvergleid.  You  may  proceed  in  your  own  way,  Mr.  Good¬ 
man. 

STATEMENT  OF  SIDNEY  A.  GOODMAN,  PRESIDENT,  NATIONAL 

POSTAL  UNION;  ACCOMPANIED  BY  DAVID  SILVERGLEID, 

SECRETARY-TREASURER 

Mr.  Goodman.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mv  name  is  Sidney  A.  Goodman  and  I  am  privileged  to  serve  as 
president  of  National  Postal  Union,  located  at  509  14th  Street  NW., 
Washington,  D.C.  I  am  accompanied  here  by  our  secretary-treas¬ 
urer,  David  Silvergleid.  We  represent  60,000  postal  employees, 
organized  in  excess  of  500  local  affiliates  in  50  States,  Puerto  Rico,  and 
the  District  of  Columbia. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  are  deliberately  confining  our  testimony  at  this 
point,  to  a  brief  summary,  covering  only  the  highlights  of  the  pro¬ 
posed  legislation.  We  ask  permission  to  submit,  for  the  record,  a 
copy  of  our  testimony  before  the  House  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service 
Subcommittee  on  Compensation,  March  11,  1966,  delineating  our 
views  in  much  greater  detail. 
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The  Chairman.  That  will  appear  in  the  record  following  your 
statement. 

Mr.  Goodman.  In  the  last  session,  the  House  passed  a  bill  providing 
a  4 ^-percent  increase  and  this  was  reduced  to  4  percent  in  the  final 
stages  of  the  last  session  of  Congress,  only  in  order  to  meet  the  admin¬ 
istration’s  insistence  on  a  smaller  percentage.  The  Senate  then 
reduced  this  to  3.6  percent  and  the  House  accepted  this  only  because 
it  believed  there  was  no  realistic  alternative.  The  Congressional 
Record  is  replete  with  ample  evidence  of  the  indignation  of  the  House 
at  the  veto  threat  and  the  failure  of  the  administration  to  meet  its 
pledge  of  comparability.  We  submit  that  the  administration’s 
insistence  on  including  items  such  as  the  cost  of  pitifully  small  increases 
in  Government  contributions  to  health  premiums,  under  the  3.2 
guidelines  is  completely  unreasonable. 

H.R.  14122  projects  a  pay  increase  of  barely  2.9  percent.  Beyond 
the  12-month  gap  in  applying  BLS  statistics  on  comparability,  the 
administration’s  recommendation  of  an  effective  date  of  January  1, 
1967,  would  add  another  12-month  gap,  putting  postal  employees 
more  than  2  }Tears  behind  the  November  1964  BLS  statistics  used  as  a 
basis  for  the  last  increase.  It  should  be  noted  that  the  Director  of 
the  Budget  conceded  in  his  testimony  on  April  20,  that  while  the 
administration  included  fringe  benefits  with  pay  for  the  purpose  of 
determining  comparability,  that  in  the  private  sector,  fringe  bene¬ 
fits  were  excluded  in  arriving  at  pay  guidelines. 

Utilizing  step  4  of  level  4  as  a  median,  or  “pay  line,”  we  noted  in  our 
House  testimony  that  the  net  increase  in  take-home  pay  weekly  would 
amount  to  the  munificent  sum  of  $1.52  a  week,  and  substantially  less 
for  lower  level  employees.  Adjusting  for  elimination  of  the  originally 
proposed  ^-percent  increase  in  retirement  deductions  for  employees, 
would  bring  this  to  just  about  $2  a  week.  On  the  basis  of  a  40-hour 
week,  this  would  mean  an  increase  for  regulars  of  5  cents  per  hour. 
We  invite  attention  to  an  article  appearing  in  the  Wall  Street  Journal 
on  date  of  April  15,  1966,  titled  “Negotiated  Pay  Raises  in  First 
Period  Climbed  to  an  8-Year  High,”  subtitled  “Increases  Average 
9.1  Cents  an  Hour.”  This  points  up  to  total  inadequacy  of  the  2.9- 
percent  pay  increase  recommendation. 

Considering  what  employees  have  already  lost  by  the  failure  to 
achieve  comparability  since  October  1962,  postal  employees  in  levels 
1  to  6  are  entitled  to  the  original  7-percent  increase  recommended  and 
effective  July  1,  1966,  not  January  1,  1967. 

The  failure  to  include  in  H.R.  14122  time  and  one-half  for  Saturdays 
and  double  time  for  Sundays  and  holiday  work  for  regulars  is  dis¬ 
appointing.  We  support  the  provision  which  would  place  classified 
employees  on  a  par  with  postal  employees  as  far  as  overtime  rates 
after  8  hours  and  a  25-percent  Sunday  differential.  However,  this  is 
in  sharp  contrast  to  the  failure  of  the  administration  to  support  over¬ 
time  rates  for  work  performed  by  career  substitutes  beyond  8  hours 
a  day.  In  opposing  this,  the  Post  Office  Department  uses  the 
rationalization  that  these  employees  are  so-called  on-call  employees. 

As  we  have  emphasized  in  previous  testimony,  Mr.  Chairman — 

Is  there  any  comparable  outside  industry  that  would  dare  in  1966  to  attempt 
to  create  a  special  category  of  employees  which,  by  definition,  become  less  entitled 
to  proper  working  conditions  and  standards? 

I  urge  that  this  committee  reject  this  philosophy  in  its  entirety.  It  is 
long  since  time  that  the  Post  Office  Department  stopped  demanding 
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special  privileges  and  accepted  the  same  responsibility  as  do  outside 
employers  in  this  connection,  particularly  since  it  frequently  cites 
outside  conditions  when  discussing  other  phases  of  its  proposals. 

We  urge  consideration  of  our  nine-point  retirement  program,  as 
covered  in  our  House  testimony.  We  heartily  endorse  optional 
retirement  at  age  55  with  30  years  of  service  and  60  with  20  years’ 
service. 

We  assert  that  above  all,  action  is  long  overdue  to  provide  for  full 
retirement  benefits  with  30  years’  service,  regardless  of  age,  and 
without  any  increase  in  cost  for  employees. 

The  whole  question  of  Government  contributions  to  health  pre¬ 
miums  has  become  an  increasingly  vital  issue,  particularly  in  view  of 
the  fact  that  it  has  become  more  and  more  a  common  practice  “out¬ 
side”  for  employers  to  pay  the  entire  cost  of  health  premiums.  Re¬ 
peated  increases  in  hospital  and  medical  costs,  first  averaging  5 
percent  a  year,  and  currently  running  8  to  12  percent  a  year,  have, 
in  effect,  resulted  in  an  annual  wage  cut  for  postal  employees. 

The  administration  has  taken  cognizance  of  the  fact  that  there 
have  been  no  increases  in  Government  contributions  since  the  Health 
Benefits  Act  became  effective  in  July  1960.  However,  the  House  bill 
now  provides  an  increase  in  Government  contributions  of  only  32 
cents  biweekly,  for  self  only,  and  82  cents  for  a  family  unit.  Consider¬ 
ing  the  fact  that  most  plans  have  been  compelled  to  increase  high 
option  premiums  $5  or  more  biweekly  for  family  enrollment,  this  is  a 
pitiful  gesture.  The  Government  has  a  clear  obligation  at  this  point 
to  increase  its  contributions  to  a  point  that  would  at  least  restore  the 
original  proportionate  cost  as  between  Government  and  employee, 
based  not  on  the  low  option,  but  on  the  high  option,  in  which  most 
employees  are  enrolled. 

We  note  with  deep  appreciation,  that  while  the  administration  did 
not  include  any  recommendations  to  liberalize  the  Government  Em¬ 
ployees  Life  Insurance  Act  of  1954,  this  committee  has  taken  appro¬ 
priate  cognizance. 

Last,  but  far  from  least,  is  the  whole  question  of  the  administration’s 
new  approach  in  terms  of  gross  compensation  which  includes  not  only 
salary  increases,  but  so-called  fringe  benefits.  Ordinarily,  each  of  the 
numerous  items  in  H.R.  14122  would  have  come  under  consideration 
by  separate  subcommittees,  and  as  such  would  have  been  much  more 
likely  to  receive  the  thorough  review  which  their  individual  importance 
warrants.  We  believe  that  the  omnibus  approach  has  prevented  a 
number  of  major  items  such  as  health  plan  premiums,  in  particular, 
from  receiving  the  kind  of  detailed  review  which  is  in  the  interest  of 
all  concerned. 

Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman,  for  the  opportunity  of 
expressing  ourselves  on  these  vital  issues. 

(The  statement  follows:) 

Statement  of  Sidney  A.  Goodman.  President  National  Postal  Union  on 
Consideration  of  H.R.  12094  and  Related  Bills 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  subcommittee,  my  name  is  Sidney  A. 
Goodman,  and  I  am  privileged  to  serve  as  president  of  National  Postal  Union, 
located  at  509  14th  Street  NW.,  Washington.  D.C.  I  am  accompanied  here 
by  our  secretary-treasurer,  David  Silvergleid.  We  represent  60,000  postal  employ¬ 
ees,  organized  in  excess  of  500  local  affiliates  in  50  States,  including  Puerto 
Rico  and  the  District  of  Columbia. 
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The  administration  has  proposed  a  new  approach  in  terms  of  gross  compen¬ 
sation  which  includes  not  only  salary  increases,  but  so-called  fringe  benefits,  and 
has  made  specific  proposals  with  regard  to  minor  improvements  in  retirement 
and  health  premiums.  Ordinarily,  each  of  these  major  legislative  items  would 
come  under  consideration  by  separate  subcommittees  and  as  such  would  be  much 
more  likely  to  receive  comprehensive  consideration  which  their  importance  indi¬ 
vidually  warrants.  This  is  true  irrespective  of  the  merits  that  may  be  claimed 
for  the  package  approach.  On  page  6  of  the  report  to  the  President  by  the 
Cabinet  Committee  on  Federal  Staff  Retirement  Systems,  dated  March  8,  1966, 
appears  some  very  enlightening  and  frank  observations  on  the  limitations  of  the 
package  approach  to  the  whole  question  of  comparability.  It  calls  into  serious 
quest  ion  the  validity  of  the  administration’s  present  approach.  It  read  as  follows : 

“Benefit  levels,  and  methods  of  determining  those  levels,  are  matters  of  con¬ 
tinuing  concern  to  beneficiaries  of  the  retirement  systems  and  to  Government. 
Government  is  committed  to  the  principle  of  pay  comparability  for  civilians  and 
to  an  equitable  relationship  between  civilian  and  military  pay.  We  must,  when 
it  becomes  possible,  extend  this  principle  to  encompass  comparability  of  total 
compensation,  including  retirement  and  other  fringe  benefits.  But  reliable  (or 
even  usable)  data  on  fringe  benefits  prove  extraordinarily  difficult  to  pin  down, 
and  such  data  as  have  been  obtained  are  in  terms  of  employer  costs  rather  than 
of  benefits  received,  which  is  what  is  important  to  those  being  compensated. 
Another  difficulty  is  that  the  comparability  principle  promises,  in  theory,  at  least, 
comparable  compensation  for  comparable  responsibilities.  Special  conditions, 
however  (e.g.,  combat  duty  in  the  case  of  the  military,  conflict-of-interest  require¬ 
ments,  restrictions  on  off-the-job  conduct  and  activities,  inability  to  strike), 
limit  the  extent  to  which  Federal  service,  and  its  compensation  can  be  considered 
comparable  to  that  of  private  industry.  Perhaps  the  comparability  principle  is, 
for  now  and  until  more  valid  data  are  obtainable,  best  applied  only  to  the  major 
elements  of  compensation,  leaving  the  others  to  find  their  own  levels  in  a  way 
that  hopefully  will  result  in  a  reasonable,  if  not  exact,  overall  balance.” 

We  support  H.R.  10294,  although  we  feel  that  the  7 -percent  increase  recom¬ 
mended  will  still  leave  postal  employees  behind.  This  legislation  is  once  again 
the  test  of  good  faith  in  terms  of  Congress’  pledge  of  comparability  as  embodied 
in  Public  Law  87-793. 

In  the  1st  session  of  the  89th  Congress,  National  Postal  Union  testified  three 
times  on  pav  at  length  with  special  emphasis  on  the  gap  in  comparability,  intro¬ 
ducing  considerable  statistical  data.  In  view  of  extended  testimony  on  this 
aspect  taken  previously,  we  are  dispensing  with  this  approach  at  this  time.  The 
gap  continues  and  the  situation  remains  basically  unchanged  from  the  standpoint 
of  employees. 

It  should  be  remembered  that  in  the  last  session,  the  House  passed  a  bill  pro¬ 
viding  a  4b2-percent  increase  and  that  this  was  reduced  to  4  percent  in  the  final 
stages  of  the  last  session  of  Congress  only  in  order  to  meet  the  administration’s 
insistence  on  a  smaller  percentage.  The  Senate  then  reduced  this  to  3.6  percent 
and  the  House  accepted  this  only  because  it  believed  there  was  no  realistic  alter¬ 
native.  The  Congressional  Record  is  replete  with  ample  evidence  of  the  indigna¬ 
tion  of  the  House  at  the  veto  threat  and  the  failure  of  the  administration  to  meet 
its  pledge  of  comparability. 

Considering  what  employees  have  already  lost  by  the  failure  to  achieve  com¬ 
parability  since  October  1962,  and  in  view'  of  what  they  are  entitled  to  on  this 
score,  projected  on  a  current  basis,  postal  employees  in  levels  1  to  6  are  certainly 
entitled  to  a  minimum  of  the  7-percent  increase  recommended  and  effective 
January  1,  1966,  not  1967.  . 

It  should  be  noted  that  when  Congress  pledged  comparability  m  October  1962 
with  passage  of  Public  Law  87-793,  this  was  geared  to  salary  alone  and  the  in¬ 
troduction  of  the  package  concept  at  this  time  has  a  tendency  to  blur  congressional 
commitments  on  this  single  item. 

The  administration  proposes  a  2.5  percent  salary  increase  for  postal  employees, 
which  is  referred  to  by  the  Director  of  the  Budget  as  a  2.85  percent  average  in¬ 
crease.  based  presumablv  on  considering  the  impact  of  the  wages  of  employees 
covered  under  the  postal  field  schedule  and  the  general  service  schedule.  Accord¬ 
ing  to  our  computation,  postal  employees  in  step  4,  level  4,  a  median  normally 
used  wrould  actually  get  slightlv  less  than  2.4  percent,  based  on  the  figures  pro¬ 
vided  in  the  Joint  Annual  Report,  dated  March  3,  1966,  submitted  to  the  President 
by  the  Director,  Bureau  of  the  Budget  and  the  Chairman,  U.S.  Civil  Service, 
Commission. 
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The  administration  has  placed  the  heaviest  possible  emphasis  on  the  question 
of  not  exceeding  so-called  wage  guidelines  in  order  to  avoid  the  threat  of  inflation. 
Certainly  we  all  have  a  responsibility  in  this  respect.  However,  we  support  the 
views  of  the  distinguished  member  of  this  committee,  who  in  questioning  a  De¬ 
partment  spokesman,  pointed  out  the  disparity  in  the  views  of  the  administration 
with  respect  to  wage  guidelines,  as  against  the  total  lack  of  guidelines  with  respect 
to  corporation  profits.  As  was  pointed  out,  the  net  profits  after  taxes  of  such 
corporations  as  Ford  and  General  Alotors,  averaging  60  to  65  percent  in  recent 
quarterly  reports,  constitutes  a  far  greater  threat  of  inflation,  in  our  opinion,  than 
granting  deserved  and  long  overdue  salary  increases  to  Government  employees. 
The  corporation  profits  referred  to,  unlike  wages,  which  bolster  a  viable  economy, 
are  utilized  for  reinvestment,  which  in  turn  increases  production  without  any 
assurance  that  it  will  be  accompanied  by  any  balancing  increase  in  purchasin'g 
power.  Yet  this  aspect  is  ignored  by  the  administration. 

In  a  recent  statement  before  the  congressional  Joint  Committee  on  Economics, 
Mr.  Arthur  M.  Ross,  Commissioner,  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics,  asserted  that 
“outside”  increases  substantially  exceeded  the  3.2  percent  guideline  as  follows: 
Steel  wages  increased  by  4.2  percent. 

Office  clerical  workers  increases,  3.4  percent. 

Manufacturing  industry  increases,  2.8  percent 
Construction  industry  increases,  5.1  percent. 

^  In  testifying  before  this  committee  on  March  7  the  Chairman  of  the  U.S.  Civil 
Service  Commission,  in  responding  to  questions  by  a  member  of  this  committee, 
conceded  a  gap  of  at  least  21  months  from  the  period  on  which  the  most  recent 
Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics’  report  utilized  by  the  administration  were  taken,  until 
the  effective  date  recommended  for  salary  increases,  namelv  January  1,  1967. 
Further,  this  leaves  completely  out  of  account  the  fact  that 'irrespective  of  sub¬ 
stantial  increases  which  could  take  place  between  the  1st  and  12th  month  during 
which  a  given  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  report  is  binding,  such  increases  could 
only  be  reflected  in  subsequent  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  reports. 

Let’s  take  a  look  at  exactly  what  the  administration  proposes  in  terms  of  in¬ 
creases  in  actual  take-home  pay  for  employees,  utilizing  step  5,  level  4  as  a  median 
or  “pay  line.”  Under  it,  salary  would  be  increased  from  $5,694  to  $5,830,  or 
nominally  $136  per  annum.  The  proposed  biweekly  increase  would  amount  to 
$5.23.  From  the  standpoint  of  take-home  pay,  this  would  be  decreased  by  the 
additional  1.2  percent  increase  in  retirement  deduction  as  proposed,  which  would 
amount  to  $1.46  biweekly,  leaving  a  net  gross  increase  in  take-home  pay  of  $3.77 
biweekly.  The  difference  in  increased  Federal  taxes  would  cost  the  'employee 
73  cents  biweekly.  Thus  the  net  increase  in  pay  biweekly  would  be  $3.04,  which 
would  amount  to  the  munificent  sum  of  $1.52  per  week.'  Let  us  also  remember 
that  for  employees  in  levels  1,  2,  and  3  of  the  postal  field  service,  the  ones  that 
need  it  the  most,  it  would  be  substantially  less.  Is  this  the  bold  look  of  the  Great 
Society?  And  is  this  being  put  forth  seriously  by  its  sponsors  as  a  meaningful, 
dynamic  program  of  economic  redress? 

The  administration  places  great  stress  on  productivity  as  a  major  aspect  in  its 
salary  guidelines.  The  $1.52  a  week  would  amount  to  0.0037  percent  of  gross 
annual  salary  in  the  median  step  and  level.  In  the  Annual  Report  of  the  Post¬ 
master  General,  1965,  it  states: 

“During  postal  fiscal  year  1965,  workload  in  all  WMS  installations  increased 
4.8  percent  over  postal  fiscal  year  1964  versus  a  2.9-percent  increase  in  total 
clerk-mail  handler  work  hours.” 

This  means  that  there  was  an  actual  net  increase  in  productivity  of  1.9  percent 
in  which  employees  were  the  decisive  factor.  In  actual  practice,  they  have  been 
entirely  dependent  on  the  degree  to  which  employees  in  outside  industry  are  able 
to  translate  increases  in  productivity  into  increased  wages  under  their  respective 
employment  contracts.  We  assert  that  the  comparability  pledged  should  be  the 
floor  and  that  to  it  should  be  added  this  increased  productivity  of  postal  em¬ 
ployees,  amounting  currently  to  1.9  percent. 

The  administration  stands  in  firm  opposition  to  an  increase  in  premium  pay  for 
Saturday,  Sunday,  and  holiday  work.  It  contends  that  this  is  not  a  sufficiently 
general  practice  in  the  private  sector  so  as  to  warrant  having  this  reflected  in  the 
pay  bills  under  consideration.  In  so  doing,  statistical  reference  was  made  to 
conditions  prevailing  in  supposedly  comparable  outside  industry.  On  questioning 
however,  the  Department  spokesman  conceded  that  the  figures  cited  covered 
white-collar  workers.  In  further  questioning,  he  conceded  that  postal  employees 
were  not  only  not  white-collar  workers  generally,  but  were  in  fact  unique,  and  not 
literally  comparable  to  outside  positions.  Thus  the  Department’s  views  were 
shown  to  be  basically  irrelevant  and  therefore  invalid.  We  assert  that  if  the 
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Department  and  the  administration  are  truly  concerned  with  assuming  full 
responsibility  for  establishing  a  sound  and  progressive  salary  structure  for  postal 
and  Federal  employees,  they  will  support  the  provisions  of  II.  R.  10294  and 
related  bills,  which  call  for  payment  of  time  and  one-half  for  Saturdays,  and 
double  time  for  Sundays  and  holidays.  We  urge  the  committee  to  act  forthrightly 
in  this  area. 

The  spokesman  for  the  Department,  in  opposing  payment  of  overtime  rates  for 
substitutes  for  work  in  excess  of  8  hours,  made  reference  to  the  fact  that  only  29 
million  out  of  69  million  outside  employees  are  subject  to  the  Fair  Labor  Standards 
Act,  although  admittedly  this  is  required  for  outside  employees  by  other  legisla¬ 
tion,  such  as  the  Walsh-Healey  Act.  As  was  pointed  out  by  a  distinguished 
member  of  this  committee,  this  reference  of  course  includes  only  employees 
engaged  in  interstate  commerce,  and  totally  ignores  a  much  larger  number  em¬ 
ployed  intrastate  who  do  have  equivalent  protection.  Actually,  as  the  Depart¬ 
ment  spokesman  himself  conceded,  “of  400  contracts  reviewed  by  the  Bureau  of 
National  Affairs,  90  percent  specified  time  and  one-half  for  overtime,  after  8 
hours  in  1  day.”  The  implication  is  very  clear.  Postal  substitutes,  just  as 
regulars,  should  be  entitled  to  be  paid  time  and  one-half  for  all  work  performed 
in  excess  of  8  hours  a  day. 

Because  of  this  inequity,  we  have  had  numerous  problems  having  to  do  with  the 
opportunity  for  overtime  given  substitutes  as  against  regular  employees.  'Ihe 
Department’s  own  instructions  provided  for  generally  giving  equal  opportunity. 
Nevertheless,  in  practice,  substitutes,  although  in  excess  of  40  hours  a  week  and 
thus  on  overtime,  have  repeatedly  been  given  greater  opportunity  for  overtime  in 
many  offices,  although  there  is  no  savings  to  the  Department.  This  happens 
because  supervisors  tend  to  hold  substitutes  for  overtime  rather  than  regulars 
because  of  the  possibility  that  a  given  substitute  may  not  have  reached  40  hours 
in  a  given  workweek,  and  thus  theoretically  may  be  utilized  at  straight  time, 

resulting  in  an  economy.  . 

In  large  offices,  it  is  virtually  impossible  to  keep  a  sufficiently  accurate  account¬ 
ing  of  hours  so  as  to  enable  a  supervisor  to  know  at  any  given  moment  what  given 
substitute  will  be  on  actual  overtime.  The  result  has  been  confusion,  and  a  great 
deal  of  unnecessary  resentment  caused,  with  no  gain  in  efficiency  whatsoever. 
We  urge  in  the  strongest  possible  terms  that  substitutes  be  paid  overtime  for  all 
work  in  excess  of  8  hours  a  day  as  a  matter  of  simple  equity. 

One  aspect  of  the  Department’s  application  of  the  recent  pay  law,  Public  Law 
89-301  requires  mention.  Under  the  authority  vested  in  the  Postmaster  General, 
a  workweek  beginning  at  12:01  a.m.  Saturday,  and  ending  12  midnight  Friday  was 
established.  It  should  be  noted  that  this  covers  substitutes  who  are  defined  under 
the  same  law  as  employees  with  no  regular  work  schedule.  Under  departmental 
instructions,  substitutes  who  work  past  midnight  on  Fridays  arbitrarily  had  their 
tour  terminated  at  12  midnight  for  pay  purposes  only  and  were  required  to  hit  a 
new  timecard  at  12:01  a.m.  Saturday. 

Thousands  of  substitute  employees  who  continue  to  work  several  hours  past 
midnight  Friday  had  these  hours  counted  as  part  of  a  new  workweek.  The  result 
was  to  deny  these  employees  who  may  have  worked  40  hours  by  12  midnight  on 
Fridays  overtime  rates  for  work  performed  on  Saturday  morning  as  part  of  a 
continuous  tour  which  begins  on  Friday,  the  night  previous.  In  effect,  since 
November  6,  1965,  we  are  happy  to  note  that  recent  Department  instructions 

appear  to  have  eliminated  this  injustice. 

There  is  a  special  aspect  for  regulars  too.  The  Department  has  deliberately 
encouraged  establishment  of  tours  on  Saturday  and  Sunday  nights  different  from 
reporting  time  the  other  days  in  the  week  in  order  to  avoid  payment  of  Sunday 
differential.  This  means  regular  reports  4  days  a  week  at  one  hour  and  on 
Saturdav  or  Sunday  at  a  completely  different  hour. 

The  Department  also  proposes  an  extension  from  12  to  15  hours  as  the  maximum 
hours  “during  which  an  employee  may  be  worked  or  available  to  work,  retaining 
the  current  requirement  that  no  employee  shall  be  employed  moie  than  houis  in 
1  day  ”  We  flatly  and  stronglv  oppose  this  proposal.  The  Department  s  spokes¬ 
man  referred  to  the  need  for  utilizing  employees  in  small  offices  at  peak  periods 
from  6  a.m.  to  8  a.m.  and  then  from  5  to  8  p.m.  on  that  same  day.  I  his  is  remi- 
niscent  of  split  shifts  which  have  not  been  seen  on  the  American  labor  scene  since 
the  depression  of  the  1930’s.  Citing  the  Department’s  needs  in  such  terms  is  a 
sad  commentary  on  the  extent  to  which  acceptance  of  modern  personnel  practices 

has  yet  to  permeate  the  Department.  ,  . 

This  proposal,  and  the  resistance  to  overtime  rates  for  substitutes  for  work  in 
excess  of  8  hours  a  day,  are  based  largely  on  the  Department’s  contention  that  the 


208  THE  FEDERAL  SALARY  AND  FRINGE  BENEFITS  ACT  OF  19C6 


substitutes  constitute  a  “unique”  category.  They  do  indeed,  Mr.  Chairman, 
but  does  the  Department  think  that  by  claiming  a  so-called  special  need,  it  1  hereby 
assumes  the  right  to  create  a  subhuman  category  which  becomes  completely 
expendable?  It  was  this  kind  of  approach  which  led  to  a  protest  demonstration 
here  in  Washington  in  the  early  1930’s  in  which  subs  carried  signs  saying,  “Mr. 
Farley,  can  you  live  on  $6  a  week?”  As  we  have  emphasized  in  previous  testi¬ 
mony,  Mr.  Chairman,  is  a  substitute  less  a  human  being,  a  father,  a  citizen,  as 
breadwinner,  less  subject  to  physical  strain  and  less  vulnerable  to  fiscal  pressure 
because  the  Department  rhetorically  has  dubbed  them  “on  call”  employees? 
Is  there  any  comparable  outside  industry  that  would  dare  to  attempt  to  create  a 
special  category  of  employees  which  by  definition  became  less  entitled  to  proper 
working  conditions  and  standards?  I  think  not,  Air.  Chairman,  and  I  urge  that 
this  committee  reject  this  philosophy  in  its  entirety.  It  is  long  since  time  that  the 
Post  Office  Department  stopped  demanding  special  privileges  and  accepted  the 
same  responsibility  as  do  outside  employers  in  this  connection,  particularly  since 
it  frequently  refers  to  outside  conditions  when  discussing  other  phases  of  its 
proposals. 

In  considering  increases  for  postal  employees,  some  aspects  not  directly  con¬ 
nected  with  salary  as  such,  but  which  bear  directly  on  the  question  of  the  status  of 
postal  workers  should  be  considered.  The  administration  salary  recommendations 
must  be  evaluated  in  terms  of  continuing  personnel  policies  which  tend  to  under¬ 
mine  the  status  of  major  categories  of  employees.  This  is  underscored  by  the 
continuing  difficulty  encountered  by  the  Department  in  attempting  to  attract 
badly  needed  additional  personnel.  As  as  example,  I  submit  a  copy  of  the  De¬ 
partment’s  regional  letter,  marked  “Exhibit  A,”  dated  January  17,  1966,  an  open 
acknowledgement  of  this  problem.  I  call  to  your  attention,  Mr.  Chairman, 
another  aspect:  the  increasing  tendency  to  fragment  and  parcel  out  essential 
aspects  of  the  duties  of  distribution  clerk  and  letter  carriers  to  various  kinds  of 
temporary  employees.  This  type  of  development  has  a  serious  adverse  affect  on 
morale,  and  while  morale  may  be  an  intangible  from  the  standpoint  of  statistical 
reports,  it  is  ultimately  the  most  decisive  factor  from  the  standpoint  of  improving 
real  efficiency.  At  this  point,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  permission  to  insert  into  the 
record  exhibit  B,  a  copy  of  a  letter  from  me  to  the  Postmaster  General,  dated 
March  2,  1966. 

In  this  same  vein,  I  request  permission  to  submit  for  the  record  exhibit  C,  a 
letter  on  this  same  subject,  also  dated  March  2,  1966,  addressed  to  Mr.  John  W. 
Macv,  Jr.,  Chairman,  U.S.  Civil  Service  Commission. 

The  whole  question  of  Government  contributions  to  health  premiums  has 
become  an  increasingly  vital  issue.  Repeated  increases  in  the  cost  of  premiums 
under  the  Health  Benefits  Act  of  1959,  has,  in  effect,  resulted  in  an  annual  wage 
cut  for  postal  employees.  This  means  that,  in  a  relative  sense,  the  wage  status 
of  postal  employees  has  up  until  now  steadily  deteriorated  in  a  major  area.  We 
appreciate  the  fact  the  the  administration  has  taken  cognizance  of  the  fact  that 
there  have  been  no  increases  in  Government  contributions  since  the  Heatlh 
Benefits  Act  became  effective  in  July  I960.  Its  recommendation,  however,  for 
what  amounts  to  a  25-cent-per-week  increase  in  its  contribution,  beginning 
January  1967,  with  another  25  cents  to  be  added,  effective  January  1,  1968,  falls 
far  short.  I  take  the  liberty  of  submitting  a  communication,  marked  “Exhibit 
D,”  I  sent  the  Honorable  Dominick  V.  Daniels,  the  distinguished  chairman  of  the 
House  Subcommittee  on  Retirement,  Insurance,  and  Health  Benefits,  dated 
January  26,  1966,  which  sets  forth  our  position  with  respect  to  the  need  for  an 
increase  in  Government  contributions  to  employee  health  premiums.  It  is  a 
most  serious  problem,  and  I  urge  that  the  most  positive  and  liberal  action  be 
taken. 

We  commend  the  administration’s  recommendations  to  establish  optional 
retirement  at  age  60  with  20  years  of  service  and  to  assure  a  minimum  annuity 
for  disability  retirement,  amounting  to  not  less  than  the  amount  an  employee  in 
outside  industry  could  obtain  under  social  security.  It  must  be  recognized,  how¬ 
ever,  that  these  are  essentially  peripheral  and  do  not  touch  the  heart  of  the  need 
for  basic  improvements  in  retirement  benefits.  In  this  connection,  we  note  that 
there  is  not  even  mention  of  support  of  the  administration-blocked  proposal  in 
the  last  session  which  would  have  increased  annuities  for  survivors  and  depend¬ 
ents  from  55  to  60  percent,  a  modest  5-percent  increase.  We  do  not  think  that 
the  administration’s  proposed  improvements  on  retirement  begin  to  go  far  enough. 
National  Postal  Union’s  retirement  program,  as  adopted  by  various  national 
conventions,  is  as  follows: 

1.  Elimination  of  the  1-percent  deduction  per  annum  between  the  ages  55-60. 
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2.  All  annuities  to  be  tax  exempt.  Elimination  of  all  deductions  assessed  for 
the  privilege  of  selection  of  widow’s  and  dependents’  annuities. 

3.  Optional  retirement  after  25  years  of  service,  regardless  of  age,  based  upon 
2lA  percent  of  the  highest  1  year  of  service  multiplied  by  the  number  of  years  of 
service,  not  to  exceed  100  percent  of  the  salary. 

4.  No  increase  in  the  present  6}4-percent  deduction  of  the  employee’s  basic 
salary. 

5.  Extend  all  benefits  to  former  employees  now  on  the  retirement  rolls. 

6.  All  salary  increases  enacted  be  immediately  reflected  in  retirement  benefits 
to  all  annuitants. 

7.  That  the  Government  appropriate  such  sums  as  may  be  necessary  to  assure 
that  Government  contributions  will  have  equaled  employee  contributions  since 
the  inception  of  the  act  in  1920. 

8.  That  the  proviso  of  5  years  of  civilian  service  for  survivors  benefits  under 
the  death  claim  be  changed  to  read:  “Immediately  upon  becoming  a  member  of 
the  civil  service  retirement  fund.” 

9.  When  a  wife  or  husband  for  whom  the  survivor’s  annuity  election  was  made 
predeceases  the  employee,  the  employee’s  annuity  be  automatically  restored  to 
the  full  amount. 

We  assert  that  above  all,  action  is  long  overdue  to  provide  for  full  retirement 
benefits  with  30  years  of  service,  regardless  of  age,  and  without  any  increase  in 
cost  for  employees.  We  also  urge  the  committee  to  act  favorably  on  other 
aspects  of  the  retirement  program  as  just  enunciated. 

On  February  16,  1966,  National  Postal  Union  testified  in  strong  support  of 
H.R.  11879,  introduced  by  Congressman  Dominick  V.  Daniels,  which  would  im¬ 
prove  Federal  group  life  insurance.  Our  comments  covered  10  pages  and  we 
deliberately  confine  our  remarks  to  a  summary.  We  urged  three  amendments. 
First,  that  all  eligibles,  regardless  of  title  or  level,  be  assured  a  minimum  of 
$10,000  coverage.  Secondly,  that  present  provisions  which  provide  for  a  reduc¬ 
tion  in  the  face  value  at  age  65,  unless  the  employee  remains  in  the  service,  be 
canceled,  in  its  entirety,  with  the  full  face  value  retained.  Thirdly,  that  there 
be  no  increase  in  cost  to  employees. 

The  distinguished  Chairman  of  the  Civil  Service  Commission  in  testifying  on 
this  subject,  has  indicated  support  only  with  respect  to  authorizing  an  increase 
to  a  maximum  of  $30,000  insurance.  This  would  apply  only  for  higher  level 
employees,  based  on  the  formula  presently  used.  Obviously,  life  insurance 
benefits  accrue  to  the  survivor  and/or  dependents  of  an  employee,  not  the  em¬ 
ployee  himself,  in  addition  to  annuities  paid  to  such  survivors  and  dependents. 
In  the  case  of  life  insurance,  however,  an  increase  to  a  maximum  of  $30,000  with¬ 
out  any  increase  in  the  face  value  for  lower  level  employees  would  be  an  injustice. 
The  survivors  and  dependents  of  higher  level  employees  should  not  be  invested 
with  five  or  six  times  the  need  and  right  of  lower  paid  employees  without  assur¬ 
ing  such  employees  a  reasonable  minimum  such  as  $10,000.  Indeed,  it  is  obvious 
that  the  survivors  and  dependents  of  lower  level  employees,  especially  in  the  case 
where  there  are  young  children,  have  had  much  less  an  opportunity  to  shore 
themselves  up  against  the  vicissitudes  of  life.  As  I  stated  in  my  previous  testi¬ 
mony,  Mr.  Chairman,  there  should  be  no  such  aristocracy  in  death. 

On  this  subject,  I  would  like  to  bring  to  the  attention  of  this  committee  another 
aspect.  On  December  2,  1965,  a  communication  from  the  U.S.  Civil  Service 
Commission  invited  comment  on  a  proposed  amendment  to  the  Federal  employees 
group  life  insurance  regulations  which  would  limit  free  coverage  while  in  nonpay 
status  to  a  total  of  12  months,  unless  the  employee  returned  to  pay  status  for  the 
purpose  of  performing  substantial  service.  We  strongly  oppose  such  a  retro¬ 
gressive  change.  Included  in  those  who  would  be  adversely  affected  by  any  such 
change  are  national  officers  of  employee  organizations,  including  National  Postal 
Union.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  submit  for  the  record,  copies  of  the  Commission’s 
proposals  and  our  views,  as  transmitted  to  Mr.  Andrew  E.  Ruddock,  Director, 
Bureau  of  Retirement  Insurance,  U.S.  Civil  Service  Commission,  that  same  day, 
December  2,  1965  (exhibit  E).  I  also  submit  a  copy  of  a  letter  to  Congressman 
Dominick  V.  Daniels,  dated  February  28,  1966,  bearing  on  this  same  subject 
(exhibit  F).  .  . 

One  more  thought  before  closing,  Mr.  Chairman,  Department  testimony  in¬ 
cluded  a  listing  of  advances  made  which  “has  moved  the  Department  from  the 
ranks  of  the  not-so-good  employers  to  the  ranks  of  the  progressive  employers.” 
I  suppose  that  the  Department  bases  its  claim  on  the  fact  that  everything  can 
be  claimed  to  be  relative.  I  am  bemused  that  the  Department  referred  to  itself, 
albeit  retroactively  of  course,  as  a  “not-so-good  employer.” 
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In  evaluating  the  advances  however,  we  should  not  lose  sight  of  the  total 
picture.  If  the  Department  were  a  truly  progressive  employer,  it  would  now  be 
strongly  supporting  the  Dulski  amendment,  restoration  of  the  cut  in  cost-of-living 
allowances  in  Puerto  Rico  and  the  Virgin  Islands,  an  increase  in  per  diem  for 
mobile  unit  employees,  and  a  work  clothing  allowance  for  mail  handlers,  mainte¬ 
nance  and  motor  vehicle  employees  in  particular,  among  other  things. 

I  want  to  express  my  deep  appreciation  to  the  distinguished  chairman  and  mem¬ 
bers  of  this  committee  for  the  opportunity  of  commenting  at  length  on  the  vital 
legislation  under  consideration. 

Exhibit  A 

Post  Office  Department— Regional  Letter,  January  17,  1966 

Personnel  subseries  No.  349. 

Subject:  Recruiting  assistance. 

i.  action  offices 

Regional  directors  and  directors,  personnel  division. 

II.  PURPOSE 

To  provide  assistance  to  postmasters  in  areas  where  recruitment  is  difficult. 

III.  BACKGROUND 

The  San  Francisco  region  developed  a  small  recruiting  announcement  which 
was  delivered  by  letter  carriers  to  every  mailbox  in  the  city.  It  proved  so  success¬ 
ful  that  it  is  now  being  made  available  as  a  departmental  form,  so  that  it  may  be 
available  to  all  postmasters. 

IV.  PROCEDURES 

Fifty  sample  copies  of  form  2415,  “An  Important  Message  From  Your  Post¬ 
master,”  are  attached  for  information.  All  residential  carrier  routes  should 
be  covered,  although  not  necessarily  at  the  same  time.  Under  no  circumstances 
should  these  forms  be  distributed  to  business  concerns.  Regional  directors 
through  the  directors,  personnel  division,  shall  designate  the  postmasters  in  their 
region  who  are  having  difficulty  in  recruiting.  Instruct  the  postmasters  to  requisi¬ 
tion  an  initial  supply  of  form  2415  from  the  supply  centers  on  form  4750,  special 
requisition  for  supplies.  The  quantities  of  forms  requisitioned  should  be  limited 
to  the  actual  number  of  carrier  routes  involved.  At  the  same  time  the  director, 
personnel  division,  shall  send  to  the  supply  center  a  list  of  the  offices  scheduled  to 
requisition  the  form  so  that  issuance  may  be  confined  to  those  offices  designated 
for  this  project.  Additional  supplies  of  the  form  may  be  ordered  during  regularly 
scheduled  requisitioning  periods  on  form  1580,  requisition  for  supplies.  It  may 
be  necessary  to  temporarily  limit  distribution  because  of  the  examination  work¬ 
load,  but  if  this  is  done,  it  is  suggested  that  complete  distribution  be  made  for 
each  carrier  station  in  turn.  It  is  also  suggested  that  the  postmaster  consult 
with  the  local  carrier  employee  organization  in  order  to  explain  the  recruiting 
program  to  the  carriers  and  to  enlist  their  assistance. 

Richard  Murphy, 
Assistant  Postmaster  General. 


Exhibit  B 


National  Postal  Union, 
Washington ,  D.C.,  March  2,  1966. 

Hon.  Lawrence  F.  O’Brien, 

Postmaster  General, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  O’Brien:  Your  general  release  No.  36,  dated  February  26,  1966, 
concerned  the  “immediate  recruitment  of  approximately  10,000  ‘needy  and 
deserving’  students  to  help  post  offices  all  over  the  Nation  move  the  mails  more 
rapidly  during  rush  hours.”  It  authorized  establishment  of  a  new  position  of 
postal  assistant,  PFS-3  at  $2.37  an  hour. 
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National  Postal  Union  appreciates  and  supports  the  desire  of  the  administra¬ 
tion  and  the  Department  to  encourage  and  aid  needy  students  as  such.  However, 
we  wish  to  strongly  protest  the  action  taken  because  it  is  one  more  fundamental 
change  in  policy  being  taken  in  haste,  without  an  opportunity  for  proper  evalua¬ 
tion  and  consultation,  and  because  it  will  increase  instability  among  personnel, 
cause  disruption,  create  problems  and  resentment,  and  tend  to  undermine  the 
status  of  career,  full-time  postal  employees. 

This  new  type  of  employment  must  increasingly  lessen  the  attraction  of  full¬ 
time  employment  with  the  Post  Office  Department  made  through  normal  civil 
service  registers  at  a  time  when  the  Department  has  been  compelled  to  initiate 
extraordinary  measures  in  an  effort  to  overcome  the  difficulties  presently  being 
faced  in  obtaining  additional  thousands  of  needed  new  employees.  In  the  last 
10  years,  beginning  with  the  establishment  of  the  category  of  part-time  temporary 
substitutes,  we  have  seen  the  status  of  the  full-time  carrer  employee  whittled  away 
at  steadily.  We  have  Christmas  assistants,  seasonal  assistants,  NTE  30-day 
“emergency”  appointments,  89-day  appointees,  indefinite  temporary  substitutes, 
schedule  A  appointments,  part-timers  (4  hours  a  day),  and  now  a  16-hour-a-week 
employee.  This  new  position  is  being  authorized  and  utilized  with  a  total  dis¬ 
regard  for  its  impact  on  the  morale  of  full-time  career  employees,  who  must 
continue  to  feel  downgraded  at  the  spectacle  of  having  phases  of  their  basic  func¬ 
tions  parceled  out  to  non-civil-service  employees,  appointed  without  written 
examinations  of  any  kind. 

These  newest  postal  assistants  are  being  hastily  appointed  with  a  degree  of 
discretion  given  to  departmental  representatives,  that  undermines  civil  service 
standards. 

The  haste  is  particularly  indecent  in  view  of  the  following: 

(1)  Authority  for  these  appointments  was  granted  by  the  civil  service  Com¬ 
mission  on  date  of  December  17,  1965,  but  after  2  months,  there  is  not  even  a 
temporary  job  description  and  instead,  the  duties  of  SP  1-20  (seasonal  assistant, 
PFS-3)  will  be  utilized  “pending  issuance  of  a  new  standard  position;” 

(2)  The  announcement  states  flatly  that  there  will  be  “no  examination”; 

(3)  Rate  of  pay  will  be  step  1  of  level  3,  $2.37  per  hour,  but  the  temporary  job 
description  would,  in  practice,  undoubtedly  open  the  way  toward  the  attempted 
use  of  this  employee  for  work  normally  performed  by  a  distribution  clerk 
(KP-12,  PFS-4),  or  a  city  of  special  carrier,  or  special  delivery  messenger 
(KP-11,  PFS-4).  In  practice,  the  use  of  postal  assistants  is  bound  to  create 
confusion,  resentment,  and  problems  of  every  kind.  It  would  introduce  the 
atmosphere  of  the  Christmas  rush  every  day  of  the  week  where  such  employees 
are  utilized.  It  is  in  our  opinion  essentially  a  cheap  labor  device,  using  a  “pro¬ 
gressive”  approach. 

The  use  of  postal  assistants  will  increase  instability,  and  there  will  inevitably 
be  a  never-ending  turnover  of  personnel  in  this  title.  It  is  bound  to  complicate 
major  and  serious  problems  attendant  on  present  efforts  to  establish  a  proper 
foundation  for  the  concept  of  the  administrative  workweek.  Why  should  a 
person  seek  to  take  an  open,  written  competitive  examination  for  postal  employ¬ 
ment,  and  to  make  it  a  full-time  life  career  when  there  are  so  many  flexible  ap¬ 
proaches  which  offer  shortcuts?  As  against  rigid  work  schedules  for  full-time 
regulars,  the  postal  assistants  can  have  virtually  any  hours  and  will  undoubtedly 
have  work  schedules  which,  at  least  in  part,  will  have  advantages  over  the  work 
schedules  of  regular  senior  career  employees.  They  will  not  have  schemes,  but 
be  used  in  simple  distribution.  They  will,  if  the  job  description  of  SP  1-20 
prevails,  not  have  routes  but  assist  in  delivery  of  mail,  etc.  This  is  a  hybrid 
position  in  our  opinion,  an  ill-concealed  product  of  expediency,  whose  political 
overtones  are  inescapable  and  which  callously  ignores  the  effect  on  full-time 
career  employees. 

The  Department’s  instructions  to  regional  directors  state  in  part,  “It  is  expected 
that  use  of  these  employees  will  be  of  significant  benefit  to  the  postal  service,  in 
that  it  will  reduce  the  need  for  temporary  substitutes.”  How,  by  increasing 
their  number — because  the  postal  assistants  will  in  fact  be  nothing  more  or  less 
than  temporary  substitutes. 

We  urge  that  all  plans  to  employ  postal  assistants,  PFS-3  be  abandoned. 

Thank  you  for  your  consideration. 

Sincerely  yours, 


Sidney  A.  Goodman,  President. 
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Exhibit  C 

National  Postal  Union, 
Washington,  D.C.,  March  2,  1966. 

Mr.  John  W.  Macy,  Jr., 

Chairman,  Civil  Service  Commission, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Macy:  Attached  is  a  copy  of  a  communication  from  the  undersigned, 
addressed  to  Postmaster  General  Lawrence  F.  O’Brien,  dated  March  2,  1966, 
with  reference  to  the  position  of  postal  assistant,  PFS-3,  being  established  in  the 
postal  service.  Insofar  as  the  position  is  being  established  pursuant  to  authority 
of  the  Civil  Service  Commission,  dated  December  17,  1965,  I  wish  to  urge  with¬ 
drawal  of  such  authority. 

Beyond  our  observations  in  the  communication  to  the  Postmaster  General  as 
referred  to  above,  I  call  your  particular  attention  to  that  part  of  the  announce¬ 
ment  by  the  Postmaster  General  under  point  one  title  of  position:  postal  assistant, 
PFS-3.  Pending  issuance  of  new  standard  position,  duties  contained  in  SP  1-20 
shall  be  used. 

This  is  the  first  time  in  memory  that  a  position  to  which  thousands  could  be 
appointed  has  been  established,  utilizing  the  job  description  of  another  position 
pending  issuance  of  a  new  standard  position. 

This  is  certainly  a  unique  type  of  appointment  with  a  temporary  job  description 
presumably  to  be  followed  by  a  permanently  established  job  description,  which  as 
of  the  time  that  appointments  are  authorized,  is  undefined.  However  legal  this 
might  be  contended  to  be  in  a  technical  sense,  this  surely  violates  all  past  practice, 
and  elementary  principles  of  proper  management  responsibilities,  as  well  as  con¬ 
sideration  for  full-time  career  employees. 

Career  employees  must  be  especially  resentful  of  the  extraordinary  haste. 
For  at  least  10  years  prior  to  passage  of  Public  Law  89-301,  untold  thousands 
of  career  substitute  employees  were  required  to  work  all  kinds  of  excessive  hours 
on  a  daily  and  weekly  basis  at  straight  time.  This  was  an  indefensible  situation 
from  every  point  of  view.  Yet,  no  real  effort  to  provide  relief  was  attempted 
until  the  recently  enacted  pay  legislation  made  its’  continuation  uneconomical 
Leaving  aside  political  implications,  career  employees  can  only  conclude  that  the 
need  for  postal  assistants  became  an  emergency  solely  as  an  economy  measure. 
How  long  will  full-time  career  employees  be  compelled  to  listen  to  affirmation  of 
good  intentions  concerning  desirable  and  oft  proclaimed,  but  never  consummated 
improvements  for  career  employees,  while  the  Department  and  the  Commission 
move  decisively  and  with  extraordinary  speed  to  create  this  dubious  kind  of 
position,  using  an  even  more  dubious  procedure. 

Your  reputation  as  a  knowledgeable,  excpetionally  able  administrator,  who  fully 
supports  the  principles  of  civil  service  procedures,  must  surely  place  you  in  an 
unenviable  position  at  this  time.  You  cannot  be  unaware  that  the  long-range 
effects  of  establishing  this  new  position  must  seriously  undercut  the  type  of 
management  procedures  and  employee-management  relations  to  which  you  are 
undoubtedly  sincerely  committed. 

I  wish  to  urge  that  the  authority  for  establishment  of  postal  assistant,  PFS-3 
be  withdrawn  forthwith  in  the  best  interest  of  the  service. 

Thank  you  very  much  for  your  consideration. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Sidney  A.  Goodman,  President. 


Exhibit  D 

National  Postal  Union, 
Washington,  D.C.,  January  26,  1966. 

ITon.  Dominick  V.  Daniels, 

House  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Committee, 

House  Office  Building,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Sir:  On  date  of  January  12,  1966,  we  advised  you  of  our  legislative 
program  for  the  Second  Session  of  the-  S9th  Congress  with  respect  to  liberalizing 
amendments  to  Public  Law  89-301.  We  also  wish  to  bring  to  your  attention  the 
vitally  important  issue  of  government  contributions  to  health  plan  premiums,  a 
matter  we  consider  to  be  of  the  highest  priority. 

We  strongly  believe  that  the  Government  should  pay  the  entire  cost  of  health 
premiums  for  all  eligibles,  a  practice  that  has  become  more  and  more  common  in 
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comparable  outside  employment.  Incidentally,  we  note  that  for  municipal  em¬ 
ployees  in  the  city  of  New  York  the  city  government  is  contributing  75  percent  of 
the  cost  of  comparable  hospitalization  currently  and  effective  January  1967,  will 
assume  the  entire  cost. 

The  Government’s  contribution  has  been  $3.12  per  eligible  per  pay  period  ever 
since  the  inception  of  the  Health  Benefits  Act  in  July  1960.  Increases  in  the  cost 
of  hospital  and  medical  services  have  been  referred  to  as  having  averaged  5  percent 
a  year  since  that  date.  However,  our  actuaries  advise  us  that  increases  at  the 
present  time  are  actually  averaging  8  to  12  percent  a  year  with  absolutely  no  end 
in  sight.  This  imposes  a  major  hardship,  particularly  on  lower  paid  postal  employ¬ 
ees  and  amounts  to  an  annual  wage  cut. 

The  acute  problem  posed  is  dramatized  for  example  in  what  has  happened  to 
hospital  costs  in  New  York  City.  The  following  tells  its  own  story: 


Per  day 

Prior  to  July  9,  1960  (inception  of  Health  Benefits  Act) _ 1  $20.  00 

Until  July  1,  1960 _ J _  24.00 

July  1,  1961 _ - _  26.  00 

July  1,  1962 _ _ _  28.00 

January  1,  1963 _ _ _ _ _  30.  00 

January  1,  1964 _ _ _ _  34.  00 

June  1,  1965 _ _ — _ _ _  48.  00 

January  1,  1966 _ _ + _  53.  50 


1  Comparable  union  plan. 


This  is  an  “all  inclusive”  contract  rate  for  National  Postal  Union  based  on 
charges  to  Blue  Cross.  It  covers  surgery,  special  services,  drugs,  etc.  Without  a 
contract,  costs  would  be  much  higher.  As  of  this  date  our  actuaries,  reflecting 
the  virtually  unanimous  views  of  experts  in  this  field,  estimate  that  the  all-inclusive 
contract  rate  we  can  expect  by  1970  with  the  Department  of  Hospitals,  New  York 
City,  will  be  $100  a  day.  This  tells  its  own  story  and  there  is  no  need  to  embellish. 

On  January  18,  1966,  we  held  a  day-long  session  of  our  National  Advisory 
Committee  to  our  health  plan  at  the  International  Inn,  Washington,  D.C. 
Local  health  plan  representatives  from  every  part  of  the  Nation  as  well  as  three 
full-time  health  plan  claims  representatives  were  present.  The  20  participants, 
with  our  actuary  and  members  of  his  staff  were  present,  evaluated  the  entire 
situation.  This  meeting  unanimously  voted  to  seek  a  congressional  investigation 
of  the  continued  spiralling  medical  and  hospital  costs  by  an  appropriate  com¬ 
mittee  in  both  the  Senate  and  House.  We  are  hopeful  that  medicare,  effective 
July  1,  1966,  may  have  a  tendency  to  diminish  the  sharp  rate  of  increase  but  it 
can  be  expected  to  do  little  more. 

Accordingly,  on  behalf  of  the  more  than  100,000  people  covered  by  National 
Postal  Union  hospital  plans,  I  wish  to  request  and  urge  a  full  scale  investigation 
of  the  entire  situation  in  the  best  interest  of  not  only  our  membership  but  all 


postal  and  Federal  employees  and  indeed  the  entire  Nation. 

Thank  you  very  much  for  your  consideration.  Thank  you  for  responding 
favorably  to  our  request  for  an  opportunity  to  present  our  legislative  program. 
I  look  forward  to  an  early  meeting. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Sidney  A.  Goodman,  President. 


Exhibit  E 

U.S.  Civil  Service  Commission, 

Bureau  of  Retirement  and  Insurance, 

Washington,  D.C.,  December  2,  1965. 

Because  the  present  regulation  does  not  entirely  carryout  the  intent  of  the  law, 
by  letter  of  May  14,  1965,  I  i  vited  your  comment  on  a  proposed  amendment  to 
the  Federal  employee’s  group  life  insurance  regulations  which  would  “limit  free 
coverage  while  in  nonpay  status  to  a  total  of  12  months  unless  the  employee  re¬ 
turned  to  pay  status  for  the  purpose  of  performing  substantial  service.”  I  now 
want  to  thank  you  for  your  reply,  and  to  advise  you  of  the  current  status  of  the 
proposal. 

The  Commissioners  have  decided  to  defer  making  any  change  in  the  regulations 
on  this  provision  for  approximately  1  year.  This  period  of  deferment  will  give 
those  who  would  be  affected  adversely  by  the  change  ample  opportunity  to  make 
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other  insurance  arrangements  if  they  so  wish,  and  allow  the  unions  whose  officers 
are  involved  time  to  seek  such  legislation  as  they  may  consider  appropriate. 
Sincerely  yours, 

Andrew  E.  Ruddock,  Director. 


National  Postal  Union, 
Washington,  D.C.,  December  2,  1965. 

Mr.  Andrew  E.  Ruddock, 

Director,  Bureau  of  Retirement  and  Insurance,  U.S.  Civil  Service  Commission, 
Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Ruddock:  Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  of  expressing  our  views 
with  reference  to  the  question  of  retirement  credit  and  hospital  coverage  for  union 
officials  on  full-time  leave,  who  have  been  reporting  for  duty  only  1  day  in  a 
calendar  year. 

We  feel  strongly  that  past  and  current  practices  completely  fail  to  give  ele¬ 
mentary  consideration  in  both  respects.  Such  union  officials  receive  only  6 
months’  credit  for  retirement  purposes  in  a  given  leave  year,  and  are  denied 
participation  in  the  Federal  Employees  Health  Benefit  Act.  In  effect,  this 
penalizes  duly  elected  representatives  of  Federal  employees  for  performing  a 
necessary  function  which  is  clearly  in  the  interest  of  both  the  Government  and 
its  employees. 

The  present  practice  clearly  violates  the  whole  spirit  and  intent  of  Executive 
Order  10988  which  has  now  been  in  effect  for  4  years.  The  Government  and  its 
agencies  has  officially  proclaimed  its  recognition  of  employee  rights  to  an 
unprecedented  extent,  and  certainly  present  practices  are  clearly  incongruous. 

We  strongly  believe  and  assert  that  all  duly  elected,  full-time  union  officials  are 
entitled  to,  and  should  receive,  all  benefits  which  they  would  be  eligible  to  enjoy 
if  they  were  on  full-time  duty.  The  cost  of  this  to  the  Government  would  be 
negligible.  However,  the  Government  should  at  least  make  it  possible  for  such 
union  officials  to  enjoy  all  benefits  they  would  otherwise  be  receiving  by  having 
the  respective  unions  involved  contribute  the  respective  amounts  that  would 
normally  be  contributed  by  the  employee  involved. 

Only  such  a  policy  would  be  fair,  equitable,  and  consistent  with  the  obligations 
of  the  U.S.  Government,  the  policies  it  has  proclaimed  and  the  rights  of  employees 
who  happen  to  be  union  officials.  We  urge  that  such  procedures  be  instituted 
forthwith. 

Thank  you  very  much  for  your  consideration. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Sidney  A.  Goodman,  President. 


Exhibit  F 

National  Postal  Union, 
Washington,  D.C.,  February  28,  1966. 

Hon.  Dominick  V.  Daniels, 

House  of  Representatives, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Congressman  Daniels:  I  want  to  again  express  my  deep  appreciation 
for  the  courtesies  shown  me  when  I  appeared  to  testify  before  your  subcommitte 
in  connection  with  your  bill,  H.R.  11879,  which  would  significantly  improve 
coverage  for  employees  under  the  Federal  Employees’  Life  Insurance  Act  of  1954. 
At  that  time,  I  inadvertently  omitted  commenting  on  one  aspect;  free  life  insur¬ 
ance  coverage  for  full-time  union  officials,  which  I  hereby  submit. 

Presently,  elected  full-time  union  officers  have  free  coverage  under  the  Federal 
employees’  group  life  insurance,  being  required  to  actually  report  to  their  nominal 
assignment  only  1  day  a  year.  The  Department  is  considering  a  change  to 
“substantial  service.” 

Any  such  change  would  seriously  and  adversely  affect  union  officials.  “Sub¬ 
stantial  service”  would  require  them  to  abandon  the  duties  of  their  office  for  some 
length  of  time,  unstipulated  at  the  moment,  in  addition  to  imposing  hardships 
from  the  standpoint  of  travel,  cost,  etc.,  if  they  are  national  officers,  permanently 
assigned  to  Washington.  It  would  appear  that  Commission  reasoning  includes 
the  assumption  that  any  loss  of  insurance  coverage  by  union  officers,  as  a  result 
of  the  change  in  criteria,  could  easily  be  covered  by  the  respective  organizations 
involved.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  however,  most  of  the  union  officials  who  would  be 
adversely  affected  would  have  difficulty  obtaining  insurance,  either  from  the 
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standpoint  of  state  of  health  and/or  age,  and  even  if  it  were  obtainable,  the 
cost  would  be  high. 

It  seems  ironic  that  the  Commission’s  proposal  comes  at  a  time  when  pre¬ 
sumably  the  status  and  recognition  of  employee  organizations  is  supposedly 
more  secure  and  given  greater  emphasis  then  ever  before,  especially  with  the  advent 
of  Executive  Order  10988.  The  “costs”  of  retaining  present  criteria  is  absurdly 
low  because  of  the  relatively  tiny  number  of  employees  affected.  Nevertheless, 
we  find  that  “economy”  is  again  being  raised,  this  time  threatening  to  deny  con¬ 
tinued  free  life  insurance  coverage  for  full-time  union  officers,  a  longstanding 
practice. 

I  wish  to  request  and  urge  that  your  bill  carry  an  amendment  which  would 
assure  retention  of  free  coverage  under  the  Federal  Employees’  Group  Insurance 
Act  for  full-time  union  officials  on  leave. 

I  am  also  taking  the  liberty  of  attaching  photocopies  of  a  letter  of  December  2, 
1965,  from  Andrew  E.  Ruddock,  Director,  Bureau  of  Retirement  and  Insurance, 
U.S.  Civil  Service  Commission,  and  my  answer  thereto,  similarly  dated  December 
2,  1965.  A  perusal  of  both  of  the  aforesaid  letters  will  acquaint  you  with  the 
current  status  of  this  matter. 

Thank  you  very  much  for  your  consideration. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Sidney  A.  Goodman,  President. 


The  Chairman.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Goodman. 

One  of  the  things  left  out  of  the  bill  which  I  consider  to  be  of 
great  importance  for  the  younger  members  working  their  first  5  years 
is  social  security. 

Mr.  Goodman.  We  heartily  support  the  minimum  an  employee 
would  get  under  social  security  benefits. 

The  Chairman.  This  is  one  of  the  necessary  items  because  until 
after  5  years  there  is  no  benefit  for  a  postal  worker  or  any  other 
Federal  worker,  no  matter  how  large  his  salary. 

Mr.  Goodman.  We  covered  this  in  our  House  statement,  which  is 
35  pages. 

The  Chairman.  On  health  costs,  you  don’t  consider  the  health 
costs  to  be  chargeable  to  the  guidelines,  do  you? 

Mr.  Goodman.  Absolutely  not.  We  think  this  is  grossly  unfair. 
We  recognize,  of  course,  that  the  original  law  did  tie  the  Government 
contributions  to  the  lowest  Government  cost  of  the  plan  at  low 
option.  That  is  true.  But  recognizing  the  majority  of  eligibles 
have  taken  the  high  option  and  recognizing  what  happened  since 
1960,  it  is  very  obvious  the  Government  has  an  obligation  to  at 
least  restore  the  original  proportion  between  the  Government  and 
employee  and  particularly  to  take  cognizance  of  the  fact  of  life  that 
most  employees  are  necessarily  in  the  high  option  and  the  tying 
of  the  Government’s  contribution  to  the  low  option  means  there  is  a 
built-in  inequity.  It  is  a  pitiful  gesture  which  most  employees 
frankly  resent  and  we  think  strongly  the  members  of  this  committee 
should  take  a  strong  position  with  respect  to  adjusting  an  inequity, 
excluding  them  from  the  guidelines  and  making  a  meaningful  contri¬ 
bution  so  that  employees  will  not  be  faced  with  an  annual  wage  cut. 

There  is  no  sign  of  a  change,  as  the  chairman  knows.  W  e  requested 
an  investigation  of  the  medical  and  hospital  benefits  because,  frankly, 
at  this  point  there  is  no  beginning  and  no  ending  and  working  people 
who  must  have  maximum  coverage  are  suffering  under  this. 

The  Chairman.  Thank  you. 

Senator  Yarborough? 

Senator  Yarborough.  This  last  point,  your  statement  that  you 
had  requested  an  investigation  of  this  spiraling  cost  of  health  and 
hospitalization.  I  notice  that  in  New  Tork  City,  July  1,  1960,  the 
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average  cost  of  a  hospital  per  (lay  was  $24  and  on  the  first  of  January 
1966  that  had  gone  from  $24  a  day  to  $53.50  a  day  in  that  5^  years 
time.  Has  the  increased  cost  been  comparable  in  other  cities  across 
the  country? 

Mr.  Goodman.  I  can’t  speak  directly,  but  I  think  generally  that 
cost  is  spiraling. 

Senator  Yarborough.  You  said  you  hope  medicare,  effective  July 
1966,  may  have  a  tendency  to  diminish  the  sharp  increase.  I  am  not 
as  optimistic  as  you.  I  think  there  will  be  a  greater  demand  on 
medicare,  many  people  will  be  able  to  go  to  hospitals  that  were  never 
able  to  go  before.  I  feel  the  cost  will  go  up.  Did  the  House  com¬ 
mittee  begin  such  an  investigation? 

Mr.  Goodman.  Apparently  the  question  of  jurisdiction  is  con¬ 
troversial  and  it  seems  to  us  we  can’t  find  an  appropriate  committee 
to  indicate  a  desire.  We  intend  to  submit  the  request  to  a  number 
of  other  committees. 

Senator  Yarborough.  I  think  if  any  of  the  four  committees 
started  to  do  this,  the  others  would  say,  as  they  do  at  country  dances, 
“You  play  and  I  will  pat  my  foot.”  Our  problem  is  not  the  desire 
and  willingness  to  do  it  but  finding  someone  who  can.  It  means  we 
have  to  find  committees  to  do  it. 

Mr.  Silvergleid.  I  am  sure,  Senator,  we  would  be  happy  to  have 
this  committee  do  it. 

Mr.  Goodman.  If  I  may,  I  would  like  to  add  one  point  that  the 
hospital  provision  dramatizes.  The  letter  that  the  Senator  referred 
to  states  the  cost  of  a  ward  bed  in  the  city  hospitals  is  $55.60  a  week. 
All  of  us  agree  in  1970  it  will  cost  $100  a  day  for  a  bed  in  the  ward  of 
the  city  hospitals.  This  is  an  all-inclusive  rate  including  bed,  food, 
drugs,  and  services.  In  1970  $100  a  day  is  estimated. 

Senator  Yarborough.  That  is  on  your  book  plan  where  you  get 
a  cheaper  rate? 

Mr.  Goodman.  That  is  correct. 

The  Chairman.  The  $53  rate  does  not  include  medical  services? 

Mr.  Goodman.  It  does  for  us.  They  include  special  services  and 
drugs.  If  it  is  going  to  be  $100  a  day  for  a  bed  in  a  city  hospital 
in  a  ward  for  a  group  plan,  what  will  it  be  for  an  individual? 

The  Chairman.  It  was  originally  $20  a  day? 

Mr.  Goodman.  That  is  right. 

The  Chairman.  That  was  1960? 

Mr.  Goodman.  Yes;  in  5  years  this  is  what  happened. 

Senator  Yarborough.  At  this  rate  it  will  be  cheaper  to  die. 

The  Chairman.  Any  further  questions? 

STATEMENT  OF  CLARENCE  M.  TARR,  PRESIDENT,  NATIONAL 

ASSOCIATION  OF  RETIRED  CIVIL  EMPLOYEES;  ACCOMPANIED 

BY  JOHN  OVERHOLT,  LEGISLATIVE  COUNSEL;  AND  GLENN  R. 

SIMCOX,  FORMER  NATIONAL  PRESIDENT 

The  Chairman.  Our  next  witness  is  Mr.  Clarence  M.  Tarr,  presi¬ 
dent  of  the  National  Association  of  Retired  Civil  Employees.  Mr. 
Tarr  is  accompanied  by  Mr.  John  Overholt,  legislative  counsel,  and 
Mr.  Glenn  R.  Simcox,  former  national  president. 

We  are  happy  to  have  you.  Please  come  forward  with  your 
associates,  Mr.  Tarr. 
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Mr.  Tarr.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Senator  Yarborough.  May  I  make  a  statement? 

The  Chairman.  Yes. 

Senator  Yarborough.  I  have  to  leave  but  I  am  taking  the  state¬ 
ment  of  Mr.  Tarr  and  Mr.  Cullen,  the  president  of  the  National 
Association  of  Special  Delivery  Messengers,  and  will  read  those 
statements. 

The  Chairman.  Thank  you. 

You  may  proceed. 

Mr.  Tarr.  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee,  my  name 
is  Clarence  M.  Tarr,  president  and  legislative  director  of  the  National 
Association  of  Retired  Civil  Employees.  I  am  accompanied  today 
by  Mr.  John  Overholt,  legislative  counsel,  and  Mr.  Glenn  R.  Simcox, 
former  national  president. 

Our  association  has  more  than  124,000  members,  principally  retired 
civilian  employees  of  the  United  States,  but  including  some  of  their 
dependents  and  survivors  and  widows  of  employees  who  died  in  the 
service.  We  have  over  900  chapters  throughout  the  United  States. 
We  come  here  today  to  speak  in  behalf  of  H.R.  14122,  particularly 
as  it  relates  to  the  correction  of  certain  inequities  in  benefits  for  retired 
civil  Federal  employees  and  then-  dependents  and  survivors. 

For  many  years  we  have  advocated  the  principle  that  benefits  for 
active  employees  and  their  dependents  and  survivors  and  benefits 
for  retired  employees  and  their  dependents  and  survivors  should  be 
considered  at  the  same  time,  on  a  package  basis.  We  are  glad  to  see 
this  year  that  the  administration  favors  combining  salary  provisions 
with  retirement  law  amendments  in  the  same  bill,  because  pay  and 
fringe  benefits  both  represent  costs  of  the  working  force. 

We  are  pleased  that  the  House  of  Representatives  added  a  provision 
in  H.R.  14122  that  will  benefit  present  retirees  and  survivors  as  well 
as  legislation  to  improve  retirement  benefits  for  persons  who  will 
retire  in  the  future. 

Our  most  important  problem  is  to  establish  a  correlation  of  survivor 
benefits  under  the  Civil  Service  Retirement  Act.  Prior  to  April  1, 
1948,  there  was  no  simple  procedure  for  a  retiring  employee  to  provide 
survivor  benefits  for  his  spouse.  There  was  an  option  for  a  joint- 
survivor  annuity  to  be  computed  on  an  actuarial  basis  but  it  was  so 
complicated  that  few  retiring  employees  used  it.  Also,  there  was 
no  provision  for  an  annuity  for  the  widow  of  an  employee  who  died 
in  the  service. 

On  April  1,  1948,  Public  Law  426  (80th  Congress)  became  effective, 
and  permitted  a  retiring  employee  to  elect  a  survivor  annuity  for  his 
spouse  by  taking  a  reduction  of  10  percent  in  his  annuity,  plus  a 
reduction  of  three-fourths  of  1  percent  for  each  year  that  such  spouse 
was  under  the  age  of  60,  the  total  reduction  not  to  exceed  25  percent. 
The  survivor  annuity  was  fixed  at  50  percent  of  the  unreduced  annuity 
of  the  retiree. 

This  law  also  granted  a  survivor  annuity  to  the  widow  of  each 
male  employee  who  dies  in  the  service  after  service  of  at  least  5  years, 
computed  on  the  baiss  of  half  of  the  amount  the  employee  would  have 
received  if  retired  on  full  annuity  at  the  time  of  his  death.  Also,  this 
law  granted  either  a  free  survivor  annuity,  or  an  annuity  increase  of 
25  percent  (not  to  exceed  $300),  to  each  married  person  previously 
retired.  The  survivor  annuity  was  set  at  half  of  the  annuity  of  the 
retiree,  limited  to  $600  per  annum. 
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Two  years  later,  Public  Law  601  (81st  Congress)  granted  survivor 
annuities  to  those  who  had  chosen  annuity  increases  and  vice  versa, 
thus  assuring  survivor  annuities  to  all  married  retirees  prior  to  April  1 , 
1 948,  who  were  living  on  that  date.  By  a  later  law  in  1 958,  the  widows 
of  pre-1948  retirees  who  had  died  before  April  1,  1948,  and  the  widows 
of  employees  who  had  died  with  10  years  or  more  of  service  before 
April  1,  1948,  were  granted  annuities. 

Under  Public  Law  310,  81st  Congress,  after  September  30,  1949, 
the  cost  of  a  survivor  annuity  was  modified  by  requiring  a  reduction 
of  only  5  percent  on  the  first  $1,500  of  original  annuity,  plus  10  percent 
on  the  remainder,  retaining  the  three-fourths  of  1  percent  reduction 
for  each  year  the  spouse  was  under  60  years  of  age,  and  with  the 
maximum  reduction  limited  to  25  percent.  This  law  was  not  made 
retroactive  to  apply  to  persons  previously  retired. 

Public  Law  854,  84th  Congress,  made  a  drastic  change  in  survivor 
annuities,  effective  October  1,  1956.  Thereafter  a  retiree  could 
elect  a  survivor  annuity  based  only  on  a  portion  of  his  annuity,  and 
suffered  a  reduction  of  only  2%  percent  on  the  first  $2,400  of  such 
portion,  plus  10  percent  of  the  remainder,  if  any.  The  survivor 
annuity  was  fixed  at  half  of  the  amount  of  annuity  designated  by  the 
retiree.  Extra  deductions  based  on  the  age  of  the  spouse  were  dis¬ 
continued.  This  enabled  a  retiree  to  provide  a  survivor  annuity  of 
$1,200,  for  a  reduction  of  only  $60  per  year  in  original  annuity.  The 
provisions  of  this  law  were  not  made  retroactive  to  apply  to' persons 
previously  retired. 

The  latest  change  in  laws  governing  survivor  annuities  was  made 
in  Public  Law  87-793,  effective  October  11,  1962,  when  the  amount 
subject  to  reduction  at  2 ){  percent  was  increased  from  $2,400  to 
$3,600,  and  the  amount  of  the  survivor  annuity  was  increased  from 
50  percent  to  55  percent  of  the  base.  This  enabled  a  retiree  after 
that  date  to  elect  a  survivor  annuity  of  $1,980  per  year  at  a  cost  of 
only  $90  per  year.  The  provisions  of  this  law  were  not  made  retro¬ 
active  to  apply  to  persons  previously  retired. 

During  these  years  since  1948,  both  salaries  and  annuities  increased 
many  times  but  the  increases  in  salaries  were  much  greater  than  the 
increases  in  annuities.  As  a  result,  the  average  annuities  of  persons 
retiring  today  are  much  higher  than  the  average  of  present  annuities 
of  persons  retired  some  years  ago. 

Because  changes  in  survivor  provisions  of  the  law  were  not  made 
retroactive  to  persons  previously  retired,  we  now  find  that  persons 
retired  prior  to  October  1,  1956,  are  suffering  the  loss  of  up  to  25 
percent  of  their  annuities  in  order  to  provide  survivor  annuities  of 
only  50  percent  of  their  unreduced  annuities,  while  persons  retired 
since  October  11,  1962,  can  provide  survivor  annuities  up  to  $1,980 
per  annum  for  a  reduction  of  only  2%  percent  of  $3,600,  or  an  annual 
cost  not  to  exceed  $90. 

Even  where  the  age  factor  did  not  apply,  the  man  who  retired  in 
1948  who  has  annuity  enough  to  provide  his  wife  with  a  survivor 
annuity  of  $1,800  is  now  suffering  a  reduction  of  $360,  10  percent  of 
$3,600.  The  1948  retiree  pays  four  times  as  much  as  the  1963  retiree 
but  the  1963  retiree  can  provide  10  percent  more  in  survivor  annuity. 
The  retiree  in  1950  who  has  a  large  enough  annuity  to  provide  a 
survivor  annuity  of  $1,800  is  suffering  an  annuity  reduction  of  5 
percent  on  $1,500,  and  10  percent  on  $2,100,  a  total  reduction  of 
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$285,  more  than  three  times  the  amount  paid  by  the  1963  retiree,  and 
can’t  provide  as  much  as  for  his  spouse. 

Tiie  1957  retiree  who  has  sufficient  annuity  to  provide  a  survivor 
annuity  of  $1,800  for  his  spouse,  is  suffering  a  reduction  of  2% 
percent  on  $2,400  and  10  percent  on  $1,200,  a  total  of  $180.  His  cost 
is  double  that  of  the  1963  retiree,  who  can  provide  10  percent  more  in 
survivor  annuity  for  only  $90  per  year.  The  persons  receiving  the 
least  annuities  have  to  pay  the  most  for  survivor  protection,  and  their 
survivors,  who  can  only  look  for  a  percentage  of  small  annuities,  are 
further  penalized  by  a  iower  percentage  formula. 

There  was  a  similar  problem  under  the  Foreign  Service  retirement 
system.  For  many  years  prior  to  1960,  a  Foreign  Service  officer  was 
permitted  upon  retirement  to  designate  his  wife  to  receive  a  survivor 
annuity  of  half  of  his  unreduced  annuity,  but  he  had  to  elect  to 
receive  for  his  lifetime  only  75  percent  of  this  unreduced  annuity. 
He  had  to  pay  25  percent  of  his  annuity  to  provide  his  wife  with  a 
survivor  annuity  of  50  percent. 

In  1960,  a  new  law  changed  this  system  and  permitted  a  Foreign 
Service  retiree  whose  annuity  would  be  at  least  $4,800  to  provide  his 
wife  with  a  survivor  annuity  of  $2,400  per  year,  at  a  cost  of  only  $300 
per  year — 2%  percent  on  $2,400,  and  10  percent  on  $2,400 — which 
corresponded  to  the  formula  in  effect  at  that  time  under  the  civil 
service  retirement  system.  Also,  this  law  set  a  minimum  survivor 
annuity  of  $2,400  for  the  Foreign  Service  retirement  system.  The 
law  was  not  made  retroactive  for  persons  previously  retired. 

Public  Law  89-308,  approved  October  31,  1965,  eliminated  these 
inequities  from  the  Foreign  Service  retirement  system.  From  now 
on,  the  annuities  of  former  retirees  who  elected  survivor  annuities  at 
the  cost  of  a  loss  of  25  percent  of  their  annuities,  will  be  recomputed 
on  the  more  liberal  1960  law  of  $300  per  year  to  provide  survivor 
annuities  of  $2,400.  Also,  survivor  annuities  which  were  under 
$2,400  per  annum  are  now  increased  to  the  new  minimum  of  $2,400 
per  annum. 

In  addition,  Public  Law  89-308  gives  a  new  opportunity  for  former 
retirees  who  did  not  elect  survivor  annuities  at  the  time  of  retirement 
to  now  elect  such  survivor  annuities  and  pay  back  the  costs  from 
prior  years  by  monthly  installments  of  $25  deducted  from  then- 
annuities. 

This  law  is  directly  in  point  for  the  civil  service  retirement  system. 
There  was  discrimination  against  older  retirees  in  the  matter  of  costs 
imposed  for  the  privilege  of  providing  survivor  annuities  in  the  Foreign 
Service  retirement  system  as  in  the  civil  service  retirement  system. 
It  has  been  eliminated  in  the  Foreign  Service  retirement  system  and 
should  be  eliminated  also  in  the  civil  service  retirement  system. 
There  was  discrimination  against  survivors  of  older  reitrees  in  the 
Foreign  Service  retirement  system  as  in  the  civil  service  retirement 
system.  It  has  been  eliminated  in  the  Foreign  Service  retirement 
system  and  should  also  be  eliminated  in  the  civil  service  retirement 
system. 

Section  507  of  H.R.  14122  would  eliminate  the  inequity  in  costs  of 
survivor  annuities  with  respect  to  all  who  elected  annuity  reductions  in 
order  to  provide  survivor  annuities  for  their  spouses,  and  would  in¬ 
crease  all  survivor  annuities  that  were  provided  by  retirees  who  elected 
reduced  annuities  in  consideration  of  such  survivor  annuities.  It 
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would  leave  unadjusted  the  annuities  of  survivors  of  former  employees 
who  died  or  retired  prior  to  April  1,  1948,  which  are  not  based  upon 
designations  by  their  deceased  spouses,  but  are  provided  gratuitously 
by  law. 

Although  these  survivors  received  annuity  increases  up  to  15  per¬ 
cent,  instead  of  11.1  percent  for  retirees  between  1948  and  1956  and 
6.1  percent  for  retirees  since  1956  in  Public  Law  89-205,  they  are  still 
in  the  lowest  annuity  group  of  civil  service  retirement  beneficiaries  and 
we  feel  they  should  receive  further  consideration.  We  realize  that  in 
their  case  it  is  not  so  much  a  question  of  correcting  an  inequity  in  ths 
application  of  retirement  laws  as  it  is  a  recognition  that  low  salaries 
and  low  annuities  under  pre-1948  laws  have  resulted  in  survivor  bene¬ 
fits  that  are  unconscionably  low.  We  hope  that  the  committee  can 
find  some  way  to  extend  help  to  these  pre-1948  survivors  that  will  not 
jeopardize  the  success  of  H.R.  14122. 

We  also  seek  an  amendment  to  H.R.  14122  to  prevent  bringing 
another  inequity  into  the  civil  service  retirement  system.  Section  506 
of  the  bill  proposes  to  permit  a  surviving  spouse  of  a  retiree  or  of  a 
deceased  employee,  who  is  receiving  a  survivor  annuity,  to  remarry 
after  reaching  the  age  of  60  without  loss  of  the  annuity.  This  is  a 
most  desirable  amendment  to  the  law.  It  will  permit  many  lonely 
widows  and  widowers  now  unable  to  marry  for  financial  reasons  to 
live  more  natural  and  wholesome  lives.  But  is  there  any  reason  Avhy 
this  privilege  should  be  extended  only  to  widows  and  widowers  of 
Federal  employees  who  die  or  retire  in  the  future?  The  widows  and 
widowers  now  on  the  annuity  rolls  are  just  as  lonely  as  the  widows  and 
widowers  of  the  future.  They  are  just  as  much  entitled  to  live  whole¬ 
some  and  natural  lives  as  the  widows  and  widowers  of  the  future. 
We  plead  for  human  justice — for  the  same  humanitarian  rights  for 
the  present  widows  and  widowers  that  are  proposed  to  be  granted  the 
widows  and  widowers  of  the  future. 

Another  discrimination  in  H.R.  14122  that  should  be  corrected  is 
the  restriction  of  the  benefits  of  section  506(d)  to  the  surviving 
spouses  of  persons  who  will  retire  in  the  future.  Section  506(d) 
promises  to  a  survivor  spouse  annuitant  who  has  lost  a  survivor 
annuity  by  remarriage  that  in  the  event  such  remarriage  is  terminated 
by  death,  annulment  or  divorce,  the  survivor  annuity  will  be  rein¬ 
stated.  Our  association  has  favored  this  provision  for  many  years, 
and  we  have  been  encouraged  by  Senator  Neuberger’s  sponsorship  of 
numerous  bills  to  have  it  enacted  into  law.  We  are  indeed  distressed 
that  the  inclusion  of  this  pprovision  in  H.R.  14122  is  coupled  with 
a  denial  of  its  benefits  to  present  survivor  annuitants,  or  to  future 
survivors  of  present  retirees.  It  is  a  very  fine  proposal  to  become 
effective  in  the  future,  and  there  is  no  good  reason  why  its  benefits 
should  be  denied  to  those  who  need  them  now.  We  hope  this  limi¬ 
tation  will  be  removed  by  this  committee. 

We  also  wish  to  endorse  the  request  bv  Senator  Neuberger  that 
H.R.  14122  be  further  amended  along  the  lines  of  her  bill,  S.  3193, 
to  permit  a  retired  Federal  employee  who  has  elected  a  reduced 
annuity  in  order  to  provide  survivor  benefits  for  his  spouse,  in  the 
event  of  the  loss  of  such  spouse  by  death  or  divorce,  and  remarriage 
to  a  subsequent  spouse  for  at  least  2  years,  to  designate  such  sub¬ 
sequent  spouse  to  receive  the  survivor  annuity  elected  at  the  time  of 
retirement.  Senator  Neuberger  recommends  that  only  one  such 
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change  in  designation  be  authorized  for  any  retiree,  and  we  concur 
also  in  this  limitation. 

These  amendments,  if  enacted  into  law,  would  go  a  long  way  in 
restoring  equity  in  the  civil  service  retirement  system,  and  we  urge 
approval  by  this  committee. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman  and  your  committee,  for  this  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  present  our  views  as  to  the  inequities  in  the  retirement  laws. 

The  Chairman.  Thank  you  very  much.  This  is  a  very  compre¬ 
hensive  and  complete  record  of  the  problems  dating  back  to  retirees 
of  1948. 

Would  you  be  able  to  incorporate  a  table  to  show  the  status  of  each 
of  the  retirees  since  the  bill  has  been  changed  since  1948  showing  the 
survivor  benefits? 

Mr.  Tarr.  Yes. 

The  Chairman.  I  think  it  would  be  very  helpful  to  the  committee. 

(The  information  follows:) 

National  Association  of  Retired  Civil  Employees, 

Washington,  D.C.,  April  29,  1966. 

Hon.  A.  S.  Mike  Monroney, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service, 

U.S.  Senate,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Monroney:  Pursuant  to  your  request  on  April  26  when  we  appeared 
at  the  hearing  before  the  Senate  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Committee,  in 
support  of  section  507  of  H.R.  14122,  and  seeking  amendments  to  grant  further 
benefits  to  former  Federal  employees  who  have  retired  and  for  their  survivors, 
we  enclose  herewith  a  table  reflecting  the  effects  of  previous  laws  on  the  costs 
and  amounts  of  survivor  benefits  under  the  civil  service  retirement  system. 

This  table  shows  that  a  person  who  retired  between  April  30,  1948,  and  Septem¬ 
ber  30,  1949,  who  elected  a  survivor  annuity,  is  still  required  to  pay  from  4  to  10 
times  as  much  as  a  current  retiree,  and  his  survivor  will  get  a  smaller  annuity. 
The  retiree  between  October  1,  1949,  and  September  30,  1956,  pays  from  3  to  io 
times  as  much  as  the  current  retiree  for  a  smaller  survivor  annuity.  The  retiree 
between  October  1,  1956,  and  October  10,  1962,  pays  twice  as  much  for  a  smaller 
survivor  annuity.  The  retiree  since  October  11,  1962,  can  provide  10  percent 
more  in  survivor  annuity  at  a  cost  ranging  from  half  as  much  to  only  a  tenth  as 
much  as  that  charged  former  employees  who  retired  from  3J4  to  18  years  ago. 

The  table  also  shows  the  inadequacy  of  the  annuities  available  for  survivors 
of  former  employees  who  died  or  retired  prior  to  April  1,  1948.  On  June  30, 
1965,  there  were  30,510  widows  and  624  widowers  receiving  survivor  annuities 
based  on  the  service  of  employees  who  retired  before  April  1,  1948,  and  8,248 
spouse  survivor  annuitants  of  employees  who  died  in  service  before  April  1,  1948, 
and  their  total  annuities  amounted  to  $4,054,382  per  month.  An  increase  of  10 
percent  in  these  annuities  (equivalent  to  a  change  from  a  50-percent  base  to  a 
55-percent  base)  would  add  less  than  $5  million  to  the  annual  cost  of  the  bill. 

We  urge  adoption  of  an  amendment  to  the  bill  to  include  these  unfortunate 
survivor  annuitants.  We  suggest  the  following  language  for  such  an  amendment: 

“Amend  section  507  by  inserting  ‘(a)’  before  the  first  word  ‘Effective’  and  by 
adding  subsection  (b)  as  follows: 

“(b)  Effective  July  1,  1966,  the  annuity  of  each  surviving  spouse  of  a  former 
employee  who  died  or  retired  prior  to  April  1,  1948,  shall  be  increased  by  10  per 
centum,  and  the  annuity  payable  in  the  future  to  each  spouse  survivor  upon  the 
death  of  a  former  employee  who  retired  prior  to  April  1,  1948,  shall  be  increased 
by  10  per  centum  on  the'date  it  becomes  effective,  provided  that  no  annuity  shal 
be  thereby  decreased.” 

We  also  urge  that  H.R.  14122  be  amended  to  permit  present  and  prospective 
survivor  annuitants  to  remarry  after  reaching  age  60  without  loss  of  survivor 
annuity,  as  is  proposed  for  the  survivors  of  present  employees  who  will  retire  in 
the  future,  and  to  restore  annuities  to  survivor  annuitants  who  lost  them  by  re¬ 
marriage  upon  the  termination  of  such  remarriages,  as  is  proposed  for  survivors 
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of  present  employees  who  will  retire  in  the  future.  As  language  for  these  changes, 
we  suggest: 

“Amend  section  508(b)  by  substituting  for  ‘section  l(j),’  in  line  2  the  following: 
‘subsections  l(j),  10(a)(2)  and  10(f)’.” 

We  further  urge  that  H.R.  14122  be  amended  to  include  a  provision  for  the 
election  of  a  second  survivor  when  the  first  survivor  predeceases  the  annuitant. 
This  is  in  accordance  with  Senator  Neuberger’s  bill  S.  3193.  We  suggest  that 
section  507  or  508  of  H.R.  14122  be  amended  by  adding  the  wording  of  S.  3193. 

We  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  submit  this  additional  information,  and 
will  cooperate  in  any  way  you  desire. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Clarence  M.  Tarr,  President. 


Table  illustrating  costs  and  amounts  of  survivor  annuities 


Rate  of 

Amount 

Date  employee  retired 

Earned 

Reduction  rate 

Amount  of 

survivor 

of 

annuity 

reduction 

annuity 

survivor 

(percent) 

annuity 

$2, 160 
3, 600 

(2) _ _ _ 

(2) _ 

0 

$768 

Apr.  1,  1948-Sept.  30,  1949... 

id  percent  plus  underage 

$360  to  $900.. 

50 

1,800 

penalty.3 

$285  to  $900.. 

1,800 

Oct.  1,  1949-Sept.  30,  1956.... 

3,  600 

5  percent  on  $1,500;  10  per¬ 
cent  on  rest  plus  under- 

50 

Oct.  1,  1956-0 ct.  10,  1962 _ 

3,600 

age  penalty.3 

234  percent  on  $2,400;  10 
percent  on  rest. 

$180.. . - 

50 

1,800 

1,980 

Sir»pp  Op.t  11,  1962  _ 

3, 600 

2 Vi  percent  on  $3,600;  10 

$90... . 

55 

percent  on  rest. 

1  Earned  annuity  is  amount  retiree  would  now  receive  if  he  had  not  elected  a  reduced  annuity,  and  includes 

increases  received  since  retirement.  . 

2  Each  married  retiree  before  Apr.  1,  1948,  was  awarded  a  gratuitous  survivor  annuity  for  his  spouse  in 
the  amount  of  half  his  annuity  on  Mar.  31 ,  1948 ,  not  to  exceed  $600.  In  example ,  retiree  received  $1 ,200  on 
Mar  31  1948  and  original  survivor  annuity  was  $600.  Retiree  received  increases  in  1952,  1955,  1958,  1963, 
and  1965.  Survivor  annuity  increased  in  1958, 1963,  and  1965.  This  example  represents  maximum  survivor 

^Underage  ^nSty’from  Apr.  1,  1948,  to  Sept.  30, 1956,  was  additional  annuity  reduction  of  three-fourths 
of  1  percent  for  each  year  spouse  was  under  age  60,  with  total  reduction  limited  to  25  percent. 


Note— Not  included  in  above  table  are  the  relatively  few  cases  of  retirees  choosing  joint  and  survivor 
annuities  as  permitted  in  the  law  between  Aug.  4, 1939,  and  Apr.  1, 1948,  provided  that  the  actuarial  value 
of  the  combined  annuities  was  the  same  as  that  of  an  unreduced  annuity  for  the  retiree.  An  example  is  the 
case  of  a  man  retiring  at  age  65,  with  a  wife  aged  60,  who  elected  a  joint  and  survivor  annuity  with  the  sur¬ 
vivor  annuity  equal  to  half  of  his  annuity.  At  these  ages,  the  joint  annuity  for  his  lifetime  was  calculated 
at  78  64  percent  of  his  unreduced  annuity,  and  the  survivor  annuity  50  percent  of  his  reduced  annuity.  If 
his  maximum  earned  annuity  at  time  of  retirement  was  $2,400,  his  joint  lifetime  annuity  would  have  been 
$158,  and  the  survivor  annuity  would  have  been  $79.  There  are  estimated  to  be  less  than  400  of  these  joint 
and  survivor  annuities  still  on  the  retirement  rolls. 


The  Chairman.  Thank  you  again  for  appearing  before  the  com- 
mittee. 

Our  next  witness  is  Michael  J.  Cullen,  president  of  the  National 
Association  of  Special  Delivery  Messengers. 

If  you  will  come  forward  we  will  be  happy  to  receive  your  statement. 

STATEMENT  OF  MICHAEL  J.  CULLEN,  PRESIDENT,  THE  NATIONAL 
ASSOCIATION  OF  SPECIAL  DELIVERY  MESSENGERS 

Mr.  Cullen.  Mr.  Chairman,  my  name  is  Michael  J.  Cullen.  I 
am  president  of  the  National  Association  of  Special  Delivery  Mes¬ 
sengers,  an  organization  affiliated  with  the  AFL— CIO.  This  associ¬ 
ation  has  been  accorded  exclusive  recognition  by  the  Post  Office 
Department  for  the  special  delivery  messenger  craft. 

I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  appear  before  this  committee  to 
express  the  support  of  the  members  of  my  union  for  the  provisions 
of  H.R.  14122. 
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Last  year  we  witnessed  the  abandonment  "until  next  year”  of  the 
principle  of  comparability.  We  accepted  the  3.6-percent  increase  as 
"all  that  could  be  obtained  at  that  time.”  Now,  the  administration's 
proposal  of  1  to  4.5  percent  allegedly  substituting  guidelines  for  com¬ 
parability  inconsistently  tries  to  achieve  greater  comparability  for  those 
in  the  higher  levels.  If  the  principle  of  comparability  has  been  for¬ 
saken,  in  justice,  any  increase  granted  should  be  across  the  board  as 
provided  in  H.R.  14122. 

The  administration  proposal  of  3.2  percent  is  equated  on  the  BLS 
figures  for  the  reference  period  ending  March  1965.  Yet,  an  effec¬ 
tive  date  of  January  1,  1967,  has  been  requested.  This  date  would 
further  compound  the  inequality  of  increases  to  Federal  and  postal 
employees,  and  those  employees  in  the  private  sector.  The  rising  cost 
of  living  emphasizes  the  need  of  the  employees  in  the  lower  levels 
for  at  least  the  same  percentage  increase  as  is  granted  to  the  employees 
in  the  higher  levels. 

We  deeply  appreciate  the  sentiments  expressed  by  several  members 
of  the  committee  for  the  July  1,  1966,  effective  date  and  the  recognition 
of  the  need  of  the  lower  salaried  employee  for  a  salary  increase  to 
meet  rising  costs  of  food,  clothing,  and  shelter. 

We  ask  your  support  of  the  provisions  in  the  House  bill  for  manda¬ 
tory  increases  in  the  uniform  allowance.  Last  October,  our  people 
rejoiced  that  after  10  years  a  $25  increase  in  the  $100  uniform  allow¬ 
ance  had  been  voted  by  Congress.  Much  to  our  chagrin,  the  Post 
Office  Department  stated  that  this  $25  would  be  subject  to  negotia¬ 
tions.  This  is  the  first  time,  to  my  knowledge,  that  the  Department 
has  tried  to  negotiate  provisions  of  legislation  with  employee  organ¬ 
izations. 

It  was  our  belief  that  this  was  not  the  intent  of  Congress  and  we 
declined  to  negotiate  on  this  matter.  We  are  pleased  that  the  House 
confirmed  our  opinion  on  this  subject  and  we  solicit  this  committee’s 
favorable  consideration  of  the  provision  for  uniform  allowances  in 
H.R.  14122. 

The  Post  Office  Department  witness  endorsed  as  a  matter  of  equity 
the  provision  in  the  House  bill  for  an  increase  in  the  automotive 
equipment  maintenance  allowance  for  special  delivery  messengers. 
The  current  rate,  established  in  1948,  is  0.07  cents  a  mile  or  90  cents 
an  hour.  H.R.  14122  increases  this  allowance  to  10  cents  a  mile  or 
$1.25  an  hour.  We  trust  that  this  committee  will  retain  this  provision 
as  a  matter  of  corrective  justice. 

The  members  of  this  association  have  long  sought  the  right  to 
optional  retirement  with  30  years’  service  and  55  years  of  age.  We 
favor  the  provision  of  H.R.  14122  which  permits  this  and  extends  the 
privilege  to  employees  with  20  years  of  service  who  have  attained  60 
years  of  age.  We  believe  that  this  option  should  be  exercised  only  by 
the  employee.  We  also  favor  the  provision  to  recompute  annuities  of 
those  who  retired  between  April  1,  1948,  and  October  10,  1962,  to 
accord  these  former  employees  the  benefits  of  Public  Law  87-793  and 
to  provide  survivorship  annuity  of  55  percent.  We  endorse  the 
provision  of  the  House  bill  to  increase  the  Government’s  contribution 
to  the  cost  of  health  benefits  in  one  phase.  We  believe  that  this  is  a 
catchup  matter  and  should  be  outside  the  guidelines. 

We  also  support  proposals  to  provide  minimum  social  security 
benefits  for  short-term  Federal  postal  employees  and  their  families. 
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Since  this  is  a  matter  of  putting  these  employees  on  an  equal  basis 
with  employees  in  the  private  sector  we  believe  that  the  cost  of  this 
benefit  should  also  be  considered  as  outside  the  guidelines. 

At  this  time  we  would  like  to  express  our  appreciation  to  the  mem¬ 
bers  of  this  committee  for  their  action  in  liberalizing  the  life  insurance 
coverage  of  postal  and  Federal  employees.  We  hope  that  the  House 
will  concur  on  this  legislation. 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee,  the  members  of  this 
association  are  grateful  for  the  genuine  concern  you  have  demonstrated 
over  the  years  for  our  problems  and  our  needs.  We  are  confident 
that,  in  this  instance,  our  requests  will  receive  the  same  judicial 
consideration. 

The  Chairman.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Cullen,  for  your  very 
comprehensive  statement  on  the  entire  bill,  particularly  as  it  provides 
for  special  delivery  messengers. 

Are  you  graded  as  a  postal  service  4,  5,  or  what? 

Mr.  Cullen.  We  are  in  level  4. 

The  Chairman.  The  same  as  letter  carriers? 

Mr.  Cullen.  That  is  right. 

The  Chairman.  The  only  difference  is  the  motorized  equipment 
allowance  for  the  job  of  providing  this  special  service? 

Mr.  Cullen.  That  is  right.  And,  just  as  a  matter  of  clarification, 
the  members  of  our  organization  only  use  t.heir  vehicles  on  a  standby 
basis;  that  is,  when  the  Government  doesn’t  have  equipment  to  furnish. 
When  the  post  office  does  have  equipment  they  generally  furnish  it 
so  this  would  be  more  or  less  on  a  standby  basis.  In  most  instances 
our  people  will  not  be  using  then  vehicles. 

The  Chairman.  In  most  instances  they  use  their  own  cars? 

Mr.  Cullen.  No;  in  most  instances  they  use  Government  vehicles. 

The  Chairman.  The  allowance  where  they  furnish  their  own 
equipment  is  7  cents  a  mile  or  90  cents  an  hour? 

Mr.  Cullen.  That  is  right. 

The  Chairman.  That  doesn’t  become  operative  with  most  because 
the  Post  Office  furnishes  the  equipment? 

Mr.  Cullen.  Until  1948  most  furnished  their  own  vehicles  but 
after  that  the  Post  Office  Department  started  furnishing  vehicles. 

The  Chairman.  What  percent  of  service  is  carried  on  in  Govern¬ 
ment-furnished  equipment? 

Mr.  Cullen.  I  don’t  have  figures,  but  I  would  say  about  85  to 
90  percent.  Actually,  the  cost  of  this  item  is  only  $300,000,  this 
additional  increase,  so  that  would  give  you  an  idea  of  the  relative 
significance  of  the  whole  picture. 

The  Chairman.  It  is  completely  different  from  rural  letter  carriers 
who  furnish  their  own  equipment. 

Mr.  Cullen.  That  is  right. 

The  Chairman.  Are  most  of  your  members  young  men? 

The  Chairman.  Are  most  of  your  members  young  men  starting  out? 

Mr.  Cullen.  The  greater  percentage  I  would  say  are  in  their  early 
years.  They  are  younger  men. 

The  Chairman.  We  thank  you  very  much  for  your  appearance 
here,  and  your  testimony.  And  while  other  members  were  compelled 
by  other  conflicts  to  be  absent,  I  know  they  will  give  careful  attention 
to  your  testimony. 

Mr.  Cullen.  I  am  sure  of  that. 
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The  Chairman.  Thank  you,  sir. 

We  will  recess  our  hearings  until  tomorrow  morning  at  10  o’clock. 
A  list  of  witnesses  to  be  heard  tomorrow  morning  is  available  at 
the  door. 

The  chairman  regrets  that  it  is  necessary  to  attend  another  com¬ 
mittee  tomorrow  and  another  Senator  of  the  committee,  Senator 
Jennings  Randolph,  will  preside. 

The  committee  will  stand  in  recess  until  10  o’clock  tomorrow 
morning. 

(Whereupon,  at  12  o’clock  noon,  the  committee  recessed,  to 
reconvene  at  10  a.m.,  Wednesday,  April  27,  1966.) 


>.>  hia 


$  j  '  Joru  inn  ionjr  Hr  -y  '•  1".«‘  rrv 


,.l  '  . it  '  '  I  Ift  •  ;  .]■ 


THE  FEDERAL  SALARY  AND  FRINGE  BENEFITS  ACT 

OF  1966 


WEDNESDAY,  APRIL  27,  1966 

U.S.  Senate, 

Committee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service, 

Washington,  D.C. 

The  committee  met  at  10:15  a.m.,  pursuant  to  recess  in  room  6202, 
New  Senate  Office  Building,  Senator  Frank  Carlson  presiding. 

Present:  Senators  Randolph,  Hartke,  and  Carlson. 

Present  also:  John  M.  Burzio,  staff  director;  David  Minton,  gen¬ 
eral  counsel;  and  Frank  A.  Paschal,  Le  Grand  A.  Rouse  II,  Hugh  B. 
Key  II,  professional  staff  members. 

Senator  Carlson.  The  committee  will  come  to  order. 

This  morning  we  are  continuing  our  hearings  on  H.R.  14122,  the 
Federal  Salary  and  Fringe  Benefits  Act  of  1966. 

Our  first  witness  is  a  former  colleague  and  Chairman  of  the  U.S. 
Civil  Service  Commission,  Mr.  Robert  Ramspeck.  Mr.  Ramspeck 
is  the  chief  consultant  of  the  Federal  Professional  Association. 

Please  come  forward,  Mr.  Ramspeck,  and  proceed  as  you  wish. 

HON.  ROBERT  RAMSPECK,  CHIEF  CONSULTANT,  FEDERAL  PRO¬ 
FESSIONAL  ASSOCIATION;  ACCOMPANIED  BY  VINCENT  E. 

JAY,  EXECUTIVE  VICE  PRESIDENT  AND  LEGISLATIVE  DIRECTOR 

Senator  Carlson.  Before  you  proceed  I  want  to  say  personally 
it  has  been  a  pleasure  to  have  been  associated  with  you  on  the  House 
side  and  since  our  leaving  that  great  body  for  many  years  since.  It 
is  always  a  pleasure. 

Mr.  Ramspeck.  Thank  you.  I  reciprocate  those  remarks.  I 
have  associated  with  many  people  over  there  and  you  are  one  of  the 
best. 

Mr.  Vincent  E.  Jay  would  like  to  say  a  few  words  before  I  read 
our  statement. 

Senator  Carlson.  You  may  proceed. 

Mr.  Jay.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  Federal  Professional  Association  has 
relinquished  its  opportunity  to  testify  on  various  aspects  of  this  bill 
in  order  to  cooperate  and  work  with  a  number  of  other  professional 
societies  who  are  very  much  interested  in  this  question  of  com¬ 
parability.  I  would  seek  your  indulgence  to  identify  the  number  of 
organizations  that  we  represent  today  and  introduce  their  representa¬ 
tives. 

Senator  Carlson.  You  may  proceed. 

Mr.  Jay.  There  are  15  organizations  represented  with  a  total  of 
approximately  258,000  members. 
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First,  Air  Traffic  Controllers  Association,  represented  by  General 
Counsel  James  D.  Hill  and  Executive  Director,  Clifford  P.  Burton. 

The  American  Nurses  Association,  represented  by  Miss  Julia 
Thompson,  director  of  the  Washington  office. 

Senator  Carlson.  If  you  don’t  mind,  I  would  like  to  say  that  lady 
is  a  Kansas  girl  and  I  have  known  her  for  many  years. 

Mr.  Jay.  Association  of  Engineers  and  Scientists,  Bureau  of  Naval 
Weapons,  Mr.  Carl  O’Mara,  past  president  and  representative. 

Association  of  Senior  Engineers  of  the  Bureau  of  Ships,  Mr.  Ralph 
Lacy,  president. 

Federal  Government  Accountants  Association,  Mr.  David  Newman, 
president,  was  unable  to  be  here. 

Federal  Plant  Quarantine  Inspectors  National  Association,  the  presi¬ 
dent,  Mr.  Ernest  B.  Lee,  is  also  unable  to  be  here. 

Federal  Professional  Association,  represented  by  Mr.  Ramspeck  and 
myself. 

National  Association  of  Naval  Technical  Supervisors,  Mr.  H.  F. 
Bennett,  president,  was  not  able  to  be  here. 

National  Society  of  Professional  Engineers,  represented  by  Mr. 
Paul  Robbins,  executive  director,  was  unable  to  be  here. 

National  Association  of  Federal  Veterinarians,  represented  by 
Dr.  Milton  J.  Tillery,  president. 

National  Association  of  Federal -State  Employees,  Mr.  Albert  B. 
Foster,  president,  was  unable  to  be  here. 

National  Association  of  Government  Engineers,  Mr.  Leonard  T. 
Crook,  vice  president  should  arrive  very  soon. 

Organization  of  Federal  Employees  of  the  U.S.  Department  of 
Agriculture,  represented  by  Air.  W.  W.  Pate,  executive  vice  president, 
Mr.  Dillard  Lassiter,  the  legislative  counsel,  and  O.  Chris  Henderson, 
executive  director. 

The  Patent  Office  Society,  represented  by  Air.  Davis  T.  Moorhead, 
president,  and  Mr.  Mark  Newman. 

Federal  Tobacco  Inspectors  Mutual  Association,  Mr.  Carl  T. 
Fonshee,  president,  was  not  able  to  attend. 

Senator  Carlson.  I  just  wish  to  state  that  you  have  certainly  sub¬ 
stantial  support  for  your  position.  I  do  not  know  what  it  is  going  to 
be  but  I  shall  listen  with  great  interest.  These  are  very  influential 
people,  I  assure  you. 

Air.  Jay.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Ramspeck.  Mr.  Chairman,  this  statement  which  I  am  present¬ 
ing  has  been  mutually  agreed  upon  by  all  of  the  organizations,  the 
names  of  which  Mr.  Jay  has  given  you. 

The  President  stated  what  we  believe  to  be  a  critical  need  when 
he  signed  the  Government  Employees  Salary  Reform  Act  of  1964. 
He  said: 

America’s  challenges  cannot  be  met  in  this  modern  world  by  mediocrity  at 
any  level,  public  or  private.  All  through  our  society  we  must  search  for  brilliance, 
welcome  genius,  strive  for  excellence. 

There  has  never  been  a  time  when  this  was  as  important  as  it  is 
today. 

We  are  faced  with  change  in  every  phase  of  our  lives  which  can 
be  used  for  the  benefit  of  all  only  by  those  who  have  the  competence. 
The  Federal  Government  is  getting  immersed  more  and  more  in 
meeting  this  challenge.  These  demands  will  no  doubt  require  to  an 
increasing  extent  the  best  workers,  thinkers,  planners,  and  managers. 
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During  the  depression  of  the  1930’s  the  Federal  Government  had 
very  little  competition  for  the  services  of  the  more  brilliant  college 
graduates.  Federal  jobs  were  sought  by  the  most  competent.  This 
“favorable  balance  of  trade”  in  the  employment  of  professionals  has 
been  reversed. 

The  States  now  successfully  bid  for  the  services  of  the  better 
qualified  Federal  employee.  There  is  included  in  the  first  item  of 
the  supplement  to  this  statement  the  cases  of  two  highly  competent 
veterinarians  who  transferred  to  State  positions  at  salary  equivalents 
to  two  and  three  grades  above  that  received  in  the  Federal  service. 

There  is  a  trend  toward  the  loss  of  the  younger  and  more  recently 
trained  professional  personnel.  One  division  doing  important  research 
for  many  of  the  Government's  new  programs  suffered  heavy  losses  in 
personnel  during  a  recent  2-year  period.  The  critical  issue  in  this 
loss  was  that  almost  one-half  were  from  the  30-to-34-year  age  group. 
See  second  item  of  the  supplement. 

There  are  many  facets  to  the  Federal  pay  needs.  One  is  the  prac¬ 
tice  of  the  Federal  official  having  to  work  closely  with  his  counterpart 
in  industry  as  well  as  in  the  State  and  local  governments.  Another 
is  where  the  professional  requirements  are  the  same  as  in  the  non- 
Federal  sector,  such  as  nursing.  Actually  the  Federal  nurse  is  better 
paid  than  her  counterpart  in  non-Federal  employment.  Although 
the  Federal  Government  has  taken  the  lead  in  setting  the  nurses’ 
salary  rates  they  are  still  insufficient  to  attract  the  required  number 
of  competent  people.  See  the  third  item  of  the  supplement. 

Pay  comparability  with  the  private  sector  of  our  economy  is  one  of 
the  more  progressive  ideas  initiated  in  recent  years.  But  we  do  not 
now  have  pay  comparability.  The  greatest  disparity  is  where  it  is 
needed  most  if  this  Federal  service  is  to  have  the  brilliance,  the  genius, 
and  excellence  which  the  President  says  we  must  have  to  meet  the 
demands  of  the  future. 

The  administration  first  proposed  pay  comparability  in  1961.  It 
became  law  in  1962  and  has  been  reaffirmed  by  both  Congress  and  the 
administration  as  late  as  last  }rear.  It  made  sense.  It  had  the  full 
support  of  both  employees  and  managers.  True  comparability  had 
not  yet  been  achieved  but  it  was  understood  to  be  a  real  goal — 
gradually  we  would  progress  until  it  was  finally  realized.  Once  this 
was  done,  a  means  of  periodic  review  would  be  used  to  make  adjust¬ 
ments  as  conditions  indicated. 

Now,  in  1966  two  conditions  arise  to  hamper  progress  toward  this 
goal  of  comparability.  The  first  is  the  administration’s  economic 
guidelines.  These  we  accept  as  necessary  and  in  the  public  interest. 
The  second  condition  is  an  apparent  change  in  attitude  on  the  part  of 
some  toward  pay  comparability.  The  simple  truth  is  that,  even  more 
than  comparability  has  been  reached  in  the  lower  grades.  So  the 
leaders  of  the  large  employee  organizations,  having  nothing  to  gain 
from  it,  feel  free  to  use  their  time  on  other  needs  for  then'  members. 

These  conditions  make  pay  comparability  even  more  important 
than  before  to  the  Federal  professional  career  employee.  In  numbers 
these  top-level  career  professionals  are  very  much  in  tne  minority— 
about  10  percent  of  tlie  Federal  work  force.  But  tiiey  probably 
provide  as  mucn  as  90  percent  of  the  leadership,  the  technical  scientific 
and  managerial  skills  that  are  so  essential  in  the  proper  planning  and 
administration  of  the  new  as  well  as  the  continuing  Government 
services. 
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It  is  in  the  supply  of  these  top  10  percent  that  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  is  most  vulnerable.  The  problem  is  aggravated  by  serious 
shortages  of  many  types  of  specialized  personnel.  Every  manpower 
study  made  in  recent  years  has  emphasized  this  and  warned  that  the 
situation  would  get  worse  before  any  real  improvement  would  be 
possible.  A  graph  with  its  explanation  in  the  supplement  to  this 
statement,  “Government  and  Industry  Salaries  for  B.S.  Graduates  in 
Science  and  Engineering,”  shows  a  leveling  off  of  salaries  offered 
college  graduates;  an  increasing  disparity  between  the  salaries  at  the 
entrance  levels;  and  a  resulting  shortage  in  needed  recruits.  Is  it 
not  from  these  new  recruits  that  this  Government  must  get  its  future 
top  professionals?  The  opportunity  for  advancement  is  also  of 
concern  to  these  young,  freshly  trained  personnel  who  will  be  expected 
to  provide  the  brilliance,  genius,  and  excellence  which  is  so  essential 
to  meeting  the  needs  of  a  great  republic  in  a  changing  world. 

In  conclusion,  if  the  Federal  Government  is  to  recruit  and  retain 
a  reasonable  share  of  the  limited  supply  of  top  quality  administrative, 
scientific,  and  technical  personnel  required  to  adequately  carry  on 
its  work,  it  must  do  everything  in  its  power  to  make  a  Federal  civil 
service  career  attractive.  Pay  comparability  is  a  basic  element  of 
this  process. 

Mr.  Ramspeck.  I  am  not  going  to  take  the  time  to  read  the  sup¬ 
plement  but  I  call  your  attention  to  it,  especially  at  the  top  of  page  2 
of  the  supplement  where  you  see  the  figures  showing  the  distribution 
of  employees  voluntarily  separated  between  August  of  1963  and  No¬ 
vember  of  1965  by  age  group.  It  shows  we  lost  a  total  of  74  in  one 
division  of  one  agency,  and  most  of  them  are  in  the  age  group  from 
30  to  34;  in  fact,  practically  half  of  them. 

The  information  in  this  supplement  I  think  is  something  that  will 
be  helpful  to  the  committee  in  deciding  what  they  are  going  to  do 
about  this  pay  bill. 

I  would  like  to  say  something  else  about  this  on  my  own  based  upon 
my  own  experience,  which  as  you  know,  encompassed  more  than  16 
years  in  the  House  and  2  years  practically  as  Chairman  of  the  Civil 
Service  Commission.  Also,  since  I  left  the  Congress  in  1946,  I  have 
had  some  business  experience  which  has  been  informative  to  me  and 
which  I  think  emphasizes  the  points  we  have  tried  to  make  in  this 
statement. 

Management  is  the  key  to  success  in  any  operation.  That  is  true 
in  Government  and  true  in  private  business.  I  was  for  9  years  con¬ 
nected  with  Eastern  Airlines,  as  you  gentlemen  know.  The  companj^ 
got  too  big  for  the  management  it  had  and  3  years  ago  they  brought 
in  new  management.  The  company  today  is  a  profitable  operation 
but  it  was  not  for  the  5  years  preceding  this. 

It  is  all  due  to  better  management  and  I  earnestly  believe,  gentle¬ 
men,  that  if  we  had  the  best  possible  management  in  this  Government 
without  reducing  the  services  of  the  Government  one  iota,  we  could 
save  billions  of  dollars.  It  is  the  question  of  leadership.  No  army 
was  ever  any  good  without  good  officers  and  leaders  and  no  civilian 
operation  is  any  good  without  it  having  the  management  and  know¬ 
how  and  determination  to  bring  it  about. 

I  am  not  here  to  criticize  the  organizations  which  represent  the  rank 
and  file  of  the  Government.  They  are  well  led  by  capable  men  and 
they  do  a  good  job  for  their  members  but,  of  course,  they  concentrate 
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on  getting  all  they  can  for  those  they  represent.  They  must  do  that 
because  they  are  democratic  organizations  controlled  by  the  rank  and 
file,  but  if  this  Government  continues  to  neglect  the  scientific,  the 
professional,  and  managerial  forces  in  the  Government,  it  will  cost 
the  taxpayers  of  this  country  billions  of  dollars  and  may  result  in 
serious  consequences  to  the  freedom  of  our  people. 

I  realize  you  gentlemen  have  a  tough  situation.  Pressure  comes 
from  the  rank  and  file  and  the  cost  is  a  thing  you  have  to  consider 
but  I  do  urge  you  to  consider  in  all  sincerity  that  Congress  promised 
comparability.  It  has  not  been  achieved  except  in  some  of  the  lower 
grades  but  the  bill  as  passed  by  the  House  takes  it  further  away  from 
comparability  of  the  people  represented  by  the  organizations  for 
which  I  have  spoken  this  morning. 

I  want  to  thank  you  for  giving  us  this  time  to  present  our  point 
of  view  and  I  hope  it  will  be  carefully  considered. 

Senator  Carlson.  I  would  urge  Mr.  Randolph,  our  chairman,  to 
come  over  and  after  he  has  completed,  I  have  a  few  comments. 

Senator  Randolph  (presiding).  I  am  sure  both  Senator  Carlson 
and  I  recall  with  pleasure  our  10-year  effort  with  you  in  the  House, 
Mr.  Ramspeck. 

Mr.  Ramspeck.  Thank  you. 

Senator  Randolph.  I  am  going  to  ask  Senator  Carlson  to  proceed 
with  his  questions  and  observations  and  then  I  will  have  the  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  comment. 

Senator  Carlson.  I  really  do  not  intend  to  ask  any  questions.  I 
do  appreciate  this  fine  statement  and  agree  with  every  word  stated 
here  this  morning  for  the  need  of  top  personnel  in  the  Federal  and 
administrative  branches  of  our  Government. 

We  passed  this  bill  last  year,  but  indications  are  we  will  not  do  it 
again.  We  have  not  increased  the  salaries  of  top  people.  We  are 
limited  to  the  amount  of  money.  Someone  comes  up  and  says, 
“You  have  so  many  dollars.”  That  is  what  it  is  going  to  be  and  we 
begin  to  wonder  if  we  are  going  to  shift  around  on  2.85.  I  am  for 
comparability. 

We  helped  write  it  in  the  law  and  we  should,  some  day,  really 
write  comparability  as  you  suggest  this  morning.  I  cannot  think  of 
anything  that  would  be  better  for  our  Government. 

I  appreciate  your  statement. 

Mr.  Ramspeck.  Thank  you,  Senator. 

Senator  Randolph.  Thank  you,  Senator  Carlson. 

Representative  Ramspeck,  we  would  hope  we  can  always  use  that 
terminology,  and  thank  you,  Mr.  Jay.  We  have  been  helped  by  the 
testimony  in  the  hearing  on  H.R.  14122  this  morning. 

This  is  essentially  what  you  were  advocating  when  you  were  before 
the  committee  on  the  pay  bill  last  year. 

Mr.  Ramspeck.  That  is  correct,  Senator  Randolph.  I  think  I 
told  the  committee  last  year  I  got  interested  in  this  situation  when  they 
were  organizing  the  Federal  Professional  Association.  I  have  acted 
as  consultant  for  them  from  time  to  time  and  because  I  believe  so 
strongly  that  what  this  Government  needs  is  better  management,  that 
is  based  on  my  experience  in  the  Congress  and  dealing  with  personnel 
problems  and  as  Chairman  of  the  Civil  Service  Commission. 

We  must  have  leadership.  We  have  too  many  people  in  this  Gov¬ 
ernment  in  positions  of  supervisory  operations  who  just  drift  with  the 
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tide.  They  don’t  actually  supervise  and  one  reason  for  that  is  that 
the  better  people  are  siphoned  out  of  the  Government  by  corporations, 
by  trade  associations. 

When  I  left  the  Congress,  I  went  to  a  trade  association  and  I  found 
when  I  got  there  most  of  the  people — we  had  about  100  employees— 
were  people  who  had  been  in  the  Federal  Government  and  the  presi¬ 
dent  of  that  organization  started  his  career  in  Washington  in  the 
Treasury  Department.  He  now  makes  more  money,  and  he  earns  it. 
He  is  worth  it.  He  makes  more  money  than  Cabinet  officers  do. 

So  if  we  do  not  solve  this  problem,  in  my  opinion,  Government  is 
going  to  be  a  less  efficient  Government  and  its  costs  us  money.  It 
costs  a  lot  of  money. 

I  am  not  competent  to  judge  the  decisions  made  by  the  Secretary 
of  Defense  on  technical  matters  but  I  am  firmly  convinced  he  has 
saved  the  taxpayers  and  citizens  of  this  country  billions  of  dollars 
because  he  brought  into  that  big  agency  that  expends  half  of  the 
budget,  methods  of  management  which  have  saved  us  a  lot  of  money 
and  I  would  like  to  see  the  rest  of  the  Government  operated  as 
efficiently  as  I  think  he  is  operating  that,  as  far  as  the  day-to-day 
operations  are  concerned. 

I  don’t  attempt  to  pass  judgment  on  whether  he  should  have  bomb¬ 
ers  or  not,  but  I  admire  his  capability  as  a  manager. 

One  other  point  in  this  bill  which  I  would  like  to  say  something 
personally  about  and  not  representing  these  people — Senator  Randolph 
will  remember  once  the  House  committee  sponsored  a  bill,  which 
the  Senate  accepted,  giving  the  Government  an  option  to  retire  any 
employees  with  a  30  years’  service  who  lias  reached  age  60  and  giving 
an  employee  from  60  to  70  a  30-year  retirement  option,  f  have  not 
seen  any  indication  that  Government  lias  abused  that  right  while  it 
was  in  effect. 

I  do,  again,  in  all  sincerity,  say  there  is  no  more  important  question 
before  this  Congress  than  doing  something  to  make  it  possible  for 
this  Government  to  get  and  keep  all  the  help  it  can  in  engineering, 
technical,  and  managerial  help. 

Thank  you. 

r  Senator  Randolph.  We  are  helped,  as  always,  by  the  contribution 
and  constructive  nature  which  Mr.  Ramspeck  and  those  associated 
with  him  bring  for  our  consideration. 

STATEMENT  OF  ASHBY  G.  SMITH,  PRESIDENT,  NATIONAL 

ALLIANCE  OF  POSTAL  AND  FEDERAL  EMPLOYEES,  ACCOM¬ 
PANIED  BY  WYATT  G.  WILLIAMS,  NATIONAL  VICE  PRESIDENT; 

AND  J.  LEON  HENDERSON,  ADMINISTRATIVE  ASSISTANT 

Senator  Randolph.  Mr.  Smith,  will  you  come  forward  and  I  think 
it  would  be  helpful  if  you  would  introduce  the  two  persons  with  you 
and  proceed  as  you  desire.  ... 

Mr.  Smith.  On  my  right  is  Mr.  Wyatt  Williams,  our  national  vice 
president,  and  on  my  left  is  Mr.  Henderson,  our  administrative 

assistant.  _  . 

My  name  is  Ashby  Smith.  I  am  president  of  the  National  Alliance 
of  Postal  and  Federal  Employees,  an  industrially  organized  union  of 
Federal  employees  with  110  branches.  We  maintain  offices  in  our 
own  building  at  1644  11th  Street  NW.,  Washington,  D.C. 
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Mr.  Chairman,  on  behalf  of  our  more  than  32,000  members,  I  wish 
to  thank  this  committee  for  the  opportunity  you  have  given  usfcto 
appear  before  you  to  give  our  views  on  Federal  pay  and  benefit 
proposals  now  before  you.  . 

In  1965  we  received  pay  provisions  that  were  so  patently  inade¬ 
quate  that  even  you,  their  proponents,  apologized  for  supporting 
them.  These  provisions  were  admitted  to  be  woefully  inadequate, 
not  only  in  terms  of  what  the  Federal  employees  need  and  deserve, 
but  also  in  terms  of  Congress  and  the  administration’s  1962  commit¬ 
ments  to  the  principle  of  comparability. 

The  October  22,  1965,  debate  in  the  Senate  was  replete  with  thesfe 
apologies  and  the  promises  that  adequate  adjustments  would  be 
made  next  year.  The  guiding  principle  to  which  both  bodies  of  this 
Congress  still  paid  homage  in  the  first  session  of  this  Congress,  was 
comparability  of  Federal  salaries  with  the  salaries  of  persons  doing 
like  or  near-like  work  in  private  industry. 

This  principle  was  adopted  in  1962.  As  early  as  1960  in  a  pay-raise 
effort  this  union  introduced,  at  a  hearing  of  this  committee,  the  con¬ 
cept  that  the  pay  received  by  Federal  employees  must  bear  some 
significant  relationship  to  the  growth  of  the  Nation’s  economy  and  to 
the  employees’  contribution  to  that  growth.  We  have  not  retreated 
from  that  position. 

In  our  1962  appearance  before  this  committee  we  documented  the 
manner  in  which  the  salary  of  the  postal  worker  had  deteriorated, 
vis-a-vis  the  salary  and  wages  of  other  workers  in  our  economy, 
between  the  years  1935-59. 

We  demonstrated  the  1950-60  lag  in  postal  salaries  as  against  the 
increase  in  every  significant  economic  indicator.  During  this  period 
the  gross  national  income  increased  72.6  percent,  gross  national 
product  76  percent,  Nation’s  disposable  income  70.5  percent,  and  per 
capita  consumption  expenditure  41.6  percent.  At  the  same  time  the 
salary  of  postal  employees  advanced  only  28  percent. 

This  means  that  during  that  decade  the  share  of  the  Nation’s  goods 
which  were  within  the  reach  of  the  postal  employee,  was  actually 
diminishing,  his  economic  status  in  our  society  was  being  eroded. 
This,  as  we  pointed  out,  was  occurring  at  a  time  when  the  value  of  the 
mail  service  to  our  national  economy  was  increasing,  when  the  mail 
volume  was,  to  use  a  post-1960  term,  escalating,  when  business  mailing 
was  becoming  a  vastly  predominant  part  of  total  mailing,  when 
population  growth  and  the  emergence  of  sprawling  suburban  areas 
created  new  complexities  in  the  distribution  and  delivery  of  mail. 

If  this,  in  1962,  was  the  position  of  the  postal  employee,  the  classified 
employees  of  the  Federal  Government,  enjoying  only  the  after- 
benefits  of  the  hard-won  gains  achieved  by  the  postal  unions,  were 
in  an  even  more  pathetic  condition. 

As  a  result  of  our  1962  study,  the  National  Alliance  of  Postal 
Emploj-ees  embraced  the  principle  of  comparability  proposed  by  a 
friendly  administration  and  approved  by  a  friendly  Congress.  Taking 
cognizance  of  the  years  in  which  Federal  salaries  had  deteriorated, 
we  recommended  that  for  each  of  the  years  1963  and  1964,  salaries 
be  increased  by  7  percent,  plus  those  years’  accretion  of  industry’s 
wage  pattern  changes.  This,  we  contended,  would  bring  the  Federal 
worker  up  to  the  starting  line,  even  with  our  fellow  workers  in  non- 
Federal  jobs. 
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This  is  our  understanding  of  what  comparability  means.  This  is 
what  it  should  be  today,  comparability  not  with  what  was  but  with 
what  is.  We  recognize  the  interim  that  occurs  during  the  time 
figures  are  gathered,  interpreted,  tabulated,  published,  and  the  time 
that  legislation  based  on  those  figures  can  be  enacted,  but  if  we  are 
really  serious  about  achieving  comparability,  there  is  no  reason  why 
a  projection  of  wage  trends  could  not  be  made  in  determining  today’s 
salaries  on  the  basis  of  day  before  yesterday’s  figures. 

This  same  type  of  projection  is  made  by  the  administration  when  a 
budget  message  is  sent  to  Congress.  Appropriation  bills  are  passed 
based  on  a  projection  of  this  year’s  tax  yield  into  next  year’s  income 
from  taxes. 

Unless  some  projection  of  this  sort  is  adopted  we  will,  even  in  the 
absence  of  guidelines,  be  kept  in  the  backwash  of  the  Nation’s  economy. 

When  the  principle  of  comparability  was  enacted  into  law  in  the 
1962  pay  reform  bill,  even  though  our  2-year  “catch  up”  proposal 
was  rejected,  we  felt  some  sense  of  victory  for  here,  we  believed  we 
had  a  rational  principle,  a  workable  program  that  would  in  3,  or  at 
most  4  years,  raise  the  Federal  worker’s  status  to  a  first-class  citizen, 
economically. 

We  felt  that  at  last  we  had  escaped  the  nebulous  economic  factors, 
the  fuzzy  budgetary  considerations  that  had  always  cropped  up  in 
every  pay  bill  session  to  thwart  the  legitimate  needs  of  the  Federal 
empolyee.  We  believed  that  every  effort  would  be  made  to  minimize 
the  timelag.  We  were  confident  that  in  using  salary  scales  on  which 
to  base  our  living  wage  our  Government  would  take  into  account 
only  those  salaries  that  are  above  its  own  accepted  poverty  level. 

We  were  naive. 

If,  today,  we  view  comparability  with  some  disenchantment,  it 
is  not  because  we  are  convinced  that  it  is  a  less  viable  concept  than 
we  thought.  It  is  only  that  we  have  discovered  that  in  operation 
the  concept  can  be  delayed,  perverted  and,  if  the  occasion  arises, 
ignored. 

The  picture  we  drew  in  our  1962  statement  is  not  foreign  to  our 
present  situation.  After  our  first  brave  1962  step  in  catching  up 
with  the  economic  growth  of  the  Nation,  the  lag  set  in.  In  1965  the 
lower  House  of  Congress  courageously  and  wisely  enacted  a  meaningful 
bill  with  hope  for  the  future.  The  fate  suffered  by  this  bill  from  an 
adjourning  Senate,  faced  with  an  administration  edict,  is  history. 
Out  of  the  first  session  of  this  Congress  came  an  inadequate  salary 
bill  and  fervent  promises  that  1966  would  be  the  year  of  justice. 

Now,  in  1966,  the  Federal  worker  is  again  being  urged  to  accept  a 
token  raise;  to  wait  another  year  for  his  just  desserts. 

Nowhere  is  it  better  illustrated  that  justice  delayed  is  justice  denied. 
Even  as  the  Federal  employee  await  tomorrow’s  increase,  he  must 
buy  in  today’s  marketplace.  With  an  adequate  wage  just  a  hope, 
his  grocery  bill  mounts,  the  mortgage  on  his  home  must  be  paid,  his 
babies  are  born,  the  decision  as  to  whether  his  children  can  enter 
college  must  be  made.  In  valiant  attempt  to  meet  these  obligations, 
he  diminishes  his  value  to  his  Government  on  his  primary  job  as  he 
diverts  strength  and  interest  into  a  second  job,  or  “moonlighting.” 

Although  he  is  a  citizen  of  and  a  servant  of  a  nation  that  is  enjoy¬ 
ing  its  greatest  period  of  prosperity,  he  is  told  that  he  may  not  share 
equitably  in  the  growth  of  that  prosperity  lest  justice  to  him  would 
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trigger  a  wave  of  inflation  that  will  result  in  the  collapse  of  our  na¬ 
tional  economy. 

Senator  Randolph.  Mr.  Smith,  I  am  sure  you  would  want  the 
chairman  to  present  to  the  members  of  the  committee,  and  to  our 
guests,  Miss  Ruth  Bradford,  a  teacher  in  the  Princeton  Elementary 
School  in  Prince  Georges  County,  Md.  She  is  here  this  morning  with 
boys  and  girls  of  that  school.  I  am  sure  Senator  Carlson  and  I  would 
want  to  be  recorded  in  the  record  here  as  saying  that  we  must  not 
forget  that  what  we  do  we  must  do  with  the  thought  of  building  a 
better  land. 

When  I  was  the  age  of  these  children,  the  schools  did  not  organize 
these  groups  to  come  to  Washington  as  they  do  now.  Transportation 
was  a  matter  of  concern.  I  am  always  helped  when  young  people 
come  to  my  office  and  talk  with  me. 

Senator  Carlson.  I  would  like  to  concur  in  the  statement  you 
made  about  the  fine  boys  and  girls  and  the  teacher  visiting  the  Capitol 
this  morning.  I  come  from  Kansas,  in  the  geographical  center  of  the 
United  States,  and  we  have  already  had  1,500  junior  and  senior  high 
school  students  from  our  State.  I  think  it  is  great  and  we  are  de¬ 
lighted. 

Senator  Randolph.  Mr.  Smith,  you  may  continue. 

Mr.  Smith.  Mr.  Chairman,  my  economist  friends  tell  me  that  the 
danger  of  inflation  exists  only  when  the  increase  in  the  productivity 
of  the  worker  is  less  than  the  increase  in  his  pay.  On  this  basis,  at 
least  one  large  section  of  the  Federal  labor  force — the  postal  em¬ 
ployee — can  document  his  case. 

We  draw  from  the  Post  Office  Department’s  annual  reports  the 
figures  that  show  a  17.3-percent  increase  in  the  number  of  pieces  of 
mail  handled  between  1963-65.  This  increase  load  was  handled  by 
a  work  force  that  rose  by  only  1.3  percent.  Even  admitting  the  role 
that  mechanization  played  in  the  increased  efficiency,  we  still  see  the 
1965  postal  worker  as  a  much  improved  producer.  This  is  certainly 
true  of  all  classes  of  Federal  workers. 

We  have  the  word  of  this  administration’s  Secretary  of  Treasury 
that  the  overall  Federal  budget  in  the  1965-67  fiscal  years  will  rise  only 
from  14.9  percent  to  15  percent  of  our  gross  national  product. 

In  a  speech  before  the  Economic  Club  of  Detroit,  Secretary  Fowler 
said,  referring  to  the  state  of  the  national  economy,  “It  does  not 
require  drastic  taxation,  direct  price  and  wage  controls,  and  the  dis¬ 
turbing  paraphernalia  of  conversion  to  war  that  marked  World  War 
II  and" the  Korean  War.” 

In  any  case,  it  is  ridiculous  to  assert  that  it  is  the  Federal  employees, 
this  less  than  4  percent  of  the  Nation’s  work  force,  who  must  stand  with 
their  finger  in  the  hole  in  the  dike  to  prevent  national  inflation,  while 
the  remainder  of  the  Nation’s  employees,  the  employers,  interest 
drawers,  coupon-clippers,  bonus-collectors,  and  dividend-dividers 
continue  to  enjoy  the  fruits  of  our  national  growth. 

In  this  era  of  voluntary  adherence  to  arbitrarily  assessed  wage  and 
price  guidelines,  we,  the  Federal  employees  are  denied  even  the 
privilege  of  volunteering. 

We  find  ourselves  in  the  position  of  the  slowest  of  the  speed-law 
violators.  When  arrested,  he  points  out  that  many  motorists  were 
going  faster  than  he  was  only  to  be  told  by  the  policeman,  “Yes,  but 
you  are  the  one  I  have  caught.” 
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Unless  you  of  the  committee  approve  and  the  Congress  passes 
legislation  that  improves  considerably  upon  the  proposals  of  the 
administration,  the  Federal  employees  are  the  ones  who,  in  1966,  are 
caught  and  we  are  certainly  not  speeding. 

I  forgo  the  citing  of  statistics.  Figures  galore  have  been  placed 
in  the  records  of  this  hearing,  figures  showing  the  growth  of  our  gross 
national  product,  the  increase  in  gross  national  income,  charts  showing 
profits  after  taxes  that  giant,  and  some  not  so  giant,  corporations 
are  reaping  and  graphs  showing  how  Federal  salaries  are  dropping 
below  non-Federal  salaries  that  they  formerly  surpassed. 

The  picture  is  one  of  an  uncontrolled  economy.  In  such  an  economy 
it  is,  in  my  opinion,  unconscionable  to  insist  that  the  income  of  the 
Federal  employees  be  placed  in  a  3Ko  wage  plus  benefits  strait- jacket. 

Gentlemen,  this  is  1966  and  we  are  here  asking  for  a  redemption  of 
last  October’s  promissory  note. 

In  the  light  of  the  foregoing  analysis  of  the  situation  in  which  the 
1966  Federal  employee  finds  himself  or  herself,  we  submit  the  following 
proposals  which,  in  justice  to  these  employees,  should  be  passed  by  this 
second  session  of  the  89th  Congress  and  signed  into  law  by  the 
President: 

(1)  A  salary  raise  that  will  achieve  full  1966  comparability  for 
employees  at  every  level  of  both  the  classified  and  postal  services. 
An  across-the-board  raise  will  fall  far  short  of  this  objective. 

I  would  like  to  say,  while  I  didn’t  agree  with  former  Congressman 
Ramspeck,  that  comparability  has  been  reached  at  any  level,  we  are  in 
full  agreement  that  it  should  be  continued  and  if  we  believe  in  com¬ 
parability  we  should  believe  in  comparability  for  people  at  the  highest 
levels  of  Government  as  well  as  the  lowest  level  of  Government  and  I 
am  convinced,  as  he  said,  that  we  are  all  too  often  for  these  people 
serving  as  training  grounds  for  industry. 

We  get  them  in  the  Government  and  train  them  and  don’t  provide 
the  proper  incentive  for  Government  and  are  training  them  for  outside 
industry. 

This  raise,  which  figures  indicate,  should  start  at  a  minimum  of  7 
percent,  should  be  retroactive  to  January  1,  1966. 

(2)  Full  time  and  a  half  pay  for  all  time  worked  by  both  annual  and 
hourly  rate  employees  beyond  8  hours  in  1  day  or  40  hours  in  1  week ; 
also  for  all  Sunday  work. 

(3)  Optional  retirement  at  full  pension  after  30  years  of  service 
regardless  of  age.  Option  to  be  exercised  only  by  employee. 

(4)  Retirement  at  60  years  with  20  years  service. 

(5)  Extension  of  overtime  pay  to  all  civil  service  employees  regard- 
loss  of  lovols 

(6)  Favorable  consideration  of  H.R.  11879,  H.R.  10245  and  H.R. 
12129  containing  provisions  liberalizing  Federal  Employees  Group 
Life  Insurance.  We  propose  that  the  Government  pay  half  the  cost 
of  this  program’s  premium. 

We  further  propose  that  Congress  provide  for  the  continuation  of 
the  present  practices  whereby  Federal  employee  union  officers  on  leave 
retain  their  life  insurance  policies  by  returning  to  work  1  day  of  the 
year. 

(7)  We  call  your  attention  to  a  defect  in  section  406  of  the  House 
passed  bill.  Under  this  bill,  officers  and  employees  of  Federal  em¬ 
ployee  unions  on  leave  without  pay  will  be  permitted  to  continue  their 
Federal  health  benefit  plan  by  paying  the  total  premium  on  the  plan. 
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We  commend  this  provision,  but  we  point  out  that  union  officers 
and  employees  who,  faced  with  the  alternative  of  returning  to  work 
for  4  months  or  having  their  participation  in  the  plant  terminated, 
have  been  forced  to  obtain  individual  coverage  inferior  to  that  pro¬ 
vided  by  their  former  plan  and  at  a  higher  cost. 

We  ask  that  in  your  consideration  of  section  406  of  H.R.  14122 
that  provisions  be  made  to  extend  the  benefits  of  this  section  to  this 
group  of  union  officers  and  employees. 

(8)  From  Chairman  Macy’s  statement  of  the  administration’s 
position,  we  approve  the  plan  for  improved  financing  and  funding  of 
the  civil  service  retirement  system.  It  is  long  overdue. 

We  cannot  agree  that  the  share  of  the  employee’s  contribution  to 
the  retirement  fund  should  be  increased  thereby  diluting  the  already 
meager  take-home  pay  increase  proposed  by  the  administration  just 
because  the  Government,  after  years  of  no  payments,  now  agrees  to 
ante  up. 

We  join  with  other  unions  in  urging  that  this  committee  take  a 
hard  look  at  the  manner  in  which  the  uniform  allowance  provision 
in  the  1965  law  is  being  administered  and  issue  directives  to  non- 
conforming  agencies. 

Finally,  because  Congress  has  the  responsibility  for  fixing  salaries 
and  wages  for  Federal  employees,  a  responsibility  which  it  dare  not 
abdicate  to  any  other  branch  of  the  Government,  we  respectfully 
suggest  that,  before  abandoning  the  principle  of  comparability,  a 
study  be  made  to  see  if  the  salary  criteria  can  be  adjusted  and  the  lime 
lag  shortened  so  as  to  make  comparability  an  instrument  of  justice 
to  the  Federal  employee  instead  of  the  torture  chamber  of  frustration 
that  it  threatens  to  become. 

Again,  we  thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to  appear  before  you  and 
express  our  views  on  the  important  issues  with  which  your  committee 
has  to  deal.  We  sincerely  hope  that  this  statement  will  assist  you  in 
your  deliberations.  We  are  certain  that  you  share  with  us  the  desire 
to  produce  and  enact  a  bill  that  will  do  justice  to  all  Federal  em¬ 
ployees. 

Senator  Randolph.  Mr.  Smith,  to  you  and  Mr.  Williams  and  Mr. 
Henderson,  we  are  grateful  for  the  preparation  and  presentation  of 
this  testimony.  If  there  is  one  sentence  which  I  want  to  completely 
agree  with  in  your  statement,  it  is  the  last.  aWe  are  certain  that 
you  share  with  us  the  desire  to  produce  and  enact  a  bill  that  will  do 
justice  to  all  Federal  employees.” 

I  would  not  want  to  be  derelict  in  my  duty  in  the  matter  of  paying 
increases  to  all  employees. 

Your  very  excellent  statement  will  be  helpful,  I  am  sure,  to  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  committee  who  are  not  present  to  hear  it  as  Senator 
Carlson  and  I  have  been  privileged  to  near  it. 

Senator  Carlson.  I  wish  to  commend  Mr.  Smith  in  behalf  of  the 
32,000  members  of  the  National  Alliance  of  Postal  and  Federal  Em¬ 
ployees.  It  is  a  statement  that  contains  much  material  and  in¬ 
formation. 

As  a  matter  of  fact,  I  helped  write  the  comparability  provision  in 
the  1962  act  and  have  been  greatly  disappointed  we  have  not  been 
able  to  carry  it  out  and  wish  I  could  offer  hope  we  are  going  to  do  it 
this  year.  That  is  my  personal  feeling  and  I  will  not  be  happy  until 
we  do. 

61-925 — 66 - 16 
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I  appreciate,  so  much,  your  appearance  this  morning. 

Senator  Randolph.  Thank  you,  gentlemen. 

Air.  Brady,  will  you  come  forward? 

STATEMENT  OF  JOHN  G.  BRADY,  LEGISLATIVE  CHAIRMAN, 
NATIONAL  ASSOCIATION  OF  INTERNAL  REVENUE  EMPLOYEES, 
ACCOMPANIED  BY  GEORGE  BURSACH,  EXECUTIVE  SECRETARY- 
TREASURER 

Air.  Brady.  Air.  Chairman,  I  am  accompanied  on  my  right  by 
Mr.  George  Bursach,  executive  president  of  our  association. 

Air.  Chairman,  I  have  a  seven -page  brief  and  would  like  your  per¬ 
mission  to  place  it  in  the  record. 

Senator  Randolph.  Without  objection,  and  I  know  you  will  com¬ 
ment  on  the  points  you  believe  should  be  stressed. 

(The  document  follows:) 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee,  Mr.  Bursach  and  I  appreciate 
the  opportunity  to  present  our  association’s  views  on  the  1966  proposals  for 
Federal  employee  pav  and  benefits. 

We  fully  support  the  President’s  comments  of  May  12,  1965,  when  he  said 
<<*  *  *  Cqual  pay  for  substantially  equal  work,  and  pay  distinctions  in  keeping 
with  work  and  performance  distinctions;  and  salary  rates  comparable  with  private 
enterprise  salary  rates  for  the  same  levels  of  work.”  Also  his  concern  for  the 
“dignity,  opportunity,  and  profound  personal  achievement  in  the  public  service 
as  a  profession.”  Also  the  President’s  comment  on  March  7,  1966,  “among  the 
many  blessings  which  Americans  can  count  is  a  corps  of  Federal  civil  servants  that 
is  unequaled  anywhere  in  the  world.  TTonest,  intelligent,  efficient,  and  above 

all _ dedicated,  these  men  and  women  represent  a  national  resource  and  a  national 

asset. 

“America  expects  much  of  these  public  servants.  We  have  made  vigorous 
demands  on  their  time  and  energy.  We  have  exacted  from  their  high  standards 
of  work  and  conduct.” 

Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  President.  We  in  the  Internal  Revenue  appreciate 
these  kind  comments. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  in  the  Service  also  appreciate  your  kindness  and  under¬ 
standing  of  our  services  to  the  public.  And,  I  might  add,  you  will  always  be  able 
to  depend  on  our  59,000  Internal  Revenue  employees  to  do  dedicated  work. 

1.  Adjustment  of  Statutory  Salary  Schedules 

Our  organization  fully  agrees  with  the  four  paramount  principles  as  outlined 
in  the  last  session  regarding  pay  structure. 

1.  To  reaffirm  the  commitment  of  the  Congress  to  the  policy  of  adjusting  the 
civilian  career  salary  systems  of  the  Federal  Government  in  accordance  with  the 
principle  of  comparability  enacted  into  law  in  the  Federal  Salary  Reform  Act 

°^2.^To  establish  a  new,  consistent,  and  rational  salary  structure  for  positions 
of  the  highest  level  in  the  Federal  Government  in  the  legislative,  executive,  and 

judicial  branches.  .  . 

3.  To  provide  a  logical  and  appropriate  relationship  between  career  salaries 
paid  under  the  four  civilian  statutory  pay  systems  and  compensation  for  top 
positions  in  the  three  branches. 

4.  To  adopt  a  salary  structure  designed  to  meet  the  present-day  needs  of  the 
Federal  Government,  the  most  important  of  which  is  obtaining  and  retaining 
personnel  of  the  highest  caliber  at  every  level,  without  imposing  upon  any  officer 
or  employee  a  degree  of  financial  sacrifice  inconsistent  with  the  principles  of 
democratic  government. 

sfs  *  *  *  *  * 

Will  Federal  employees  pay  for  Vietnam  and  the  Great  Society? 

This  may  appear  to  be  an  unusual  question,  but  let  us  examine  its  implication. 

Without  a  doubt  an  employee  of  the  Federal  Government  is  as  willing  as 
anv  citizen  in  the  United  States  to  contribute  his  support  not  only  to  our  fighting 
men  in  Vietnam  but  also  to  the  underprivileged  and  less  fortunate  in  this  country. 
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However,  it  seems  unreasonable  to  assess  Federal  employees  over  and  above 
other  citizens  in  order  to  do  this.  You  may  ask,  “How  are  the  Federal  employees 
paying  any  more  than  everybody  else?”  This  can  be  answered  very  simply. 
They  are  being  underpaid  for  services  rendered.  Accordingly,  every  year  that 
the  comparability  feature  in  the  Federal  pay  bills  is  postponed,  the  employee, 
in  effect,  is  paying  over  and  above  his  or  her  share  toward  the  operation  of  the 
Federal  Government  and  its  program. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  would  like  the  Congress  to  give  us  comparability  this  year. 
I  note  the  pay  of  the  White  House  assistants  was  raised  from  $28,500  to  $30,000. 
This  would  amount  to  a  5j4-percent  raise. 

AGENT’S  VIEW'  COST  OF  LIVING 

We  require  our  new  employees  to  possess  educational  skills  of  a  nature  which 
would  command  higher  salaries  in  private  industry.  And  we  are  constantly 
endeavoring  to  increase  the  skills  of  our  experienced  personnel,  these  efforts  on 
a  comparable  basis  with  industry.  I  belong  to  various  professional  organizations 
and  on  many  occasions  rub  elbows  with  members  of  these  organizations  in  the 
resolution  of  many  problems  that  require  the  utilization  of  professional  know¬ 
how.  Yet  I  cannot  compete  with  their  way  of  social  life  due  to  the  lack  of  salary 
equalization  commensurate  with  the  ability  which  I  am  expected  to  possess. 

Inasmuch  as  we  are  not  afforded  the  opportunity  of  overtime  pay  and  many  of 
the  other  fringe  benefits  of  private  industry,  it  is  mandatory  that  the  pay  scale 
of  employees  at  least  keep  pace  with  that  of  private  industry.  Many  capable 
employees  either  leave  the  Service  or  become  complacent  due  to  this  loss  of  reward 
for  services  rendered. 

You  are  aware  of  the  special  requirements  placed  on  us  by  the  code  of  conduct. 
Recent  surveys  indicating  that  Federal  employees  were  the  largest  single  group 
engaged  in  moonlighting  are  significant.  This  is  a  clear  demonstration  of  the 
need  for  a  salary  adjustment.  Many  are  forced  to  obtain  permission  to  work 
at  two  jobs  to  make  ends  meet.  In  this  situation  wre  all  suffer. 

RECRUITING  NEW  AGENTS 

Recruiting  the  past  2  years  in  colleges  and  universities  to  secure  top-flight 
agents  has  been  a  problem.  Industries’  starting  salary  scales  have  been  above 
our  GS  grade  structure.  Therefore,  we  have  been  unable  to  secure  top  level 
college  graduates.  New'  employees  consider  not  only  the  entrance  grades,  grades  5, 
7,  and  9,  but  in  addition,  look  well  beyond  these  to  sec  what  Government  means 
in  terms  of  their  careers.  They  are  not  after  large  amounts  of  money.  What 
they  are  after,  it  seems  to  me,  is  opportunity  for  useful  and  dignified  service. 
They  expect  the  Government  to  be  fair  (as  far  as  equal  pay  is  concerned)  and  to 
be  assured  on  the  part  of  the  people  they  work  for  that  fairness  will  prevail  through¬ 
out  their  career. 

There  is  conclusive  evidence,  as  you  gentlemen  know,  to  point  out  the  fact  that 
there  is  major  disparity  between  what  is  paid  by  private  enterprise  and  what  is 
paid  by  the  public  to  its  leadership.  We  know'  that  there  always  will  be  disparity. 
We  know  that  many  of  those  w'ho  come  to  wrork  for  the  Government  do  so  because 
they  feel  the  importance  of  rendering  service.  We  feel,  however,  that  we  must  not 
penalize  them  for  desiring  to  be  of  service  to  their  country. 

Our  organization  composed  of  over  27,000  Internal  Revenue  employees  strongly 
urges  the  principle  of  comparability  when  you  debate  the  issues  covering  1966 
pay  bill. 

REVISED  TAX  TREATMENT  OF  RETIREMENT  BENEFITS 

Pensions  paid  to  retired  employees  are  usually  taxable  compensation,  although 
there  have  been  exceptions.  Annuities  or  pensions  paid  under  the  Railroad 
Retirement  Act  are  not  taxable.  Payments  under  the  Social  Security  Act  are  not 
taxable  to  employees  or  their  families.  The  following  unemployment  payments 
are  not  taxable:  unemployment  payments  made  by  a  State  agency  out  of  the 
Federal  unemployment  trust  fund;  payments  made  to  Federal  employees  during 
unemployment  periods  by  State  or  Fedei'al  agencies;  and  unemployment  benefits 
received  from  a  private  fund,  except  to  the  extent  that  they  exceed  the  amounts 
contributed  by  the  recipient  member. 

Annuities  paid  to  Federal  civil  service  employees  are  taxable  like  any  other 
ordinary  annuities,  as  are  servicemen’s  annuity  payments. 

Our  association,  at  the  27t,h  annual  convention,  August  23-28,  1965,  Washing¬ 
ton,  D.C.,  adopted  the  following  recommendation: 
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TO  EXEMPT  FROM  INCOME  TAX  ANNUITIES  AND  PENSIONS  PAID  BY  THE  UNITED 

STATES  TO  ITS  EMPLOYEES 

Whereas  social  security  and  railroad  retirement  pensions  are  excluded  from 
gross  income  for  income  tax  purposes;  and 

Whereas,  due  to  increased  cost  of  living  and  impaired  productive  ability,  our 
retired  employees  are  facing  difficulty  in  maintaining  a  good  standard  of  living: 
Be  it 

Resolved,  That  this  convention  support  bills  H.R.  1013  and  H.R.  1126  now  in 
the  Ways  and  Means  Committee  of  the  89th  Congress. 

FULL  ANNUITY  AT  AGE  55  WITH  30  YEARS  OF  SERVICE 

Our  association  strongly  urges  and  recommends  the  enactment  of  full  annuity 
at  age  55  after  30  years  of  service  with  certain  reservations. 

We  believe  that  may  of  our  employees  with  30  or  more  years  of  service  would 
avail  themselves  of  the  opportunity  of  retiring  at  an  age  earlier  than  now  possible, 
and  that  30  years  of  service  is  universally  accepted  as  a  period  of  full  and  complete 
service. 

We  would  like  to  comment  on  Mr.  Macy’s  testimony  of  March  7,  1966,  and 
I  quote,  “We  now  recommend  that  optional  retirement  on  full  annuity  be  per¬ 
mitted  beginning  at  age  55  after  30  years  of  service,  and  that  Government,  as 
employer,  be  allowed  to  initiate  the  option  for  employees  at  GS-13  and  above.” 
Our  association  has  instructed  me  that  we  are  not  in  favor  of  the  Government 
option  if  they  are  to  use  the  privilege  to  retire  workers  GS-13  and  above  as  a 
“tool”  for  personal  reasons  by  management.  We  feel  necessary  safeguards  should 
be  erected  to  protect  the  employee  against  abuse  of  this  measure. 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee,  on  behalf  of  our  27,000  members, 
my  sincere  thanks  for  allowing  me  the  privilege  to  appear  here  today. 

George  Bursach, 
Executive  Secretary-Treasurer . 

John  G.  Brady, 

Legislative  Chairman. 

Mr.  Brady.  Federal  taxes,  one  of  the  outstanding  characteristics 
of  the  American  tax  system  is  its  voluntary  nature  where  each  tax¬ 
payer  has  a  taxed  obligation  and  makes  his  payment  to  the  Service. 
To  assure  continuation  of  this,  the  Service  makes  studies  to  ascertain 
that  taxpayers’  obligations  are  properly  determined  and  satisfied  and 
vigorously  enforce  the  laws  against  those  persons  who  would  defraud 
the  Federal  Government. 

Key  people  are  in  these  agent  positions  who  must  keep  pace  with 
collections.  Our  Service  collected  last  year,  during  1965,  $117,684 
billion.  We  have  approximately  60,000  employees  on  the  roll. 

Now,  the  cost  to  collect  these  dollars  runs  now  around  a  half  cent 
per  dollar.  Ten  years  ago,  it  was  0.42  or  0.44. 

Special  note  on  salaries:  The  functions  of  the  Federal  salary  system 
are  to  fix  salary  rates  for  the  services  rendered  by  the  Federal  em¬ 
ployees  so  as  to  make  possible  the  employment  of  persons  well  quali¬ 
fied  to  conduct  the  Government’s  program  and  to  control  expenditures 
of  public  funds  for  special  services  and  deal  with  equity  and  fairness 
to  the  taxpayer. 

This  is  particularly  true  of  Internal  Revenue  employees  who  must 
maintain  the  highest  integrity  in  relation  to  the  job  and  the  position. 

An  employee  should  receive  a  fair  day’s  pay  for  a  fair  day’s  work 
The  Congress  affirmed  this  principle  in  the  past  by  setting  the  salaries 
on  a  comparable  basis  to  a  degree  with  the  salaries  paid  by  private 
industry  for  similar  work.  The  committees  established  by  the 
President  to  investigate  this  comparability  has  reported  its  findings 
and  determined  that  salaries  paid  by  private  industry  were  much 
larger  than  salaries  paid  by  the  Government,  especially  in  manage¬ 
ment,  professional,  and  scientific  grades. 
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Our  association  of  27,000  Internal  Revenue  employees  urge  your 
committee  to  make  their  salaries  comparable  to  employees  in  private 
industry. 

Shortage  in  maintaining  Internal  Revenue  Service  employees:  The 
Wall  Street  Journal  of  April  14,  this  year,  stated  the  last  minute 
pressure  on  the  agents  is  especially  severe  because  there  is  a  shortage 
of  agents.  For  all  its  pride  and  loyalty  the  Internal  Revenue  has 
much  trouble  recruiting  and  keeping  county  tax  agents.  For  one 
reason,  it  does  not  pay  as  much  as  private  industry. 

Starting  slaries  for  agents  range  from  $6,100  to  $6,200  a  year  but 
with  the  demand  in  private  industry,  private  concerns  have  been 
topping  salaries  to  college  graduates,  thus  causing  a  shortage  in  the 
IRS  college  recruiting  program.  The  Internal  Revenue  Service 
hoped  to  hire  about  a  thousand  new  employees  in  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  but  it  is  still  about  a  hundred  short  even  though  the 
main  source  of  supply,  last  June’s  college  graduates,  has  long  since 
been  screened. 

Many  men  who  join  the  Internal  Revenue  Service  look  at  it  as  a 
training  ground  for  high  paying  jobs.  They  go  through  the  Internal 
Revenue  tax  training  course,  often  said  to  be  the  best  in  the  country, 
and  quit  after  3  years  or  so,  just  when  they  are  beginning  to  be  valuable 
to  the  Service. 

About  6.6  percent  of  all  Internal  Revenue  agents,  that  is  825 
agents,  left  the  Service  in  this  last  fiscal  year — in  1964  it  was  5.5. 
The  cost  of  training,  I  am  checking  on  that  and  I  would  like  to  furnish 
it  to  this  committee  shortly. 

The  association  recommends  July  1,  1966,  as  the  effective  date  of 
the  pay  bill.  _  ... 

Full  annuity  at  age  55  with  30  years  of  service:  Our  association  lias 
instructed  me  that  we  are  not  in  favor  of  the  Government  option,  if 
they  are  to  use  the  privilege  of  retiring  workers  as  a  tool  for  personal 
reasons  by  management.  We  feel  necessary  safeguards  should  be 
erected  to  protect  the  employee. 

Mr.  Bursach  and  myself  always  feel  a  distinct  pleasure  in  appearing 
before  your  committee  and  I  might  add  the  civil  service  staff  is  very 
helpful  in  accommodating  us. 

Thank  you. 

Senator  Hartice  (presiding).  Mr.  Brady,  I  want  to  thank  you  for 
appearing. 

Mr.  Bursach.  I  would  like  to  join  Mr.  Brady  in  expressing  our 
thanks  for  the  opportunity  afforded  us  to  appear  before  this  com¬ 
mittee.  I  would  like  you  to  know  Mr.  Brady  is  a  full-time  employee 
of  IRS  on  annual  leave  and  he  appears  here  to  represent  his  fellow 
employees. 

Thank  you. 

STATEMENT  OF  C.  L.  DORSON,  PRESIDENT,  RETIREMENT  FED¬ 
ERATION  OF  CIVIL  SERVICE  EMPLOYEES  OF  THE  U.S.  GOV¬ 
ERNMENT 

Senator  Hartke.  Mr.  C.  L.  Dorson,  president  of  the  Retirement 
Federation  of  Civil  Service  Employees  of  the  U.S.  Government. 

Good  morning,  sir. 

I  note  from  the  list  that  we  have  seven  more  witnesses  to  appear 
today.  I  am  hopeful,  where  you  can,  you  will  summarize  your  state- 
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ment  and  we  will  give  every  consideration  to  the  entire  statement  and 
we  hope  to  complete  the  statements  in  the  earliest  possible  time. 

Mr.  Dorson.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee,  my  name  is  C.  L. 
Dorson.  I  am  president  of  the  Retirement  Federation  of  Civil 
Service  Employees,  an  organization  of  approximately  90,000  members, 
most  of  whom  are  currently  employed  by  the  U.S.  Government. 

We  are  primarily  interested  in  title  V,  sections  501  through  509  of 
H.R.  14122  which  proposes  amendments  to,  or  otherwise  affects,  the 
Civil  Service  Retirement  Act.  With  your  permission,  we  shall 
address  ourselves  only  to  these  provisions  of  the  bill. 

Briefly,  title  V  of  H.R.  14122  would  make  the  following  changes  in  the 
Civil  Services  Retirement  Act. 

(1)  Section  502  would  amend  the  definition  of  the  term  “child,” 
under  section  l(j)  so  as  to  permit  a  child  who  is  a  full-time  student  to 
continue  in  receipt  of  a  survivor  annuity  until  he  reaches  age  22. 
This  would  extend  the  child’s  annuity  for  2  months  longer  than  is 
possible  under  current  law. 

Section  502  would  also  eliminate  the  present  requirement,  under 
section  l(j),  that  a  surviving  child  must  have  received  more  than  one- 
half  of  his  support  from  the  employee  or  member,  on  whose  service  the 
child’s  annuity  is  based,  to  qualify  for  an  annuity. 

With  respect  to  the  amendments  to  section  l(j)  there  is  one  small 
matter  to  which  we  invite  your  attention.  This  concerns  the  period 
of  nonattendance  allowed  students  between  semesters.  In  present 
law  and  in  section  502  of  H.R.  14122,  this  period  is  a  maximum  of  4 
calendar  months. 

H.R.  1746,  as  reported  by  this  committee  and  passed  by  the  Senate, 
increases  this  period  to  5  calendar  months.  The  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives  approved  this  amendment  on  Tuesday,  April  19,  1966,  and 
cleared  the  bill  for  the  White  House.  Therefore,  we  suggest  that 
H.R.  14122  be  amended  by  substituting  “5”  in  lieu  of  “4”  in  line  20  on 
page  25.  The  remaining  provisions  of  H.R.  1746  are  already  incor¬ 
porated  therein. 

Senator  Hartke.  I  might  call  your  attention  to  the  fact  the  Presi¬ 
dent  signed  that  bill  yesterday. 

Mr.  Dorson.  Thank  you.  I  was  not  aware  he  had  signed  it. 

(2)  Section  503  would  amend  section  3  so  as  to  permit  employees 
who  are,  or  were,  granted  leave  without  pay  while  serving  as  an 
officer  or  employee  of  an  organization  composed  primarily  of  Federal 
civilian  employees,  to  receive  full  credit  for  such  leave  in  the  computa¬ 
tion  of  annuities  based  on  their  service,  provided  payment  to  the 
retirement  fund  is  made  as  though  they  were  in  a  pay  status.  Pres¬ 
ently,  no  more  than  6  months  of  such  leave  without  pay  may  be 
credited  in  each  calendar  year. 

(3)  Section  504  would  amend  section  6(a)  so  as  to  permit  employees 
only  to  retire  at  age  55,  with  30  or  more  years  of  service,  without 
reduction  for  age.  This  option  is  not  new.  It  is  presently  available 
to  both  employees  and  members  who  qualify,  but  the  annuity  is 
reduced  by  one-twelfth  of  1  percent  for  each  full  month  the  employee 
or  member  is  under  age  60  on  the  date  of  retirement. 

This  section  of  H.R.  14122  also  proposes  an  amendment  to  section 
6(b)  which  would  provide  employees  the  option  of  retiring  at  age  60 
with  20  years’  service.  This  is  new  for  the  employee,  reducing  the 
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present  permissive  age  by  2  years,  but  members  now  have  the  right 
to  retire  at  age  60  with  only  10  years’  service. 

Section  504  would,  in  addition,  amend  section  6(f)  so  as  to  permit 
Members  or  former  Members  completing  25  years’  service,  or  who 
reach  age  50  with  20  years’  service  or  serve  in  9  Congresses,  to  credit 
service  "in  an  office  or  position  in  the  executive  branch  of  the  U.S. 
Government,  including  corporations  owned  or  controlled  by  the 
Government,  as  member  service.  Such  service  is  now  creditable 
for  retirement  purposes  at  the  rate  of  2  percent  of  average  salary. 
The  amendment  would  provide  credit  at  the  rate  of  2%  percent  of 
average  salary. 

(4)  Section  505  would  amend  section  9(c)  so  as  to  permit  Mem¬ 
bers  and  former  Members,  who  serve  in  an  appointive  position  ter¬ 
minating  after  March  31,  1966,  to  use  the  final  salary  of  the  appointive 
position,  rather  than  the  final  salary  as  a  Member,  as  the  salary  on 
which  the  maximum  annuity  is  based. 

Section  505  would  also  amend  section  9(d)  by  providing  that  the 
annuity  of  an  employee  retiring  because  he  is  involuntarily  separated 
shall  be  reduced  by  one-sixth  of  1  percent  for  each  full  month  he 
is  under  age  55  at  date  of  separation.  Presently,  the  reduction  is 
one-twelfth  of  1  percent  for  each  full  month  the  employee  is  under 
age  60  plus  one-sixth  of  1  percent  for  each  full  month  under  age  55 
as  will  continue  to  be  the  case  for  Members  retiring  for  involuntary 
separation  or  on  a  deferred  annuity  at  age  50. 

(5)  Section  506  would  amend  sections  10(a)(2)  and  10(c)  so  as  to 
permit  the  widows  and  widowers  of  employees  or  retired  employees 
to  continue  in  receipt  of  their  survivor  annuities  if  they  remarry  after 
reaching  age  60.  Present  law  requires  that  such  annuities  be  termi¬ 
nated  upon  remarriage  at  any  age,  and  this  would  continue  in  the 
case  of  the  widow  or  widower  of  a  Member  of  Congress. 

This  section  would  also  add  a  new  subsection  (f)  to  section  10 
which  would  permit  the  restoration  of  annuity,  to  the  surviving 
spouse  of  an  employee  or  member  whose  annuity  was  terminated 
because  of  remarriage  prior  to  age  60,  if  the  remarriage  is  dissolved 
by  death,  annulment,  or  divorce.  The  restoration  of  annuity  would 
be  subject  to  the  waiving  of  any  survivor  benefit,  under  a  retirement 
system  established  for  employees  of  the  Government,  resulting  from 
the  remarriage,  and  repayment  of  any  lump  sum  paid  upon  termina¬ 
tion  of  the  annuity. 

In  addition,  section  506  would  amend  section  10(d)  so  as  to  provide 
the  following  additional  annuity  benefits  for  the  surviving  children 
of  employees  and  members: 

(1)  make  such  annuities  subject  to  automatic  increases,  based  on 
the  Consumer  Price  Index,  under  section  18  of  the  Civil  Service 
Retirement  Act. 

(2)  continue  the  annuity  of  a  child  who  is  a  student  to  age  22 
rather  than  age  21  as  at  present. 

(3)  permit  the  starting  or  restoration  of  annuity  to  a  student- 
child  at  any  time  between  ages  18  and  22.  Under  present  law,  a 
child  who  becomes  a  student  after  reaching  age  18,  or  who  again 
becomes  a  student  after  termination  of  his  anniuty,  is  not  eligible 
to  receive  such  an  annuity. 

(4)  eliminate  the  present  requirement  that  a  surviving  child  must 
have  received  more  than  one-half  of  his  support  from  the  employee 
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or  member,  on  whose  service  the  child’s  benefit  is  based,  to  qualify 
for  an  annuity. 

RECOMPUTATION  FOR  CERTAIN  ANNUITIES 

Section  507,  while  it  affects  annuities  payable  under  the  Civil 
Service  Retirement  Act,  does  not  amend  that  act.  It  provides 
that,  effective  July  1,  1966,  the  annuity  of  each  employee  who  retired 
between  April  1,  1948,  and  October  11,  1962,  and  elected  a  reduced 
annuity  in  order  to  provide  an  annuity  for  his  or  her  surviving  spouse, 
the  annuity  of  the  surviving  spouse  of  such  a  retired  employee, 
and  the  annuity  of  the  surviving  spouse  of  each  employee  who  died 
in  service  on  or  after  February  29,  1948,  and  before  October  11,  1962, 
shall  be  recomputed  and  paid  as  if  the  provisions  of  present  law  had 
been  in  effect  on  the  date  of  the  employee’s  retirement  or  death. 

There  is  no  such  provision  in  the  current  Civil  Service  Retire¬ 
ment  Act  and  this  has  resulted  in  rather  meager  survivor  annuities 
at  very  high  cost  to  employees  who  retired  before  October  11,  1962. 
We  should  add,  however,  that  the  provisions  of  section  507,  as  we 
understand  them,  could  produce,  in  some  instances,  annuities  higher 
than  would  be  possible  under  current  law  for  employees  who  retire 
from  the  same  position  with  equal  service  and  their  survivors. 

EFFECTIVE  DATES 

Section  508  provides  that  the  amendments  made  by  title  V,  to  the 
Civil  Service  Retirement  Act,  shall  not  apply,  except  to  children 
under  section  l(j),  in  the  cases  of  persons  retired  or  otherwise  sepa¬ 
rated  prior  to  the  date  of  enactment  of  H.R.  14122.  This  would 
seem  to  exclude  the  children  of  employees  or  members  now  retired 
or  otherwise  separated  from  some  of  the  amendments  to  section 
10  td),  particularly  that  provision  which  will  permit  the  starting  or 
restoration  of  the  student-child’s  annuity  between  ages  18  and  22. 

If  our  assumptions  are  correct,  we  suggest  that  sections  508(b) 
and  508(c)  be  amended  by  adding  section  10(d)  as  appropriate  in 
each  of  these  subsections. 

Mr.  Chairman,  as  the  committee  knows,  there  are  many  other 
features  of  the  Civil  Service  Retirement  Act  to  which  amendments 
have  been  proposed  and  which  we  think  merit  your  attention.  How¬ 
ever,  in  recognition  of  the  task  before  you  and  existing  realities,  we 
endorse  the  provisions  of  title  V  of  H.R.  14122,  as  passed  by  the 
House  of  Representatives,  and  ask  your  favorable  consideration  of 
them  together  with  the  amendments  we  have  proposed. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  are  grateful  to  the  members  of  the  committee 
for  their  interest  and  effort  in  behalf  of  the  Federal  Employees  and 
appreciate  the  opportunity  you  have  provided  for  the  expression  of 
our  views. 

Senator  Hartke.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Dorson,  and  your  suggested 
amendments  will  receive  consideration.  Thank  you  for  your 
cooperation. 

Mr.  Davis  Moorhead  is  our  next  witness  and  he  is  accompanied 
by  Mark  Newman. 
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STATEMENT  OF  DAVIS  T.  MOORHEAD,  PRESIDENT,  PATENT 

OFFICE  SOCIETY,  ACCOMPANIED  BY  MARK  NEWMAN,  INTERIM 

CHAIRMAN  OF  THE  LEGISLATIVE  COMMITTEE 

Mr.  Moorhead.  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee, 
I  am  Davis  T.  Moorhead,  president  of  the  Patent  Office  Society,  and 
with  me  is  Mark  Newman,  interim  chairman  of  the  legislative  com¬ 
mittee  of  the  society.  We  are  both  on  annual  leave  today. 

The  Patent  Office  Society  is  an  organization  devoted  to  the  profes¬ 
sional  development  of  patent  examiners  and  to  the  improvement  of 
the  U.S.  patent  system.  Over  1,050  examiners  and  other  profes¬ 
sionals  are  members  of  the  society.  This  represents  approximately 
90  percent  of  the  total  number  of  professional  employees  in  the 
Patent  Office.  However,  it  may  be  noted  here  that  these  people  are 
at  the  fountainhead  of  science  and  technology  dissemination  in  the 
United  States. 

We  thank  you  very  much  for  the  opportunity  to  be  heard. 

As  you  know,  the  U.S.  patent  system  has,  this  past  year,  commem¬ 
orated  the  175th  anniversary  of  the  Patent  Act  of  1790.  The  imple¬ 
mentation  of  the  U.S.  patent  system  rests  on  the  shoulders  of  the 
Congress  of  the  United  States  as  provided  for  in  article  I,  section  8  of 
the  Constitution.  Congress  provides  the  statutory  basis  for  our 
examination  system,  the  physical  facilities  in  which  we  perform  our 
work,  and  the  salary  scale  by  which  we  are  paid.  It  is  with  this  last 
subject  in  mind  that  we  are  here  today. 

In  order  for  the  Patent  Office  to  perform  the  job  assigned  by  Con¬ 
gress,  it  is  the  Society’s  belief  that  the  Office  must  be  able  to  attract 
and  retain  skilled  professional  help.  Patent  examiners  have  degrees 
in  engineering,  chemistry,  or  physics.  In  addition,  most  examiners 
either  have  a  law  degree  or  are  pursuing  studies  towards  one. 

Our  job  requires  a  scientific  as  well  as  a  legal  background. 

To  attract  and  retain  its  professional  employees  the  Patent  Office 
must  be  able  to  compete  in  the  open  labor  market  for  people  who  have 
such  scientific  and  legal  disciplines. 

Recentty,  the  Patent  Office  has  not  been  able  to  effectively  compete 
in  this  market,  mainly  because  of  its  salary  schedule. 

During  the  past  months  the  Office  has  not  been  able  to  recruit 
enough  technical  people  to  fill  the  vacancies  it  now  has. 

Coupled  with  this,  the  Office  has  an  annual  turnover  rate  of  15 
percent  of  its  professional  staff.  Since  it  takes  over  3  years  to  train 
an  examiner  to  the  point  where  he  is  able  to  perform  his  tasks  without 
substantial  supervision,  one  can  see  the  enormous  problem  before  the 
Office. 

The  annual  turnover  rate  for  the  Patent  Office  professional  staff 
by  year  has  been: 


Turnover _ _ _  16%  16%  14%  16% 

Calendar  years _  1962  1963  1964  1965 


Why  does  the  professional  staff  of  the  Patent  Office  leave  the 
Office?  One  of  the  significant  reasons  is  economic.  When  one  con¬ 
siders  that  corporate  industry  and  law  firms  can  hold  out  to  the 
Patent  Office  professional  staff  much  greater  monetary  rewards  than 
the  Office  can  offer,  it  is  not  surprising  that  the  Patent  Office  has  the 
turnover  problem  it  now  faces.  A  recent  survey  of  1963  incomes  of 
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patent  practitioners  taken  by  the  American  Patent  Law  Association 
shows  the  following  salary  scale,  with  which  the  U.S.  Patent  Office 
has  to  compete. 


Years  of  practice 


3  years. 
5  years. 
7  years. 

10  years. 


15  years. 


20  years. 


25  years 


1963  salaries 


GS  grade  and 
approximate 
1965  salary 

Corporate 

Private  practice 

Median 

Mean 

Median 

Mean 

GS-11 

$8,961... 

$11,250 

$11,385 

$8,  900 

$8, 822 

GS-12 

10,619... 

12,  000 

12,  266 

9, 100 

GS-13 

12,510... 

14,000 

14,  050 

14, 500 

16,  003 

GS-13 

GS-14 

12.510.. . 

14.680.. . 

|  15, 500 

16,  550 

18,  200 

21, 364 

GS-13 

12,510... 

GS-14 

14,680... 

19,  000 

19,  777 

24,200 

26, 432 

GS-15 

17,055... 

GS-13 

12,510... 

32,086 

GS-14 

14,680... 

19,350 

20, 661 

30,000 

GS-15 

17,055... 

GS-13 

12,510... 

31, 895 

GS-14 

14,680. _. 

24, 000 

24,  097 

30, 000 

GS-15 

17,055. .. 

This  chart  clearly  shows  that  present  Government  salaries  are  not 
competitive  even  when  compared  with  the  salaries  received  by  our 
private  industry  counterparts  3  years  ago.  Since  the  American 
patent  law  survey  3  years  ago  one  can  reasonably  expect  that  the 
salaries  indicated  therein  have  risen  at  least  by  the  change  in  the  cost 
of  living. 

The  late  President  Kennedy  offered  to  the  Congress,  several  years 
ago,  a  plan  to  raise  Government  salaries  to  their  comparable  industry 
counterpart.  The  Congress  in  the  Pay  Act  of  1962  likewise  accepted 
the  plan  of  comparability.  The  theory  behind  this  comparability 
salary  plan  was  to  equip  the  Government  in  its  fight  for  the  skilled 
worker.  The  Patent  Office  Society  favors  and  supports  salary 
comparability. 

Wo  would  be  foolish  to  appear  before  you  to  seek  salary  increases 
which  match  what  patent  practitioners  in  industry  receive  with  20 
years’  experience.  We  realize  that  this  is  out  of  the  question. 

However,  we  do  support  the  principle  of  full  comparability  with  the 
Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  reports  on  which  the  comparability  feature 
is  based. 

We  understand  that  President  Johnson’s  desire  is  to  regulate  salaries 
in  direct  proportion  to  productivity  of  the  industry  involved.  During 
the  1965  calendar  year  the  number  of  Patent  Office  professional 
examiners  has  decreased  slightly  from  1964.  But  during  fiscal  1965 
the  productivity  of  the  Patent  Office  increased  by  35  percent  based 
upon  the  number  of  patent  applications  upon  which  prosecution  was 
completed — fiscal  1965:  102,165  applications  completed,  fiscal  1964: 
75,825  applications  completed. 

We  do  not  seek  a  like  percent  increase  in  salaries.  What  we  do 
seek  is  comparability  for  the  upper  grades,  GS-5  through  GS-18. 
Recent  newspaper  articles  and  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  surveys 
show  that  the  employees  in  the  lower  grades  are  much  closer  to  the 
comparability  figures  than  the  upper  grades — -see  statement  of  John 
Macy,  Jr.,  of  April  1966  before  this  committee. 
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We  realize  that  there  are  various  pressures  to  keep  the  Government 
pay  raise  to  a  minimum  of  an  overall  3.2  percent  because  of  the  Viet¬ 
nam  situation  and  the  current  threat  of  inflation. 

What  we  earnestly  ask  of  you,  the  Congress,  is  that  you  apply  the 
available  money  for  salary  increases  to  those  areas  which  are  furthest 
from  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  comparability  guidelines.  We  ask 
you  to  apply  large  and  significant  increases  to  the  salaries  of  Govern¬ 
ment  employees  in  grades  GS-5  through  GS-18.  We  ask  no  favorit¬ 
ism,  we  ask  only  equity. 

It  is,  of  course,  axiomatic  that  a  government  such  as  ours  must  be 
staffed  by  the  best  trained  and  most  efficient  persons  available.  Since 
a  substantial  share  of  these  persons  are  either  lost  or  potentially  lost 
by  the  Patent  Office  to  private  industry  primarily  due  to  greater 
salary  prospects,  it  follows  that  our  Government  should  meet  con¬ 
temporary  salaries. 

It  is  the  society’s  conviction  that  the  Patent  Office,  as  well  as  other 
Government  agencies,  can  attract  and  retain  a  greater  percentage  of 
the  skilled  professional  persons  needed  only  by  maintaining  a  com¬ 
parable  salary  scale. 

You  gentlemen  hold  the  key  to  the  Government  being  able  to  do 
just  that.  We  urge  that  you  use  that  key  by  greatly  increasing  the 
salaries  of  grades  GS-5  through  GS-18. 

Thank  you  very  much  for  this  opportunity  to  be  heard. 

Out  statement  is  short  and  I  would  like,  with  your  permission, 
for  Mr.  Newman,  chairman  of  this  committee  of  the  society,  to  present 
his  views. 

Senator  Hartke.  That  will  be  fine. 

Mr.  Newman.  The  Patent  Office  examiners  have  two  major  respon¬ 
sibilities  both  scientific  and  legal,  and  for  us  to  retain  and  attract 
examining  personnel  we  need  a  better  salary  scale.  We  have  not 
been  able  to  fill  all  the  slots  we  have  vacant. 

During  the  past  4  calendar  years  the  turnover  rate  has  been  about 
16  percent.  Why?  The  reason  is  purely  economic  and  the  largest 
reason  is  economic.  We  cannot  compete  with  the  outside  to  retain 
and  attract  skilled  people. 

In  our  proposed  statement  you  will  see  in  1963  a  3-year-old  salary 
comparability  chart  which  shows  how  examiner  salaries  compare  with 
private  practice  and  corporate  practice.  We  nowhere  come  close. 
N ot  only  that,  since  3  years  ago  I  am  sure  the  cost  of  living  and  other 
increases  have  made  this  disparity  even  greater. 

We  approve  of  the  item  of  comparability.  We  have  always  ap¬ 
proved  of  it  and  yet  we  can  understand  the  pressures  to  keep  the  salary 
increase  down  because  of  the  Vietnam  situation.  We  do  not  want  to 
be  unreasonable  but  we  want  comparability. 

An  across-the-board  pay  raise  would  not  provide  comparability  for 
the  upper  grades.  It  woifld  diminish  their  return.  These  are  the 
people  we  must  retain.  These  are  the  people  we  must  attract. 
Across  the  board  will  not  provide  us  with  the  necessary  tools  to  get 
these  people. 

I  think  it  is  only  fair  to  note  the  Patent  Office  in  the  last  fiscal  year 
increased  its  productivity  about  35  percent,  a  truly  enviable  record. 
We  did  this  at  the  President’s  urging  and  all  we  want  is  some  way  to 
keep  this  up.  We  cannot  keep  it  up  if  we  cannot  get  and  keep  per- 
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sonnel.  It  takes  about  3  years  for  an  examiner  to  reach  that  level  of 
supervision  whereby  he  pays  for  himself. 

If  we  cannot  keep  these  people  3  years,  if  we  cannot  attract  them, 
the  patent  system  as  we  know  it  will  have  to  be  phased  out. 

What  we  really,  sincerely,  ask  you  people  here  today  is  that  you 
apply  all  the  available  money  in  comparability  for  the  upper  grades. 
That  is  GS-5  through  18.  We  feel  this  would  be  the  most  helpful 
tool  for  us  in  attracting  and  maintaining  the  personnel  that  we  need. 

We  are  not  in  favor  of  the  across-the-board  pay  scale  as  proffered 
by  the  House. 

Thank  you  very  much  for  being  able  to  appear  today  and  I  am 
sure  that  you  will  do  what  you  can  for  ns. 

Senator  Hartke.  I  want  to  thank  you  for  your  statement.  Cer¬ 
tainly  your  views  will  be  given  consideration. 

I  am  going  to  ask  the  staff  to  request  the  Civil  Service  Commission 
to  give  us  a  short  statement,  their  comments  in  regard  to  your  analysis 
here.  I  do  think  in  the  Government  we  have  a  problem  where  we 
try  to  deal  with  all  people  in  various  professional  activities  on  the 
same  basis  and  we  run  into  a  serious  problem.  I  will  ask  the  Commis¬ 
sion,  therefore,  to  give  us  a  comment  for  the  record. 

I  do  know  in  the  professional  field  that  there  are  certain  specialized 
problems  which  are  not  present  in  some  other  areas. 

I  thank  you  for  you  statement. 

Mr.  Moorhead.  May  I  add  one  comment? 

Senator  Hartke.  Yes. 

Mr.  Moorhead.  I  think  you  will  notice  when  former  Congressman 
Rams  peck  was  here  he  was  speaking  for  258,000  professional  em¬ 
ployees.  I  would  like  to  note  for  the  record  this  is  the  first  time  in 
history  that  we  know  of  that  the  professional  employees  have  banded 
together.  The  rank  and  file,  as  it  were,  having  been  very,  very 
effective  in  their  areas  in  this  direction  and  the  professionals,  it  appears 
perhaps  now,  maybe  a  little  later  on  in  life,  the  professionals  are  getting 
together,  too. 

Senator  Hartke.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  William  Ryan  is  our  next  witness,  president  of  the  Interna¬ 
tional  Association  of  Machinists  and  Aerospace  Workers,  AFL-CIO. 

STATEMENT  OF  WILLIAM  H.  RYAN,  PRESIDENT  AND  LEGISLATIVE 

REPRESENTATIVE  FOR  DISTRICT  44,  INTERNATIONAL  ASSO¬ 
CIATION  OF  MACHINISTS  AND  AEROSPACE  WORKERS,  AFL-CIO 

Senator  Hartke.  We  are  delighted  to  have  you  with  us  and  you 
may  proceed  any  way  you  wish. 

Mr.  Ryan.  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee,  my 
name  is  William  H.  Ryan  and  I  am  president  and  legislative  represen¬ 
tative  of  District  44  of  the  International  Association  of  Machinists 
and  Aerospace  Workers,  AFL-CIO,  with  offices  located  in  suite  811, 
Railway  Labor  Building,  400  First  Street  NW.,  Washington,  D.C. 

I  am  pleased  to  have  the  opportunity  to  testify  on  this  very  im¬ 
portant  bill — H.R.  14122 — which  affects  the  salary  and  fringe  bene¬ 
fits  of  our  organization’s  membership  who  are  employed  by  the  Post 
Office  Department  and  other  agencies  of  the  Federal  Government. 

I  wish  to  first  direct  my  testimony  to  that  portion  of  the  bill  which 
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deals  with  salary  increases  for  postal  and  Classification  Act  employees; 
and  then,  to  that  portion  of  the  bill  which  deals  with  other  fringe 
benefits. 

The  Federal  Employees  Salary  Reform  Act  of  1964  established 
a  pay  principle  which  was  to  provide  comparability  of  pay  for  postal 
and  Federal  employees  to  those  rates  of  pay  for  comparable  positions 
in  the  private  industry  segment  of  our  economy. 

The  salary  increase  features  of  H.R.  14122  as  passed  by  the  House 
of  Representatives  do  not,  in  our  judgment,  meet  the  commitment 
of  the  Congress  as  set  forth  in  the  Salary  Reform  Act.  Instead,  the 
salary  increases  contained  in  H.R.  14122  are  tailored  drastically  to 
meet  the  3.2  percent  pay  increase  guidelines  supported  by  this  adminis¬ 
tration.  This  is  a  known  fact  admitted  by  all  who  have  studied,  and 
are  knowledgeable  of,  the  pay  provisions  adopted  by  the  other  legis¬ 
lative  body. 

Our  organization  contends  that  it  is  unfair  and  unreasonable  to 
impose  salary  increase  guidelines  on  workers,  and  not  impose  similar 
guidelines  on  prices  and  profits.  The  economic  business  record  in¬ 
dicates  that  business  profits  and  dividends  have  soared  from  one 
record  peak  to  another.  In  the  last  year  alone,  corporate  profits  rose 
15  percent  before  taxes — more  than  twice  as  fast  as  the  rise  of  all 
wage  and  salary  payments  combined. 

I  should  like  to  emphasize  at  this  point  that  organized  labor  is 
just  as  concerned  about  inflation  and  the  national  interest  as  this 
administration  is.  If  there  is  such  a  national  emergency  as  to  require 
extraordinary  overall  stabilization  measures,  this  administration 
will  have  complete  and  wholehearted  support  from  the  labor 
movement. 

This  would  mean  that  every  economic  factor — all  costs,  prices, 
profits,  corporate  executive  salaries,  dividends,  and  wages — be  equally 
restrained.  All  America,  then,  would  be  sharing  equally  in  the  cost 
and  the  sacrifices  of  a  national  problem. 

It  has  been  the  experience  of  our  membership  that,  whenever  wage 
board  employees  receive  increases  as  a  result  of  wage  surveys, 
retail  and  service  charges  are  similarly  increased  in  cities  and  towns 
in  the  vicinity  of  the  affected  Federal  installation;  and  then  another 
increase  in  prices  for  goods  and  services  occurs  when  Classification 
Act  emplovees  receive  salary  increases.  Thus,  Federal  employees 
get  hit  with  double  increases  in  their  cost  of  living  in  localities  where 
wage  board  and  Classification  Act  and  postal  employees  are  employed 
by  the  Federal  Government. 

The  administration’s  arbitrary  guideline  of  3.2  percent,  covering 
both  salaries  and  fringe  benefits,  further  imposes  an  unfair  situation 
on  postal  and  Federal  employees.  Increased  productivity  of  postal 
and  Federal  employees  is  entirely  ignored,  and  the  inclusion  of  the 
cost  of  expanded  fringe  benefits  does  not  distribute  the  money  benefits 
equally  among  the  affected  employees. 

The  postal  and  Federal  employees  under  this  bill  are  charged 
under  the  administration’s  guideline  for  the  fringe  benefits  costs 
which  affect  employees  whose  wages  are  established  by  other  than 
congressional  action.  This  is  unfair  and  unreasonable. 

Oil  the  other  hand,  wage  board  employees  do  not  get  the  benefit 
of  fringe  benefits  costs  in  private  industry  when  their  wage  rates 
are  established  as  a  result  of  locality  surveys.  They  must  wait  until 
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Congress  deals  with  improvement  of  fringe  benefit  laws  of  all  postal 
and  Federal  employees  before  they  realize  upward  adjustments  of 
fringe  benefits. 

The  imposition  of  the  3.2-percent  guideline  of  the  administration  on 
the  Government  and  private  sector  of  our  economy  is,  in  our  judgment, 
a  serious  travesty  of  justice. 

Our  organization  implores  this  committee  to  disregard  the  3.2-per¬ 
cent  guideline,  and  to  hold  faith  with  the  postal  and  Federal  em¬ 
ployees  by  adhering  to  the  principle  of  comparability  of  wages  with 
similar  skills  and  responsibilities  in  the  private  sector. 

Our  organization  also  desires  to  call  to  the  attention  of  this  com¬ 
mittee  that,  in  the  Government  Employees  Salary  Reform  Act  of  1964, 
by  oversight,  the  position  of  Director  of  the  Federal  Mediation 
and  Conciliation  Service  was  omitted  from  adjustment.  The  late 
beloved  Senator  Olin  Johnston,  of  South  Carolina,  who  was  chairman 
of  this  committee,  had  he  lived,  intended  to  seek  correction  of  this 
oversight  in  a  pay  adjustment  bill. 

We  urge  this  committee  to  correct  this  oversight  and  recommend 
the  following  amendment  which  would  level  up  the  position  of  Director 
of  the  Federal  Mediation  and  Conciliation  Service  to  the  same  level  as 
the  position  of  Chairman  of  the  National  Mediation  Board. 

PROPOSED  AMENDMENT  TO  TITLE  III,  FEDERAL  EXECUTIVES  SALARIES, 
GOVERNMENT  EMPLOYEES  SALARY  REFORM  ACT  OF  1964 

Subsection  (c)  of  section  303  of  the  Federal  Executives  Salary  Act 
of  1964 — 78  Stat.  416 — is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the 
following  new  paragraph : 

“(47)  Director,  Federal  Mediation  and  Conciliation  Service.” 

Paragraph  (3)  of  subsection  (d)  of  section  303  of  the  Federal  Ex¬ 
ecutives  Salary  Act  of  1946 — 78  Stat.  418 — is  repealed. 

TITLE  III.  COMPENSATION  FOR  NIGHT,  SUNDAY,  AND  HOLIDAY  WORK 

Our  organization  strongly  endorses  the  principle  contained  in  the 
provisions  of  section  302  which  would  require  a  25-percent  differential 
over  basic  compensation  to  be  paid  for  all  hours  worked  on  a  Sunday 
when  Sunday  falls  within  the  5-day  basic  workweek  of  an  employee.' 

We  submit  that  it  is  proper  that  employees  who  because  of  em¬ 
ployer-imposed  basic  workweeks  which  include  Sundays,  should 
receive  premium  pay  to  somewhat  compensate  them  for  not  being 
able  to  be  with  their  families  and  friends  on  days  which  are  normal 
worship  and  rest  days,  and  nonschool  days.  Our  organization  would 
like  to  see  this  premium  pay  principle  extended  to  cover  both  Satur¬ 
days  and  Sundays.  It  has  been  the  experience  of  our  membership 
that  agencies  encourage  the  utilization  of  rearranged  basic  5-day 
workweeks  to  include  Saturdays  and  Sundays  for  the  sole  purpose 
of  avoiding  the  payment  of  overtime. 

The  establishment  of  a  25-percent  premium  for  both  Saturdays  and 
Sundays  work  would  discourage  this  practice  to  a  degree. 

Our  organization  also  endorses  the  principle  that  all  work  performed 
on  a  holiday  should  be  compensated  for  at  double-time  rates  added  to 
the  basic  compensation  for  that  day.  The  principle  of  paying  double 
time  added  to  the  basic  compensation  for  holiday  work  is  becoming 
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increasingly  common  in  negotiated  contracts  in  the  private  sector  of 
our  economy,  and  we  recommend  that  this  committee  give  serious 
consideration  to  adopting  this  pay  principle  and  practice  for  Federal 
employees. 

The  International  Association  of  Machinists  and  Aerospace  Workers 
also  endorses  the  principles  of  H.R.  14122  which  provide  continued 
coverage,  under  certain  conditions,  under  the  Federal  Employees 
Group  Life  Insurance  Act  of  1954,  and  the  Federal  Employees  Health 
Benefits  Act  of  1959,  for  those  employees  who  are  on  approved  leave 
without  pay  to  serve  as  a  full-time  officer  or  employee  of  an  employee 
organization. 

This  type  of  continued  coverage  is  commonplace  in  negotiated 
agreements  between  unions  and  private  industry,  and  has  been  a 
long  standing  practice  as  applied  to  the  Railroad  Retirement  Act. 

INCREASE  IN  UNIFORM  ALLOWANCES 

The  increase  in  uniform  allowances  is  long  overdue,  and  will  in 
measure  make  up  for  increased  clothing  costs,  and  provide  additional 
funds  to  replace  uniforms  of  employees  who  by  the  nature  of  their 
employment  wear  out  uniforms  faster  than  other  employees. 

HEALTH  BENEFITS  PROVISIONS 

H.R.  14122  provides  for  an  increase  in  the  Government’s  contri¬ 
bution  toward  the  premium  cost  of  health  benefits  covering  an 
individual,  from  $1.25  to  $1.62;  and  for  a  family,  from  $3.00  to  $3.94. 

This  increase  in  contributions  restores  the  initial  Government 
contribution  to  38  percent  of  cost,  which,  over  the  years,  has  been 
reduced  to  28  percent  of  premium  cost.  The  increase  proposed  in 
the  bill  does  not  meet  the  original  purpose  of  Congress  which  was  to 
provide  a  50-50  sharing  of  costs  by  Government  and  employees, 
regardless  of  single  or  family  coverage.  We  submit  that  it  is  unfair 
and  unreasonable  to  charge  the  increase  cost  of  this  item  against  the 
3.2  percent  wage  guideline  of  the  administration. 

More  and  more  private  industiy  firms  are  absorbing  the  full  pre¬ 
mium  cost  of  health  benefits  coverage  for  their  employees  and  their 
families,  and  we  respectfully  hope  that  the  Federal  Government 
will  shortly  accept  this  practice. 

RETIREMENT  BENEFITS 

H.R.  14122  provides  for  civil  service  retirement  at  full  annuity 
at  age  55  after  30  years  of  service  and  optional  retirement  at  age 
60  after  20  years  of  service.  Our  organization  wholeheartedly 
endorses  these  two  provisions;  but  we  do  not  endorse  the  administra¬ 
tion’s  proposal  that  would  give  agency  heads  the  right  to  force  retire¬ 
ment  upon  employees  in  the  top  grades  who  are  eligible  for  reduced 
annuities.  We  have  not  heard  any  testimony  which  warrants  the 
extension  of  such  a  right  to  agency  heads. 

Our  organization  supports  the  remaining  retirement  features  of 
H.R.  14122,  and  we  respectfully  request  that  the  Senate  extend  to 
present  widows  of  deceased  annuitants  the  same  continuation  of  sur¬ 
vivor  annuities  that  are  prescribed  in  the  bill  for  future  widows  of 
Federal  employees  or  retirees. 
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Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee,  I  want  to  again 
express  the  appreciation  of  our  organization  for  the  opportunity  to 
testify  on  this  important  bill,  and  I  hope  that  the  committee  will 
give  serious  consideration  to  the  adoption  of  the  changes  which  our 
organization  has  recommended. 

Thank  you. 

Senator  Hartke.  I  want  to  thank  you  for  your  statement  and  we 
certainly  will  give  consideration  to  these  recommendations. 

Let  me  ask  one  question.  You  ask  this  committee  to  disregard  the 
3.2  percent  guideline  in  regard  to  this  bill.  If  the  request  is  made 
from  the  administration  to  the  private  sector  in  your  union,  wall 
your  organization  disregard  the  guidelines? 

Mr.  Ryan.  Our  organization,  as  I  said  in  my  testimony,  Mr. 
Chairman,  would  accept  guidelines  if  they  are  imposed  upon  the  other 
segments  of  our  economy.  In  other  words,  prices  and  corporate 
competitive  salary  increases,  we  feel  it  is  unfair  to  place  this  kind  of 
guideline  on  one  segment  of  our  economy  and  enforce  it,  which  is  the 
position  the  Federal  employees  are  more  or  less  in  right  now.  This 
is  being  forced  upon  them. 

Our  organization  has  not,  as  yet,  accepted  the  President’s  guideline 
of  3.2  percent  in  the  private  sector  of  our  relationship  with  employees. 

Senator  Hartke.  Do  they  intend  to? 

Mr.  Ryan.  No,  sir,  we  do  not. 

Senator  Hartke.  Thank  you,  sir. 

Mr.  Kenneth  T.  Lyons,  president  of  the  National  Association  of 
Government  Employees. 

STATEMENT  OF  KENNETH  T.  LYONS,  NATIONAL  PRESIDENT, 

NATIONAL  ASSOCIATION  OF  GOVERNMENT  EMPLOYEES; 

ACCOMPANIED  BY  STANLEY  LYMAN,  NATIONAL  VICE  PRESI¬ 
DENT  FOR  FAA  EMPLOYEES 

Senator  Hartke.  Good  morning,  sir. 

We  are  delighted  to  have  you. 

Mr.  Lyons.  I  have  with  me  Mr.  Stanley  Lyman,  national  vice 
president  for  FAA  employees. 

Our  organization  testified  before  the  House,  Post  Office  and  Civil 
Service  Committee  and  pointed  out  that  in  March  of  1964,  President 
Johnson,  in  a  letter  to  Speaker  McCormack  said: 

It  is  false  economy  to  offer  salaries  that  will  attract  the  mediocre  but  repel  the 
talented  *  *  *  I  need  your  help  in  my  program  to  get  a  dollar’s  worth  of  value  for 
every  dollar’s  worth  of  pay  *  *  *  and  the  dollars  paid  to  attract  brains  and  ability 
to  the  Federal  service  will  come  back  to  the  American  people  many  times  over  in 
more  economical  and  effective  government. 

Later,  the  President  followed  up  by  stating: 

We  do  not  have  two  standards  of  what  makes  a  good  employer  in  the  United 
States;  one  standard  for  private  enterprise  and  another  for  the  Government.  A 
double  standard  which  puts  the  Government  employee  at  a  comparative  dis¬ 
advantage  is  shortsighted.  In  the  long  run  it  costs  more. 

The  words  of  Congress  hi  the  Salary  Act  of  1962  are:  Federal  salary 
rates  shall  be  comparable  with  those  paid  by  private  enterprise  for  the 
same  level  of  work. 
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The  National  Association  of  Government  Employees  respectfully 
regrets  that  the  administration  has  thus  far  failed  to  live  up  to  their 
statements  and  acts. 

When  Congress  passed  the  Salary  Reform  Act  of  1962,  the  Federal 
emplovee  was  promised  pay  comparabity. 

Three  times  since  the  enactment  the  administration  has  promised 
it  would  submit  pay  adjustment  recommendations  that  would  reduce 
or  eliminate  lag  between  Government  salaries  and  those  of  industry. 
Always  it  has  been  next  time,  but  quite  clearly  “next  time”  has  yet  to 


arrive. 

The  organization  wishes— emphatically,  to  record  itseli  m  opposition 
to  the  proposed  3.2  percent  pay  raise  plan  as  being: 

(1)  Grossly  inadequate;  (2)  that  an  increase  above  3.2  percent  would 
not  be  inflationary:  (3)  the  wage-price  guidelines  argument  does  not 
apply;  and,  (4)  violates  public  policy  as  declared  in  the  Federal  Salary 

Act  of  1962.  .  ,  tut  a  /T  t 

Last  June,  before  the  House  subcommittee,  John  W.  Macy,  Jr., 
Chairman  of  the  U.S.  Civil  Service  Commission,  testified  that, 
based  on  the  latest  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  survey  findings,  Federal 
employees  in  the  lower  grades  were  1  year  behind  their  counterparts 
in  private  industry  while  middle  grades  were  2  years  behind  and 
upper  Federal  grades  3  years  in  arrears. 

In  percentage  figures,  what  Mr.  Macy  was  telling  the  committee 
was  that  Government  employees  were  actually  being  paid  3 'A ,  3.9  and 
10  percent  less  than  workers  in  private  enterprise  while  discliaigmg 
similar  duties. 

The  National  Association  of  Government  Employees  upon  com¬ 
pletion  of  its  study  of  the  BLS  survey  have  discovered  that  Govern¬ 
ment  employees,  in  many  instances,  are  actually  receiving  from  3  to 
45  percent  less  in  starting  wages. 

The  contrast  in  salary  inequities  inflicted  upon  these  Federal  em¬ 
ployees  assumes  a  more  startling  proportion  when  a  further  compan- 
son  is  made  upon  completion  of  4  years  employment.  At  this  point 
in  his  career,  the  Federal  employee  discovers  he  has  narrowed, 
slightly,  the  gap.  He  is,  in  many  instances,  now  receiving  from  2  to 
40  percent  less  than  what  private  industry  would  be  paying  him. 

The  situation  does  not  get  any  better,  for  at  the  10-year  mark  many 
Government  employees  will  find  no  solace  in  the  fact  that  if  he  were 
in  private  industry  he  would  be  getting  from  to  11.5  percent  more 
and  on  top  of  this  fringe  benefits  would  increase  the  figure. 

For  example,  a  GS-15  attorney,  if  he  chose  to  serve  his  Government 
today  would  receive  $7,749  less  in  starting  pay  than  if  he  entered 
private  enterprise.  And,  his  situation  fails  to  improve.  For,  by  the 
fourth  year,  he  will  be  $7,150  behind,  but  at  the  end  of  10  years,  the 
Government  manages  to  close  the  gap  so  that  he  is  behind  only  $2,439. 

Is  this  not  false  economy?  Is  this  equitable?  Does  this  conform 
to  Federal-private  industry  salary  comparability?  Do  we  not  stdl 
have  a  double  standard  that  separates  Government  from  private 

industry?  a 

Since  1962,  when  the  Committee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service, 
to  their  credit,  approved  and  the  Congress  passed  legislation  estab¬ 
lishing  the  principle  of  comparability  for  salaries  of  I  ederal  employees, 
the  administration  has  reported  that  salaries  have  been  increased  by 
12  percent. 
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The  NAGE,  in  deference  to  the  committee,  Congress,  and  the 
administration,  regretfully  charges  it  has  not  been  enough  and  finds 
itself  once  again  in  opposition  to  the  pay  hike  as  being  grossly 
inadequate. 

Contrary  to  the  administration’s  call  for  a  dollar’s  worth  of  work 
for  a  dollar’s  pay,  it  is  our  position  that  the  Federal  employee  produces 
far  more  in  output  than  what  he  is  being  recompensed. 

How  can  our  Government  continue  today  and  in  the  future  to 
entice  talented  careerists? 

The  youth  of  today  has  far  more  economical  vision  than  those  of 
yesterday.  Today,  as  never  before,  he  finds  more  occupational  doors 
open  to  him  in  private  industry.  He  is  more  selective  than  in  the 
past.  He  does  not  have  to  take  just  any  job  to  earn  a  day’s  pay  as 
before.  Private  industry  seeks  him  out.  If  he  is  a  college  student 
he  is  assured  of  employment  with  some  of  the  Nation’s  largest  corpora¬ 
tions  before  he  graduates. 

The  youth  of  today  is  more  knowledgeable.  He  wants  and  expects 
a  large  and  quick  return  on  his  educational  dollar.  He  desires,  ex¬ 
pects,  and  it  is  his  right  to  a  more  prosperous  future  than  his  forebears. 

How  can  Government,  then,  absorb  the  best  talent,  brains,  and 
dedication  when  Government  fails  to  compete  with  private  industry 
for  his  services?  Today,  more  than  ever,  it  is  imperative  that  the 
Federal  Government  obtain  the  best  talent. 

How  can  this  be  accomplished  when  a  prospective  employee  dis¬ 
covers  that  in  many  instances  it  would  be  10  years  before  he  would 
equal  the  starting  salary  of  his  counterpart  in  private  industry. 

The  administration’s  goal  in  preventing  mediocrity  in  Government 
will  not  be  achieved  until  Government  assumes  its  obligation  in  pay¬ 
ing  Federal  employees  pay  equal  to  private  industry. 

We  are  obligated  both  to  our  membership  and  to  our  Government  to 
respectfully  insist  that  full  comparability  is  needed  if  Ave  are  to  retain 
our  professional  competent  personnel  without  comparability  Ave  Aviil 
continue  to  see  the  talent  of  tom orroAV  leave  GoArernment  employment 
for  better  job  opportunities  elseAvhere. 

ftl  Recent  accounts  Avere  published  testifying  to  the  dedication  and 
loyalty  of  Government  employees  Avho  saved  the  Government  $95 
million  through  cost-cutting  and  Avork-improvement  ideas,  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  1965. 

If  there  is  mediocrity,  it  lies  in  the  proposed  3.2  pay  package,  not 
in  Government  personnel. 

Since  1964,  many  key  industries  haATe  negotiated  increases,  some  of 
them  reached  Avith  GoA-ernment  suggestions.  It  is  thus,  a  fact  that 
Government  employees  are  farther  from  comparability  today  than 
they  AA'ere  in  1964. 

The  administration,  committed  as  it  is  to  the  principle  of  com¬ 
parability,  should  not  treat  Federal  employees  as  a  piece  of  steel  or 
aluminum. 

Federal  employees  have  been  told  that  the  specter  of  inflation  and 
the  high  cost  of  financing  our  commitment  in  Vietnam  Avere  among  the 
chief  factors  in  justifying  the  token  pay-fringe  proposal. 

Our  members  are  patriotic.  They  are  more  concerned  with  success 
of  the  Avar  in  Vietnam  than  they  are  with  anything  else.  It  is  ironic 
and  inconceivable  that  once  again  the  administration  has  presented 
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a  pay  bill  which  calls  upon  only  the  Federal  employee  to  accept  the 
full  burden  and  sacrifices  of  the  Vietnam  conflict. 

As  to  inflation,  why  economically  deflate  the  Government  em¬ 
ployee?  Should  he  alone  shoulder  the  burden?  What  of  the  rest  of 
the  Nation’s  working  populace?  Certainly  the  living  costs  of  Federal 
employees  is  comparable  to  those  in  industry. 

In  the  past  25  years  that  this  Nation  has  seen  itself  embroiled  in 
either  hot  or  cold  wars,  industrial  workers  did  not  suffer  when  it 
came  to  pay  raises.  Who  can  say  when  peace  will  come  in  Vietnam, 
and  past  employment  and  wage  statistics  will  bear  out  that  Federal 
employees  never  fared  well  in  peacetime. 

The  time  has  long  passed  when  our  Government  should  assume 
the  lead  rather  than  follow  wage  patterns  adopted  by  private  industry. 

But  this  organization  fears  that  that  time  may  never  come— 
certainly  not  in  the  near  future.  For  now,  the  procedure  of  setting 
wage  scales  in  Government  appears  to  be  no  longer  vested  in  Congress 
acting  in  concert  with  the  administration  and  the  employees.  Rather , 
it  stems  from  an  executive  panel  which  has  failed  to  take  into  account 
many  vital  and  necessary  economic  considerations  that  would,  we 
believe,  have  caused  them  to  present  a  wage  program  far  in  excess  of 
what  they  proposed.  ,  . 

Additionally,  labor’s  demands  for  the  coming  year  m  industry 
promises  to  set  Government  rates  so  far  behind,  it  will  take  y  ears  to 
equate.  Although  the  unions  have  yet  to  estimate  their  pay  and 
fringe  goals,  they  reportedly  exceed,  by  far,  the  administration’s 
guideposts  for  noninflationary  settlements.  The  Government’s  classi¬ 
fied  work  force  can  be  expected  to  follow  closely  the  administration  s 

attitude  here.  . 

At  this  time,  I  would  like  to  introduce  Stanley  Lyman,  our  national 
vice  president  from  the  Federal  Aviation  Agency  to  testify  relative 
to  the  position  of  the  Federal  Aviation  Agency. 

Mr.  Lyman.  The  National  Association  of  Government  Employees 
is  compelled,  at  this  time,  through  this  committee,  to  inform  Congress 
of  the  plight  of  Federal  Aviation  Agency  employees  as  it  pertains  to 
his  working  hours  and  conditions  in  relation  to  his  wages. 

The  FAA  employee,  be  he  an  air  traffic  control  specialist,  equip¬ 
ment  technician,  or  a  communications  person,  has  been  subjected  for 
too  long  to  endure  a  situation  that  places  him  in  a  unique  categoiy 
among  Government  employees.  # 

With  air  traffic  increasing  almost  daily,  and  the  failure  of  the 
Agency  to  adjust  accordingly,  FAA  employees  charged  with  the  lives 
and  safety  of  the  flying  public  have  found  themselves  working  under 
conditions  that  can  be  termed  hazardous.  ^ 

This  organization  implores  this  committee  to  request  Congress  to 
take  the  necessary  steps  that  will  ultimately  assure  compensation  to 
these  employees  commensurate  with  their  grave  responsibilities. 

Few  persons  are  aware  of  the  mental  and  physical  hammering  experi¬ 
enced  by  FAA  employees  while  handling  heavy  volumes  of  air  traffic; 

often  times  under  the  most  trying  of  conditions.  _  . 

The  FAA  employee  is  not  a  superman,  but  he  is  unique,  liis 
uniqueness  comes  from  the  fact  that  every  day,  24  horns  a  day,  he  must 
make  vital  decisions  in  a  matter  of  minutes  rather  than  being  allowed 
the  luxury  of  being  able  to  stop  and  study  a  particular  situation  tor 
any  length  of  time. 
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FAA  employees,  due  to  their  work  schedules  are  forced  to  forego  a 
large  part  of  their  family  life.  Unlike  most  Federal  employees,  he  is 
most  fortunate  if  he  can  enjoy  a  portion  of  his  scheduled  10-week-end 
time  off  periods. 

Too  often,  upon  completion  of  his  workday,  he  finds  himself  being 
ordered  back  to  work  when  emergencies  arise. 

He  is  constantly  faced  with  the  problem  of  traveling  great  distances 
under  severe  conditions  at  any  hour  of  the  day  and  night  to  perform 
his  duties — without  receiving  compensation.  This  group  of  Govern¬ 
ment  employees  have  provided  service  and  safety  to  the  flying  public 
that  is  unequaled  anywhere  in  the  world. 

In  providing  these  services  these  employees  have  achieved  ultimate 
satisfaction  in  their  performance  productivity  and  resourcefulness. 
The  NAGE  urges  Congress  to  provide  immediate  improvements  and 
pay  provisions  to  compensate  these  dedicated  and  vital  Federal 
employees  by  approving  the  following: 

One,  provide  a  25  percent  shift  differential  for  employees  that  are 
required  to  work  on  Saturdays  and  Sunday. 

Two,  provide  time  and  one-half  for  all  work  over  40  hours  and  to 
include  travel  time  during  callback  assignments.  This  provision  to 
include  all  grades  up  to  and  including  the  GS-13  level. 

Three,  to  provide  a  2 ^-percent  retirement  system  after  20  years  of 
service  to  assure  an  adequate  retirement  policy. 

I  submit,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  this  Nation  is  experiencing  a  trans¬ 
portation  revolution  which  will  greatly  increase  over  the  next  two 
decades.  Inasmuch  as  we  are  not  afforded  the  opportunity  of  over¬ 
time  pay  nor  weekend  shift  differentials  or  many  of  the  other  fringe 
benefits  of  private  industry,  it  is  mandatory  that  the  pay  scale  of 
employees  at  least  keep  pace  with  that  of  private  industry." 

As  the  critical  dependence  upon  aviation  in  our  economy  continues 
the  capacity  of  the  airspace  to  accommodate  planes  must  of  necessity 
increase  correspondingly.  Today,  air  traffic  controllers  find  them¬ 
selves  responsible  for  aircraft  carrying  upwards  of  200  people  as 
compared  to  planes  that  carried  as  many  as  7  in  1947.  Aircraft  in 
the  future  promises  to  accommodate  many  times  in  excess  of  what 
they  are  transporting  today. 

To  meet  this  challenge,  progressive  policies  must  be  implemented 
to  correct  paj'-  inequities,  working  conditions  and  provide  sufficient 
personnel.  The  stakes  are  too  high  and  the  time  has  come  now  to 
remedy  the  situation. 

This  organization  hopes  that  Congress  will  not  abandon  the  FAA 
employee  any  more  than  we  would  expect  the  captain  of  a  jet  liner 
to  abandon  his  aircraft  when  he  encounters  unexpected  air  turbulance. 

Mr.  Chairman,  may  I  express  the  appreciation  of  all  our  NAGE 
members  for  the  interest  manifested  by  this  committee.  We  are 
confident  that  Congress  will  be  sympathetic  to  our  pleas. 

The  National  Association  of  Government  Employees,  therefore, 
proposes  the  following  recommendations  for  enactment  in  1966: 

A  pay  raise  for  classified  and  postal  employees  which  properly 
reflects  that  of  private  industry,  which,  in  our  opinion,  would  range 
from  6  percent  up  to  44  percent; 

The  immediate  extension  of  basic  medicare  for  Federal  employees: 

Optional  social  security  for  all  Federal  employees; 

A  10-percent  pay  raise  for  all  Federal  aviation  controllers; 
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Provide  a  25-percent  shift  differential  for  all  classified  employees 
that  are  required  to  work  on  Saturdays  and  Sunday;  _ 

A  2K-percent  retirement  system  after  20  years  of  service  tor  all 
FAA  employees  to  assure  adequate  retirement  policy; 

Overtime  payment  for  all  hours  worked  over  40  for  all  grades  up 
to  and  including  GS-1 3;  and 

That  the  proposed  pay  raise  and  fringe  benefits  be  made  retroactive 

to  March  1,  1966.  ,  ,  , 

Senator  Hartke.  Thank  you  gentlemen,  both,  for  your  statements. 
Our  next  witness  is  Mr.  James  Hill,  general  counsel  ot  the  Air 
Traffic  Control  Association  with  Mr.  Clifford  P.  Burton,  executive 
director. 

STATEMENT  OF  JAMES  HILL,  GENERAL  COUNSEL,  AIR  TRAFFIC 
CONTROL  ASSOCIATION,  ACCOMPANIED  BY  CLIFFORD  P. 
BURTON,  EXECUTIVE  DIRECTOR 


Senator  Hartke.  Good  morning.  We  are  delighted  to  have  you. 

Mr.  Hill.  My  name  is  Hill,  and  Mr.  Burton,  the  executive  director, 

is  here  with  me.  .  i  *  •  m  m 

Mr  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee,  the  Air  iiamc 

Control  Association  has  asked  to  appear  before  you  today  for  one 
limited  purpose:  to  urge  that  you  retain  in  the  House  bill  section  405 
which  would  amend  the  Federal  Employees  Pay  Act  of  1945  by  the 
addition  of  the  following  language: 

Sec  302  All  work  not  exceeding  eight  hours  which  is  not  overtime  work  as 
defined  in  section  201  of  this  Act  and  which  is  performed  within  the  period  com¬ 
mencing  at  midnight  Saturday  and  ending  at  midnight  Sunday  shall  be  compen¬ 
sated  at  the  rate  of  basic  compensation  of  the  officer  or  employee  performing  such 
work  on  Sunday  plus  premium  compensation  at  a  rate  equal  to  25  per  centum  ot 
his  rate  of  basic  compensation. 

The  Ah  Traffic  Control  Association  is  composed  principally  of  air 
traffic  controllers  who  are  employees  of  the  Federal  Aviation  Agency. 
There  are  approximately  16,000  persons  engaged  m  this  type  of  work 
operation-  the  airport  control  towers,  the  air  route  traffic  control 
centers,  “the  flight  service  stations,  the  combined  station-towers  and 
other  air  traffic  control  facilities  which  are  a  part  of  the  Nation’s  air 

transportation  system.  ,  , 

The  operation  of  an  air  traffic  control  facility  is  a  24-hour-a-day, 
7-day-a-week  operation.  As  a  result,  controllers  do  not,  have  the 
normal  hours  that  most  people  do. — as  each  must  take  Ins  share  ot  the 
nisrht,  shifts,  and  of  shifts  on  Saturdays,  Sundays,  and  holidays.  Al¬ 
though  it  is  intended  that  each  controller  shall  have  a  40- hour  work¬ 
week  overtime  is  frequently  required,  because  of  unusual  traffic 
volume,  position  vacancies,  illness  or  annual  leave  of  otliei  peisonnei, 

natural  disasters,  and  similar  situations.  .  ,  . 

In  1965  Congress  enacted  a  pay  increase  for  Federal  employees, 
including  the  civil  service,  postal  service,  and  Foreign  Service- 
Public  Law  89-301,  79  Stat.  1111,  October  29  1965.  In  that Haw, 
Congress  also  amended  title  39,  United  States  Code,  section  35/3,  for 
the  purpose  of  bringing  postal  service  compensation  lor  overtime  and 
holiday  work  into  line  with  existing  law  app  lcabb  to  the ■civil  service, 
as  contained  in  title  5,  United  States  Cede,  sections  911-922.  Both 
of  these  laws  originally  came  from  the  Federal  Employees  Pay  Act  ot 
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1945,  but  over  the  years  the  provisions  applicable  to  the  civil  service 
had  been  liberalized,  and  the  Congress  in  1965  amended  the  provisions 
applicable  to  the  postal  service  to  make  them  comparable. 

As  a  result  of  the  1965  amendment,  both  laws  now  provide,  generally, 
that  overtune  work,  in  excess  of  40  hours,  shall  be  compensated  at  the 
rate  of  150  percent  of  basic  hourly  compensation — or  by  compensatory 
time  off — and  work  on  legal  holidays  shall  be  compensated  at  the  rate 
of  200  percent  of  basic  hourly  compensation.  But,  in  the  1965 
amendment  applicable  to  the  postal  service,  the  Congress  also  added 
a  provision  not  contained  in  the  law  applicable  to  the  civil  service, 
reading: 

(e)  Each  regular  employee  whose  regular  work  schedule  includes  an  eight-hour 
period  of  service  any  part  of  which  is  within  the  period  commencing  at  midnight 
Saturday  and  ending  at  midnight  Sunday  shall  be  paid  extra  compensation  at 
the  rate  of  25  per  centum  of  his  hourly  rate  of  basic  compensation  for  each  hour 
of  work  performed  during  that  eight-hour  period  of  service  (39  U.S.C.  3575(e)). 

There  is  no  equivalent  provision  in  the  law  applicable  to  the  civil 
service,  contained  in  title  5,  United  States  Code,  sections  911-922. 
As  a  result,  postal  employees  who  are  required  to  work  on  Sundays 
are  compensated  at  the  rate  of  125  percent  of  basic  compensation, 
but  all  other  Federal  employees  in  exactly  the  same  circumstances 
receive  no  premium  compensation.  The  House  bill  seeks  to  correct 
this  inequity  by  making  identical  provision  for  employees  of  the 
civil  service. 

In  its  report  on  the  bill  which  became  Public  Law  89-301  (S.  Rept. 
No.  910,  89th  Cong.,  1st  sess.),  this  committee  said: 

Postal  overtime  and  holiday  pay:  The  bill  revises  and  progressively  modernizes 
the  present  law  on  overtime  and  holiday  pay  for  postal  employees.  Unlike 
many  other  agencies  of  the  Government,  the  postal  service  is  a  7-day,  24-hour 
operation.  The  present  volume  of  mail  is  above  72  billion  pieces  annually. 
It  continues  to  rise. 

Overtime  work  is  simply  mandatory  under  present  conditions.  The  limitation 
upon  funds  available  for  additional  career  manpower  requires  the  use  of  temporary 
substitutes.  Until  now,  no  substitute  employee  has  been  paid  overtime  com¬ 
pensation  in  any  case,  and  no  regular  employee  has  been  paid  for  working  a 
sixth  or  seventh  day  in  the  workweek.  The  Post  Office  Department  has  recognized 
this  inequity.  The  Fair  Labor  Standards  Act  of  1938  established  a  basic  overtime 
program  applicable  to  private  enterprise,  and  the  Government  is  long  overdue 
in  fulfilling  the  requirements  which  Federal  law  requires  of  private  industry. 

These  observations  are  equally  applicable  to  air-traffic  controllers- 
Air  traffic  volume  is  continuing  to  rise.  Limitations  imposed  on  the 
number  of  positions  make  overtime  work  mandatory.  The  nature 
of  the  function  requires  work  on  Sundays  and  holidays.  The  Govern¬ 
ment  is  long  overdue  in  matching  the  provisions  for  compensation  for 
such  work  which  are  customary  in  and  required  of,  private  industry. 

There  are  undoubtedly  some  7-day,  24-hour  positions  in  many  agen¬ 
cies,  such  as  park  policemen,  forest  rangers,  building  guards,  and  so 
forth.  But  the  two  major  groups  of  Federal  employees  who  labor  in 
these  circumstances,  to  the  best  of  our  knowledge,  are  postal  employees 
and  air-traffic  controllers. 

As  a  result,  our  group  has  a  substantial  interest  in  this  bill.  We 
believe  that  the  provision  of  the  House  bill  on  this  subject  is  most 
fair  and  equitable,  and  that  it  removes  an  existing,  inequity.  We 
urge  the  committee  to  report  it  favorably. 

Senator  Hartke.  If  we  just  pass  the  House  bill  in  its  entirety, 
we  will  take  care  of  you. 
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Mr.  Hill.  Yes,  indeed. 

Senator  Hartke.  Thank  you,  sir. 

Our  next  witness  is  Mr.  Ross  A.  Messer,  legislative  representative 
of  the  National  Association  Post  Office  and  General  Services  Main¬ 
tenance  Employees. 


STATEMENT  OF  ROSS  A.  MESSER,  LEGISLATIVE  REPRESENTATIVE, 
NATIONAL  ASSOCIATION  OF  POST  OFFICE  AND  GENERAL 
SERVICES  MAINTENANCE  EMPLOYEES 


Senator  Hartke.  Good  morning.  We  are  glad  to  have  you  here. 

Mr.  Messer.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the 
committee,  for  the  opportunity  to  appear  before  you  today. 

I  am  Ross  A.  Messer,  legislative  representative  of  the  National 
Association  of  Post  Office  and  General  Services  Maintenance  Em¬ 
ployees,  AFL-CIO,  with  headquarters  at  724  9th  Street  Is  W.,  Wash¬ 
ington,  D.C. 

I  might  add  we  are  the  youngest  affiliate  of  the  AIL-CIO  having 
received  our  charter  approval  on  April  1  with  the  presentation  of 

charter  on  April  19.  .  . 

This  Association  is  the  national  exclusive  representative  with  the 
Post  Office  Department  for  all  maintenance  employees  in  the  Postal 
Field  Service  under  a  national  election,  held  in  1962.  This  associa¬ 
tion  also  has  formal  recognition  with  the  General  Services  Adminis¬ 
tration,  representing  maintenance  employees  in  the  Public  Building 
Services  of  GSA.  This  Association  has  members  in  the  50  States, 
Puerto  Rico,  Virgin  Islands  and  the  District  of  Columbia. 

It  is  a  pleasure  for  us  to  have  an  opportunity  to  testify  before  this 
committee  on  H.R.  14122,  the  pending  proposal  affecting  pay,  retire¬ 
ment,  and  health  insurance.  We  wish  to  extend  our  thanks  to  Chair¬ 
man  Monroney  for  scheduling  hearings  on  this  most  important  sub¬ 
ject.  We  also  wish  to  thank  the  various  members  of  this  committee 

for  their  interest  in  this  very  important  legislation. 

This  association  strongly  supports  the  comparability  principle, 
recommended  by  the  late  President  John  F.  Kennedy ,  embodied  in 
the  Federal  Salary  Reform  Act  of  1962,  and  endorsed  by  President 
Johnson  in  his  message  to  Congress  in  1965.  However,  it  is  our  belief 
that  the  guidelines  now  proposed  by  the  administration  this  year  will 
replace  the  comparability  principle  set  forth  in  the  Salary  Reform 
Act  of  1962,  unless  Congress  takes  a  hand  in  this  situation  and  pro¬ 
vides  true  comparability.  .  .  . 

A  few  years  ago,  Congress  approved  legislation  to  make  increases 
for  wage  board  employees  effective  not  later  than  45  days  after  the 
date  the  survey  was  officially  ordered  Public  Law  85— S/2,  approved 

September  2,  1958.  .  1 

In  order  for  Classification  Act  and  Postal  Field  Service  employees 
to  have  true  comparability,  some  such  proposal  must  be  given  serious 
consideration  by  Congress. 

Chairman  Macy  of  the  Civil  Service  Commission,  in  his  testimony 
before  this  committee,  stated: 

The  adiustment  proposed  by  the  President  would  continue  to  maintain  full 
comparability  at  grades  up  through  GS-5,  bringing  those  rates  up  to  private 
enterprise  salary  levels  most  recently  reported  by  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics, 
in  the  survey  report  released  in  November  1965. 
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The  report  was  released  in  November  1965,  but  is  dated  February- 
March  1965,  which  means  that  most  of  the  material  in  the  report,  or 
the  wage  surveys  conducted  by  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics,  was 
gathered  during  1964  and  this  is  now  1966,  which  means  that,  in  our 
opinion,  on  January  1,  1967,  the  effective  date  proposed  by  the  ad¬ 
ministration,  the  employees  would  receive  comparable  pay  with  private 
industry  in  1964,  a  lag  of  approximately  24  months.  Mr.  Chairman, 
this  is  not  comparability  in  our  opinion. 

Many  facts  and  figures  have  been  presented  to  the  committee  to 
justify  the  need  of  a  salary  increase  of  at  least  7  percent  for  postal 
and  Federal  employees.  The  cost  of  living  increase  and  the  change  in 
living  standards  have  affected  the  maintenance  employees  to  the  same 
extent  it  has  affected  other  postal  and  Federal  emnloyees. 

d  his  Association  strongly  endorses  an  increase  of  7  percent,  for  all 
employees,  regardless  of  their  grade  level. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  our  belief  that  the  effective  date  of  January  1, 
1967,  approved  and  recommended  by  the  administration,  is  very 
unrealistic.  It  is  our  belief  that  in  order  to  cut  down  on  the  lag 
between  the  date  of  the  surveys  by  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics 
and  the  effective  date,  and  in  order  to  provide  some  semblance  of 
comparability,  the  effective  date  of  the  salary  increase  should  not  be 
later  than  July  1,  1966,  as  set  forth  in  H.R.  14122. 

Last  year,  the  House  approved  mandatory  payment  of  overtime 
for  the  Postal  Field  Service.  The  Postmaster  General  was  granted 
the  option  of  paying  overtime  above  level  10.  These  provisions  were 
eliminated  from  Public  Law  89-301,  when  finally  approved.  Public 
Law  89-301  limited  the  payment  of  overtime  to  level  7  and  below, 
with  payments  to  8  through  14  at  the  option  of  the  Postmaster  General. 

It  is  our  belief  that  all  PFS  employees  who  are  required  to  work 
overtime,  either  in  excess  of  8  hours  a  day,  or  Saturdays  or  Sundays, 
should  be  paid  overtime  pay  for  such  work.  This  association  endorses 
the  overtime  provisions  of  H.R.  14122,  as  a  step  in  the  right  direction, 
even  though  it  does  not  go  as  far  as  we  believe  it  should.  We  also 
endorse  the  overtime  provisions  for  Classification  Act  and  wage  board 
emnloyees. 

The  administration  is  recommending  a  slight  increase  in  the  amount 
the  Government  pays  on  the  premiums  of  the  health  insurance  for 
the  employees.  It  is  our  belief,  and  it  has  been  our  contention  since 
the  inception  of  the  program,  that  the  Government  should  pay  one- 
half  the  cost  of  the  premiums  of  health  insurance.  Many  firms  in 
private  industry  pay  one-half  or  more  of  the  cost.  Quite  a  number  of 
firms  pay  the  entire  cost.  This  association  endorses  the  one-step 
provision  on  this  subject  in  H.R.  14122. 

This  association  endorses  the  recommendation  of  the  administra¬ 
tion  that  the  employees  be  given  an  opportunity  to  retire  on  full 
annuity  at  age  55  with  30  years  of  service.  It  is  our  belief  that  this 
is  an  option  which  should  be.  with  the  employees  and  not  with  the 
Government.  If  the  Government  has  the  right  to  force  retirement  on 
certain  employees  on  the  completion  of  30  years  of  service  at  age  55, 
ft  will  be  a  deterrent  to  many  employees  to  move  into  the  higher  levels, 
as  they  know  they  stand  a  chance  of  being  automatically  separated 
when,  in  the  opinion  of  some  officials,  they  have  served  their  usefulness. 
It  is  our  belief  that  the  Government  having  the  option  to  retire  the 
employees,  will  severely  hinder  the  efficient  and  economical  operation 
of  the  Government. 
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This  association  is  opposed  to  the  increase  in  the  retirement  deduc¬ 
tions  from  the  employees’  salaries.  It  is  our  belief  that  the  6K  percent 
presently  paid  by  the  employees  is  sufficient  to  cover  the  cost  of  then- 
portion  of  the  annuity. 

The  administration  has  recommended  guidelines  of  3.2  percent 
which  includes  an  average  salary  increase  of  2.85  percent,  ranging 
from  1  percent  in  the  lower  grades  to  4.5  percent  in  the  upper  grades, 
with  the  remainder  of  the  guidelines  being  applied  to  fringe  benefits. 

The  average  2.85  percent  increase  recommended  by  the  administra¬ 
tion  would  actually  be  reduced  by  one-half  percent,  the  proposed 
increase  in  retirement  deductions,  thereby  leaving  an  average  increase 
of  2.35  percent.  The  1 -percent  increase  recommended  in  GS-1  and  2 
would  eventually  wind  up  as  an  increase  of  one-half  of  1  percent,  due 
to  the  increase  in  retirement  deductions. 

It  is  our  belief  that  any  increase  granted  should  be  applied  equally 
to  all  grades  or  levels.  "  This  association  endorses  the  2.9-percent 
increase  provided  in  H.R.  14122,  although  we  are  convinced  that  the 
salary  adjustments  should  be  at  least  7  percent. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  administration,  while  attempting  to  hold  the 
Postal  and  Classification  Act  employees  within  the  established  guide¬ 
lines  of  3.2  percent  is  not  applying  this  to  all  employees  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment.  Do  not  misunderstand  me.  We  do  not  begrudge  wage  board 
employees  receiving  the  increases  to  which  they  are  justly  entitled. 

However,  it  appears  quite  strange  to  us  that  the  administration 
strongly  recommends  holding  pay  and  fringe  benefits  for  postal  field 
service  and  Classification  Act  employees  to  the  3.2  percent,  while 
some  wage  board  employees  are  receiving  considerably  more  than 
this,  in  some  instances,  in  pay  alone. 

I  have  attached  to  my  statement  exhibit  A,  exhibit  B,  and  exhibit 
C,  covering  a  portion  of  two  monthly  reports,  January,  February, 
and  March”  1966,  on  the  Army-Air  Force  wage  boards  which  set  forth 
the  percentage  increase  received  by  nonsupervisory  employees,  by 
leadermen  employees,  and  by  supervisory  employees. 

A  review  of  these  reports  indicates  that  in  a  number  of  cities,  the 
3.2  percent  overall  guidelines  for  wages  and  fringe  benefits  have  been 
exceeded  in  percentage  increases  for  wages  only. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  ask  that  these  three  exhibits  be 
included  at  the  conclusion  of  my  testimony. 

Senator  Hartke.  They  will  appear  as  you  have  asked. 

Mr.  Messer.  Section  501,  Public  Law  68,  84th  Congress,  stated 
beloAV,  provides  that  employees  entering  the  postal  field  service  in 
any  position  not  in  a  regional  or  district  office,  or  in  a  professional  or 
scientific  position,  shall  enter  in  step  1  of  the  level: 

Public  Law  68,  Title  V — General  Compensation  Rules;  Appointments 

Sec.  501.  The  Postmaster  General  may  appoint  any  person  who  has  been  em¬ 
ployed  in  a  civilian  capacity  in  any  branch  of  the  Government  to  any  position 
in  a  regional  or  district  office  or  to  any  professional  or  scientific  position  and  may 
place  such  person  in  any  step  in  the  salary  level  of  the  postal  field  service  schedule 
which  is  less  than  one  full  step  above  the  highest  basic  salary  which  such  person 
received  from  the  United  States. 

It  is  anticipated  that  in  the  near  future  the  Post  Office  Department 
will  take  over  the  operation  of  certain  post  office  buildings  now 
operated  by  the  General  Services  Administration.  This  would 
require  the  Post  Office  to  take  over  certain  GSA  employees  who 
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would  be  required  to  enter  the  postal  field  service  at  step  1  of  the 
level  to  which  assigned,  thereby  causing  a  loss  in  pay. 

GSA  regulations  provide  that  when  GSA  takes  over  a  post  office 
building,  the  employees  are  taken  over  at  the  rate  of  pay  they  are 
receiving  on  the  date  of  transfer. 

A  specific  building  in  question  has  two  employees,  one  receiving 
$2.65  per  hour,  the  other  $2.32  per  hour.  It  is  proposed  to  place 
these  two  GSA  employees  in  PFS  2,  step  1,  $2.13  per  hour,  when  they 
are  transferred  to  the  postal  field  service.  One  employee  would  take 
a  reduction  of  52  cents  an  hour,  or  $1,081.60  per  year,  while  the  other 
employee  would  take  a  reduction  of  19  cents  an  hour,  or  $395.20 
per  year. 

In  addition  to  the  loss  in  pay,  it  appears  that  the  employee  taking 
a  reduction  of  more  than  $1,000  would  also  lose  $1,000  life  insurance. 

Both  employees  would  be  adversely  affected  in  pay  and  retirement. 

It  is  our  belief  that  the  same  saved-rate  provisions  should  apply  to 
GSA  employees  transferred  to  the  postal  field  service  as  now  applies 
to  postal  field  service  employees  transferred  to  GSA  through  no  fault 
of  their  own.  The  transfer  of  the  employees  to  or  from  either  agency 
is  due  to  the  transfer  of  the  building  from  one  agency  to  the  other. 

The  two  employees  in  question  could  be  placed  in  steps  of  PFS  2, 
step  9,  and  PFS  2,  step  4,  respectively  with  very  little,  if  any,  loss  in 
pay.  However,  the  provisions  of  section  501  of  Public  Law  68,  84th 
Congress,  prohibit  this. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  appears  that  the  problem  we  are  now  confronted 
with  under  section  501,  Public  Law  68,  84th  Congress,  is  going  to  be 
a  continuing  one,  as  it  is  anticipated  that  several  buildings  will  be 
transferred  from  the  General  Services  Administration  to  the  postal 
field  service  within  the  next  year  or  so. 

Section  401  of  H.R.  14122  would  provide  protection  for  the  em¬ 
ployees  when  they  are  transferred  due  to  the  transfer  of  the  building 
from  GSA  to  the  Post  Office  Department. 

I  might  add  that  Assistant  Postmaster  General  J.  Richard  Murphy 
approved  this  section  in  his  testimony  before  this  committee  on 
April  21. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  association  also  endorses  the  provisions  of 
section  407  of  H.R.  14122,  to  provide  an  increase  in  the  uniform  al¬ 
lowance  of  employees  who  are  authorized  by  law  or  regulation  to  wear 
uniforms.  The  uniform  allowance  was  established  in  1945  and  the 
maximum  amount  allowable  under  the  act  was  increased  from  $100 
to  $125  by  Public  Law  S9-301. 

Section  407  would  also  provide  percentage  increases  for  employees 
required  by  law  or  regulation  to  wear  uniforms  who  do  not  have  the 
full  allowance  of  $100. 

This  association  also  favors  the  inclusion  in  H.R.  14122  of  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  an  interchange  of  civil  service  retirement  and  social  security 
credits  as  proposed  by  the  Chairman  of  the  Civil  Service  Commission, 
in  order  to  provide  survivorship  benefits  and  family  protection  to 
Federal  employees  during  their  first  5  years  of  service  and  prior  to 
their  gaining  full  coverage  under  the  Civil  Service  Retirement  Act. 

In  closing,  I  woidd  like  to  state  that  many  people  have  a  misimpres- 
sion  of  the  maintenance  service  in  the  postal  field  service.  The 
maintenance  service  is  not  composed  of  janitors  and  laborers  alone. 
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Employees  of  the  maintenance  service  are  in  PFS  levels  1  through  15. 
It  is  true  that  the  primary  function  of  the  maintenance  service  is  the 
operation  and  maintenance  of  the  post  office  buildings  and  mail  han¬ 
dling  equipment.  However,  with  the  advent  of  automation,  the 
maintenance  service  is  a  very  vital  part  of  the  postal  service. 

The  mechanics  in  the  maintenance  service  maintain  the  most  modern 
letter  sorting  and  canceling  machines,  as  well  as  automatic  elevators 
and  some  of  the  largest  air-conditioning  units  in  the  United  States. 

I  might  add  that  this  association  represents  all  maintenances  em¬ 
ployees,  both  supervisory  and  nonsup ervisory. 

I  wish  to  again  take  this  opportunity,  Mr.  Chairman,  to  thank  you 
and  the  members  of  this  committee,  for  the  opportunity  to  appear 
before  you  today. 

Senator  Hartke.  Thank  you,  sir,  we  appreciate  your  testimony. 

Our  next  witness  is  Mr.  Everett  Gibson,  president  of  the  National 
Federation  of  Post  Office  Motor  Vehicle  Employees,  AFL-CIO. 


STATEMENT  OF  EVERETT  G.  GIBSON,  PRESIDENT,  NATIONAL 
FEDERATION  OF  POST  OFFICE  MOTOR  VEHICLE  EMPLOYEES, 
AFL-CIO,  ACCOMPANIED  BY  CHESTER  W.  PARRISH,  NATIONAL 
SECRETARY-TREASURER 


Senator  Hartke.  Good  morning,  Mr.  Gibson.  We  are  delighted 
to  have  you  with  us. 

Mr.  Gibson.  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  tiie  committee,  my 
name  is  Everett  G.  Gibson.  I  am  president  of  the  National  Federa¬ 
tion  of  Post  Office  Motor  Vehicle  Employees,  AFL-CIO,  and  1  am 
accompanied  by  Mr.  Chester  W.  Parrish,  our  national  secretary- 
treasurer.  We  are  affiliated  with  the  American  Federation  of  Labor 


and  the  Congress  of  Industrial  Organizations,  as  well  as  the  Govern¬ 
ment  Employees’  Council,  AFL-CIO,  with  offices  at  412  Fifth  Street 
NW.,  Washington,  D.C. 

We  have  national  exclusive  recognition  under  Executive  Order 
10988,  and  are  tire  sole  bargaining  representatives  for  all  Post  Office 
Motor  Vehicle  Employees,  under  the  terms  of  the  national  agreement 
with  the  Post  Office  Department.  Our  membership  consists  of  garage- 
men,  automotive  mechanics,  technical  mechanics — body-fender  and 
painters — vehicle  and  tractor-trailer  operators  in  the  rank-and-file 
employees. 

We  also  have  locals  consisting  only  post  office  motor  vehicle  super¬ 
visors,  who  have  local  formal  recognition  and  all  of  whom  are  em¬ 
ployed  in  both  maintenance  and  operations  divisions  or  our  service. 
Our  personnel  maintain  all  the  maintenance  on  Government-owned 
vehicles  of  the  Post  Office  Department  and  we  haul  all  bulk  mails  to 
and  from  terminals,  airports,  and  post  offices. 

We  appreciate  this  opportunity  to  express  our  views  on  the  pending 
legislation  that  will  provide  salary  increases  and  fringe  benefits  for 
Federal  and  postal  employees.  We  want  to  thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman, 

.uling  of  hearings  on  this  legislation  and  express 
1  the  members  for  their  continuous  interest  in 


for  your  prompt  schec 
our  appreciation  to  a' 


our  welfare. 

We  endorse  and  support  the  Morrison  bill,  PI.R.  14122,  as  passed  by 
the  House  by  a  vote  of  393  to  1.  It  is  our  opinion  that  the  House  Post 
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Office  and  Civil  Service  Committee  did  a  tremendous  job  in  formu¬ 
lating  H.R.  14122  and  keeping  it  within  the  guidelines  recommended 
by  the  administration.  We  sincerely  hope  that  this  committee  will 
report  this  legislation  without  amendments. 

We  realize  that  II.R.  14122  does  not  accomplish  salary  compara¬ 
bility  as  intended  under  the  provision  of  the  Salary  Reform  Act  of 
1962,  Public  Law  87-793.  H.R.  14122  is  a  compromise,  and  therefore, 
we  support  it. 

The  Federal  Pay  Reform  Act  of  1962  established  comparability 
between  postal  and  classified  pay  rates  in  the  Federal  Service,  and 
the  national  average  pay  rates  of  private  enterprise  for  equal  skills. 
The  membership  of  our  union  do  have  comparability  with  that 
of  private  industry  such  as  “auto  dealer  repair  shops”  and  “motor 
truck  drivers,”  but  we  do  not  receive  a  like  salary.  We  have  made 
a  comparison  of  outside  industry,  taken  from  Bulletin  1433  of  the 
U.S.  Department  of  Labor  and  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics,  issued 
December  1964,  which  shows  the  average  union  hourly  wage  rates  of 
motor  truck  drivers  and  helpers  by  nine  regions  of  July  1,  1964,  which 
indicates  that  our  vehicle  and  tractor-trailer  operators  are  behind  in 
the  pay  of  private  industry. 

The  average  hourly  wages  for  truck  drivers  in  outside  industry  of 
July  1,  1964,  was  $3.14  per  hour  as  compared  to  $2.93  an  hour  paid 
our  tractor-trailer  operators  in  PFS-5,  step  4,  or,  an  8-percent  lag 
behind  outside  industry. 

The  U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics,  indi¬ 
cates  that  during  the  period  of  August,  September,  and  October  1964, 
in  35  of  our  largest  cities,  the  “auto  dealer  repair  shops”  disclosed 
that  the  rate  paid  their  employees  in  like  positions  of  our  motor 
vehicle  employees,  was  as  illustrated  below: 


Employee 

Outside  in¬ 
dustry 

Post  Office  Department 

Hour  lag 

PFS 

Step 

Hourly  rate 

Body-fender  mechanic _ .- 

$3.  56 

6 

4 

$3. 14 

$0.42 

Auto  mechanic _  .  _ _ 

3.  20 

5 

4 

2.93 

.27 

Garageman _  _ 

2.63 

3 

4 

2.53 

.10 

Auto  painter _ _ 

3.  22 

5 

4 

2.  93 

.  29 

The  comparison  listed,  are  wages  reported  for  straight-time  hourly 
earnings — excluding  premium  pay  for  overtime  and  for  work  on 
weekends,  holidays,  and  late  shifts. 

Our  national  conventions  have  endorsed  a  30-year  retirement  at 
age  55,  with  full  annuities  and  are  grateful  that  H.R.  14122  provides 
these  features.  However,  we  are  opposed  to  compulsory  retirement 
by  an  agency  at  any  PFS  level. 

We  are  hi  favor  of  a  provision  that  would  transfer  credits  between 
social  security  and  the  civil  service  retirement  to  guarantee  retirement, 
disability  and  survivor  benefits  to  those  who  die  or  become  disabled 
before  completing  5  years  of  Federal  service. 

We  support  the  provisions  of  H.R.  14122  that  provide  for  mandatory 
increase  in  the  uniform  allowance  from  $100  to  $125;  that  provides 
to  recompute  annuities  of  those  who  retired  between  April  1,  1948, 
and  October  10,  1962,  to  provide  former  employees  the  benefits  of 
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Public  Law  87-793,  and  to  provide  survivorship  annuity  of  55  percent 
and  extend  the  survivorship  benefits  to  students  until  their  22d  birth¬ 
day.  Also,  the  provision  that  provides  a  one-phase  increase  in  the 
Government’s  contribution  to  the  cost  of  the  health  benefits  program. 

In  conclusion,  we  reaffirm  our  support  of  H.R.  14122  and  we  urge 
that  the  across-the-board  increase  remain,  with  the  effective  date  of 

July  1,  1966.  #  ,  ,  ... 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  the  members  of  the  committee 
for  permitting  us  to  present  our  views  on  this  pending  legislation, 
and  we  urge  a  favorable  report  by  the  committee. 

I  appreciate  this  opportunity  to  appear  before  the  committee 
even  though  I  am  the  last  witness. 

Thank  you. 

Senator  Haetke.  Thank  you,  gentlemen. 

Are  there  any  other  witnesses  desiring  to  be  heard?  . 

If  not,  the  hearings  are  adjourned.  I  would  like  to  place  in  tbe 
record  as  appendix  material  a  statement  by  Senator  Joseph  Montoya, 
of  New  Mexico,  and  statements  by  the  National  Society  of  Professional 
Engineers  and  the  National  Customs  Service  Association. 

Now  on  behalf  of  the  charman,  and  members  of  the  committee, 
I  want  to  thank  you  for  your  cooperation.  We  work  together. 
When  we  reason  together,  we  can  work  together. 

(Whereupon,  at  11:50  a.m.,  the  hearing  adjourned.) 
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APPENDIX 


Remarks  by  Hon.  Joseph  M.  Montoya,  U.S.  Senator  From  the  State  of 

New  Mexico 

Mr.  Chairman,  thank  vou  for  giving  me  this  opportunity  to  call  to  your  atten¬ 
tion  a  serious  problem  concerning  annuities  of  Federal  employees  who  retired 

prior  to  October  11,  1962.  _ .  , 

One  of  the  more  important  reasons  for  a  strong  and  prosperous  nation  is  the 

loval  service  of  devoted  and  capable  Federal  employees— not  only  now,  but  m 
vears  o-0ne  bv.  We  have  recognized  the  contributions  of  our  employees  who  are 
serving  us  today,  but  often  forget  the  past  service  and  devotion  of  those  who  are 
already  on  the  retirement  rolls.  It  is  true  that  retirees  annuities  have  been  im¬ 
proved  a  little  through  the  years,  but  have  never  been  adequate  or  equal  to  im¬ 
provements  made  for  those  employees  who  will  retire  in  the  future. 

A  careful  review  of  the  present  laws  dealing  with  annuities  shows  we  have  not 
been  giving  equal  treatment  to  all  our  former  employees.  Here  are  some  facts 
vour  committee  should  know:  Four  different  formulas  are  now  m  use  ™  deter¬ 
mining  the  cost  a  retired  Federal  employee  has  to  pay  under  the  civil  service 
retirement  system  in  order  to  provide  survivor  benefits  to  his  spouse,  and  there 
are  two  different  percentage  rates  for  survivor  annuities,  illustrated  by  the  cases 
of  four  persons  retired  at  different  periods,  each  now  entitled  to  an  annuity  ol 
$3,600,  if  he  had  not  elected  a  reduction  in  order  to  provide  a  survivor  annuity, 
as  follows: 


When  retired 

Annuity  reduction 

Survivor 

annuity 

Apr.  1,  194S-Sept.  30,  1949 - - - 

Oct.  1,  1949-Sept.  30,  1956___ - - 

Minimum  $360,  maximum  $900  1 . . . 

Minimum  $285,  maximum  $900  2 - 

$180  _ 

$1, 800 
1,800 
1,800 
1,980 

Oct.  1,  195o-Oct.  10,  19b<i - 

$90  _ _ 

Since  Oct.  11,  I9bz -  -- 

i  From  Apr.  1,  1948,  to  sept.  8u,  iv^y,  uie  ^ 

SP°From!  Octl"  to  Sept  wasS^ereini  on  up  to  $1  500,  and  10  percent  on  the 

balance^ plus  Hoi  1  percent  for  each  year  the  spouse  was  under  age  60,  with  total  reduction  limited  to  25 
percent. 

This  means  that  a  person  who  retired  between  April  30,  1948,  and  September  30, 
1949,  must  continue  to  pay  from  4  to  10  times  as  much  as  a  current  retiree,  oi 

SmTherretReeVbetTeratOctober  1,  1949,  and  September  30,  1956,  has  to  pay  from 
more  than  3  up  to  10  times  as  much  than  the  current  retiree  for  a  smaller  survivor 
annuity  ^  The  retiree  between  October  1,  1956,  and  October  11,1962  paystwice 
as  much  for  a  smaller  survivor  annuity.  The  retiree  since  October  11,  196^.,  can 
provide  10  percent  more  in  survivor  annuity  at  a  cost  ranging  from  half  as  much 
to  only  a  tenth  as  much  as  that  charged  former  employees  who  retired  from  0/2  to 

18Congreasfcorrected  a  similar  inequity  in  the  Foreign  Service  retirement  system 
by  the  enactment  of  Public  Law  89-308,  approved  October  31,  1965.  Previous 
to  1960  Foreign  Service  retirees  were  required  to  take  a  reauction  of  2 o  peicent 
£  the  amounAf  their  annuities  used  as  a  base  tor  survivor  annuities  m  order  to 
provide  survivor  annuities  of  50  percent  of  this  base.  After  1960,  the  widow 
survivor  annuity  was  increased  to  a  minimum  of  $2,400,  and  could  be  provided 
for  an  annual  annuity  reduction  of  onlv  $300,  but  the  change  was  not  retroactiv  3 
to  appH  to  persons  previously  retired.  Public  Law  89-308  authorized  the  re¬ 
computation  of  annuities  of  persons  who  retired  prior  to  1960  who  had  elected 
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survivor  annuities,  and  adjusted  all  survivor  annuities  below  $2,400  to  the  $2,400 
minimum. 

The  discrepancies  I  have  just  cited  are  not  only  unfair  and  discriminatory,  but 
have  a  depressing  and  frustrating  effect  on  the  morale  of  our  former  Federal 
employees. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  my  sincere  hope  that  your  committee  will  take  the  necessary 
action  to  correct  these  inequities. 

Thank  you 


Statement  of  the  National  Society  of  Professional  Engineers 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  Paul  H.  Robbins,  executive  director  of  the  National 
Society  of  Professional  Engineers,  with  headquarters  in  this  city.  The  society 
is  composed  of  over  64,000  members,  each  of  whom  is  qualified  to  engage  in  the 
practice  of  professional  engineering  under  applicable  State  engineering  registra¬ 
tion  laws. 

The  national  society  appreciates  the  opportunity  to  appear  before  this  com¬ 
mittee  in  connection  with  its  consideration  of  Federal  employee  pay  legislation. 

The  society  believes  that  the  principle  of  comparability  was  the  most  important 
feature  of  the  Federal  Salary  Reform  Act  of  1962,  and  that  the  achievement  of 
true  comparability  should  be  a  primary  concern  to  this  committee.  Not  only  is 
it  important  in  terms  of  providing  equity  to  Federal  employees,  but  its  implementa¬ 
tion  is  essentia]  if  the  Federal  Government  is  to  attract  and  retain  adequate 
numbers  of  highly  trained  engineers  and  scientists. 

At  the  present  time,  unfortunately,  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  figures  show  a 
considerable  gap  between  the  salaries  of  Federal  engineers  and  those  of  engineers 
in  the  private  economy.  This  gap  ranges  from  20. S  percent  at  the  GS-5  level, 
to  8.4  percent  at  GS-15.  The  rates  proposed  by  the  administration  would  im¬ 
prove  this  situation  somewhat,  as  indicated  in  the  chart  below,  so  that  the  gaps 
noted  above  would  be  narrowed  to  18  and  3.S  percent,  respectively.  The  in¬ 
creases  proposed  would  be  particularly  beneficial  in  the  middle  and  upper  grade 
levels.  Because  it  is  these  grades  which  cause  the  most  serious  engineering  reten¬ 
tion  problems  for  Federal  agencies,  we  strongly  urge  that  the  sliding-scale  feature 
of  the  administration’s  proposal,  eliminated  by  the  House,  be  replaced. 


Engineering  salaries — Present  and  -proposed 


Grade 


GS-5. 

GS-7. 

GS-9. 

GS-11. 

GS-12. 

GS-13. 

GS-14 

GS-15. 


1965 

Industry 

median 

Present  average  rates  for 
Government  engineers 

Percent 

increase 

needed 

Average 
rates  under 
administra¬ 
tion  pro¬ 
posal 

Percent 

increase 

needed 

$7,  500 

$6,207  (step  1) . . . 

20.8 

$6, 355 

18.2 

8,232 

$7,304  (step  1) _ 

12.7 

7,485 

10.2 

9,  444 

$8,241  (step  2) _ _ 

14.6 

8, 470 

11.5 

11,280 

$9,879  (step  3) _ 

14.2 

10, 225 

10.3 

13, 140 

$11,723  (step  4) _ 

12.1 

12,  480 

5.3 

15, 348 

$13,815  (step  4) _ _ 

11. 1 

14,  395 

6.6 

17, 928 

$16,204  (step  4) _ 

10.6 

16,915 

6.0 

20, 412 

$18,825  (step  4) . . 

8.4 

19, 670 

3.8 

Note.— Industry  average  taken  from  “National  Survey  of  Professional,  Administrative,  Technical,  and 
Clerical  Pay,  February-March,  1965,’’  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  Bulletin  No.  1469. 

Government  engineer  figures  include  above-minimum  rates  authorized  by  the  Civil  Service  Commission 
orgrades  GS-5  through  GS-11,  under  section  504  of  the  Federal  Salary  Reform  Act  of  1962. 


Iii  reviewing  the  administration’s  original  proposal  for  legislation  in  this  area 
we  note  in  addition  to  pay  increase  proposals,  a  number  of  recommendations 
concerning  fringe  benefits.  The  society  concurs  in  general  with  the  administra¬ 
tion’s  recommendations  concerning  Government  contributions  for  health  benefits, 
improved  retirement  financing,  and  voluntary  retirement  at  age  55  after  30  ysear 
of  service. 

But  there  was  one  provision  of  the  proposed  legislation,  Mr.  Chairman,  which 
the  society  strongly  opposes.  That  was  the  proposal,  removed  from  the  House- 
passed  bill,  to  give  the  Government  authority  to  forcibly  retire  GS-13  and  above 
employees  at  age  55  after  30  years  of  service.  While  we  have  no  figures  on  the 
number  of  engineers  in  this  age/service  bracket,  we  do  know  that  there  are  over 
27,000  engineers  in  grades  GS-13  and  above.  We  are  certain  that  a  significant 
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proportion  of  this  number  would  be  potentially  affected  by  this  mandatory 
retirement  proposal. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  can  hardly  conceive  of  a  proposal  more  calculated  to  discourage 
career  thinking  on  the  part  of  young  engineers.  I  am  certain  that  the  members 
of  this  committee  can  appreciate  the  difficulty  in  attempting  to  plan  home  financ¬ 
ing,  insurance  provisions,  and  education  of  children  when  there  is  no  certainty 
that  retirement  at  reduced  income  may  not  be  forced  at  any  time  after  the  age  of 
55.  While  we  think  it  is  quite  commendable  for  the  administration  to  propose 
voluntary  retirement  at  this  age,  we  know  of  no  private  industrial  firm  which  has 
adopted  mandatory  retirement  of  the  type  proposed.  It  appears  to  the  society 
extremely  unwise  to  give  Federal  agencies  the  unrestricted  authority  to  force  out 
professional  level  employees  at  the  very  peak  of  their  productive  capacity. 

It  is  apparent,  unfortunately,  that  the  administration  has  sought  this  provision 
to  allow  agencies  to  circumvent  the  normal  civil  service  job  retention  rights.  It 
is  one  thing  to  allow  an  agency  to  withhold  a  salary  step  increase  from  an  employee 
with  whom  they  are  displeased.  It  is  quite  another  to  allow  him  to  be  summarily 
and  permanently  retired  against  his  will  with  no  review  or  appeal  rights.  I  am 
sure  the  members  can  appreciate  what  a  dangerous  weapon  this  provision  would 
be  in  the  hands  of  an  agency  under  pressure  to  bring  down  its  average  grade  level 
or  to  make  room  for  more  politically  acceptable  individuals. 

We  are  particularly  concerned  with  the  possible  effects  of  such  a  provision 
upon  the  many  Federal  engineers  who  must  report  to  and  advise  nonprofessional 
superiors.  Not  infrequently,  professional  ethics  require  engineers  to  make 
advisory  judgments  which  may  run  contrary  to  a  course  of  action  based  on  non¬ 
technical  considerations.  I  cannot  overemphasize  the  danger  of  placing  our 
most  experienced  and  highly  qualified  professional  engineers  in  the  position  of 
risking  forced  retirement  as  a  result  of  their  adopting  an  unpopular  position,  as 
may  occasionally  be  required  by  the  code  of  ethics.  While  we  certainly  believe 
that  Federal  agencies  must  have  adequate  control  over  personnel  to  assure 
loyalty  and  productivity,  we  are  wholly  opposed  to  such  an  extreme  approach  to 
this  goal. 

A  last  point,  Mr.  Chairman,  concerns  the  effective  date  of  the  proposed  pay 
increase,  which  we  feel  should  be,  at  the  latest,  the  first  of  the  next  fiscal  year. 
To  delay  this  increase  until  January  1,  1967,  as  requested  by  the  administration, 
would  widen  the  time  gap  between  the  BLS  survey  and  the  remedial  increase  to 
nearly  2  full  years.  This,  we  believe,  would  be  a  step  away  from  comparability 
rather  than  toward  it. 

This  concludes  my  prepared  statement,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  will,  of  course, 
be  happy  to  answer  any  questions  which  you  or  other  members  of  the  committee 
may  have  on  our  comments,  or  to  provide  any  other  information  which  may  be 
desired. 

Thank  you  for  your  consideration  of  our  views. 


Statement  of  John  J.  Murphy,  President  of  the  National  Customs 

Service  Association 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee,  my  name  is  John  J.  Murphy. 
I  am  president  of  the  National  Customs  Service  Association.  The  National 
Customs  Service  Association  is  an  independent  organization  of  employees  of  the 
customs  service  at  all  levels  and  in  all  occupations.  We  have  local  branches  and 
members  at  large  throughout  the  mainland  United  States  and  in  Alaska,  Hawaii, 
Puerto  Rico,  and  the  Virgin  Islands.  We  have  members  also  in  foreign  countries 
where  there  are  U.S.  customs  facilities. 

We  are  the  only  organization  that  has  been  accorded  formal  national  recog¬ 
nition  under  Executive  Order  10988  by  both  the  Treasury  Department  and  the 
Bureau  of  Customs  as  representative  of  employees  of  the  customs  service. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  appear  before  you  to  present 
our  views  on  the  need  for  a  salary  adjustment  for  Federal  employees  and  to 
comment  on  fringe  benefit  legislation  now  before  you.  We  wish  to  thank  you  for 
holding  these  hearings.  We  appreciate  the  action  of  the  many  members  who  have 
sponsored  legislation  to  bring  about  salary  increases  and  other  benefits. 

Mr.  Chairman,  our  statement  will  be  brief  as  we  wish  to  avoid  repeating  what 
has  already  been  said.  We  will  limit  ourselves  to  making  a  few  points. 
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1.  PAY 

In  our  view  a  pay  adjustment  of  not  less  than  3.5  percent  across  the  board, 
effective  March  1,  1966,  is  fully  justified.  To  our  mind,  Federal  employees  are 
now  more  than  2  years  behind  comparability  and  for  all  practical  purposes  the 
fine  concept  of  comparability  is  but  a  myth.  We  do  not  believe  that  a  pay 
increase  at  this  time  will  in  any  manner  violate  economic  guideposts.  The  guide- 
posts,  as  we  understand  them,  are  to  limit  salary  raises  above  a  certain  level. 

This  level  is  the  comparability  not  yet  achieved  by  Federal  employees. 

2.  RETIREMENT 

We  strongly  support  the  proposal  to  permit  retirement  without  age  penalty  at 
age  55  with  30  years  of  service.  We  believe  that  service  rather  than  age  should 
determine  retirement  and  look  forward  to  eventually  having  full  retirement  after 
30  years’  service  at  any  age. 

We  cannot  support  in  its  present  form  the  proposal  that  the  Government  be 
permitted  to  retire  employees  at  age  55.  We  believe  that  there  are  other  means 
at  the  command  of  management  to  solve  the  problem  of  employees  whose  per¬ 
formance  may  be  marginal.  Unless  there  are  some  meaningful  review  and  appeal 
provisions  we  fear  possible  abuse  of  the  compulsory  retirement  option. 

We  endorse  the  provision  that  permits  full  retirement  at  age  60  after  20  years  of 
service. 

3.  HEALTH  BENEFITS 

We  favor  the  recommendation  that  the  Government  and  the  employee  share 
equall/  the  cost  of  the  health  insurance  program.  This  is  equitable  to  all  con¬ 
cerned  and  is  a  long-overdue  improvement  in  the  plan.  It  is  our  hope  that  the 
Government’s  share  will  be  increased  in  the  future  to  bring  it  more  in  line  with 
private  industry  practices. 

We  particularly  urge  that  section  507  of  II. R.  14122  be  approved.  This 
would  correct  a  longstanding  inequity  by  providing  a  recomputation  of  annuities 
for  those  retirees  who  elected  reduced  annuities  in  order  to  provide  for  a  surviving 
spouse. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  greatly  appreciate  this  opportunity  to  present  our  views, 
and  wish  to  express  our  gratitude  to  you  and  the  members  of  the  committee  for 
your  patience  and  sympathetic  understanding.  Thank  you. 

Post  Office  Department, 

Assistant  Postmaster  General, 

Bureau  of  Personnel, 
Washington,  D.C.,  April  6,  1966. 

Hon.  A.  S.  Mike  Monroney, 

Chairman,  Senate  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Committee,  U.S.  Senate,  Wash¬ 
ington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman:  As  promised  in  my  letter  of  May  3,  1966,  to  you,  here 
are  the  results  of  the  latest  sampling  of  post  offices  regarding  the  incidence  of 
compensatory  time  usage  by  postal  supervisors  in  salary  levels  PFS-8  through 
PFS-10: 

Compensatory  time  usage:  3.4  hours  per  employee  per  pay  period. 

Holiday  compensatory  time:  one-third  of  supervisors  working  8  hours  per 
holiday  excluding  Christmas. 

Rate  of  Overtime:  $6.62  (based  on  average  of  PFS-8/10): 

Rate  of  PFS-7,  step  11:  $6.29. 

Rate  of  PFS-10,  step  10:  $7.86. 

Compensatory  balance  on  hand:  126,117. 

Total  compensatory  hours  PFS-8  through  10:  2,157,000. 

Number  of  supervisors  PFS-8  through  10:  15,000  (1967  complement 
estimate). 

Cost:  $14.3  million  (excludes  Christmas  pay  period). 

I  trust  the  above  information  is  responsive  to  Senator  Carlson's  request. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Richard  J.  Murphy, 
Assistant  Postmaster  General. 
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Mar, 

30, 

1966 

Pep,  Morrison  introduced  H,R,  Iljl22  which 
vas  referred  to  House  Post  Office  and  civil 
Service  Committee,  Print  of  bill. 

Mar, 

31, 

1966 

House  committee  voted  to  report  H.  P.  lit  12? . 

April 

1, 

1966 

House  committee  reported  H,  R*  11022  with 
amendments,  H,  Report  11*10,  Print  of  bill 
and  report.. 

April 

h. 

1966 

House  began  debate  on  H,  R,  li'122. 

April 

1966 

House  passed  H,  R,  l!*122  under  suspension  of 
the  rules. 

April 

13, 

1966 

H,  R.  l)*122  was  referred  to  Senate  Post- 
Office  and  Civil  Service  Committee.  Print 
of  bill  as  introduced. 

May- 

23, 

1966 

Senate  committee  voted  to  report-  H,  R, 

11022. 

May 

26, 

1966 

Senate  committee  reported  H.  R,  11*122  with 
an  amendment*  S,  Report-  1187*  Print,  of 
bill  and  report.. 

June 

30, 

1966 

Senate  made  H,  R.  31022  its  unfinished 
business. 

July 

11, 

1966 

Senate  passed  H,  R,  l)*12?  as  reported. 

July 

12, 

1966 

House  concurred  in  Senate  amendments  to 

H.  R.  U122. 

July 

18, 

1966 

Approved:  Public  Taw  89-50)*, 

Hearings:  H.  Committee  on  H,  R.  1209U  and  related 
bills. 
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DIGEST  OF  PUBLIC  LAW  89-504 


FEDERAL  SALARY  AND  FRINGE  BENEFITS  ACT  OF  1966.  Provides 
an  across-the-board  pay  raise  of  2.9  percent  for  federal 
classified  and  postal  workers  in  the  first  15  grades  and 
a  flat  2  percent  increase  for  those  in  grades  16  to  18, 
retroactive  to  the  first  pay  period  beginning  on  or  after 
July  1,  1966.  Fringe  benefits  provisions  include  the 
right  to  retire  optionally  on  full  annuities  at  age  55 
after  30  years'  service,  or  at  age  60  after  20  years' 
service;  increase  in  Government  contributions  to  health 
insurance  premiums;  extension  of  health  insurance  and  sur¬ 
vivor  benefits  to  children  to  age  22;  overtime  payment  to 
classified  employees  for  hours  worked  a  day  in  excess  of 
eight;  increase  in  uniform  allowances;  and  modification 
of  rules  on  continuation  and  restoration  of  annuities  of 
widows  and  dependent  widowers  who  remarry.  Provides  that 
the  maximum  dollar  rate  for  overtime  be  the  first  step  of 
GS -10  instead  of  GS-9;  25  percent  premium  pay  for  Sunday 
work;  10  percent  annuity  raises  for  widows  and  dependent 
widowers  of  federal  employees  who  died  or  retired  prior  to 
Oct.  11,  1962,  and  to  spouses  of  Federal  employees  still 
alive  who  retired  before  that  date. 
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—  H.  R.  14122 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

March  30, 1966 

Mr.  Morrison  introduced  the  following  bill ;  which  was  referred  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service 


A  BILL 

To  adjust  the  rates  of  basic  compensation  of  certain  employees 
of  the  Federal  Government,  and  for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled , 

3  That  this  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Federal  Salary  and 

4  Fringe  Benefits  Act  of  1966”. 

5  Title  I— Executive  Branch 

6  SHORT  TITLE 

7  Sec.  101.  This  title  may  be  cited  as  the  “Federal  Em- 

8  ployees  Salary  Act  of  1966”. 
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EMPLOYEES  SUBJECT  TO  CLASSIFICATION  ACT  OF  1949 

Sec.  102.  (a)  Section  603  (b)  of  the  Classification  Act 
of  1949,  as  amended  (79  Stat.  1111;  5  U.S.C.  1113(b)  ), 
is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“(b)  The  compensation  schedule  for  the  General 
Schedule  shall  be  as  follows: 


“Grade 

Per  annum  rates  and  steps 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

GS-1 _ 

$3, 609 

$3,731 

$3, 853 

$3,975 

$4, 097 

$4, 219 

$4,341 

$4,463 

$4, 585 

$4, 707 

GS-2 _ _ 

3,925 

4,058 

4,191 

4, 324 

4, 457 

4,  590 

4,  723 

4, 856 

4,989 

5,122 

GS-3 _ _ 

4,269 

4, 413 

4,557 

4, 701 

4, 845 

4,989 

5, 133 

5. 277 

5,  421 

5,565 

GS-4 . . . .. 

4,  776 

4,936 

6, 096 

5, 256 

5,416 

5,  576 

5, 736 

5,896 

6,056 

6,216 

GS-5 . . . 

5, 331 

5,507 

5,683 

5, 859 

6,  035 

6,  211 

6,387 

6,563 

6, 739 

6, 915 

GS-6 _ 

5,867 

6,065 

6, 263 

6, 461 

6, 659 

6, 857 

7,055 

7, 253 

7,  451 

7,649 

GS-7 _ _ _ 

6,451 

6,664 

6,877 

7, 090 

7, 303 

7,516 

7, 729 

7, 942 

8, 155 

8, 368 

GS-8 _ 

7, 068 

7,303 

7,538 

7, 773 

8,008 

8,  243 

8, 478 

8, 713 

8, 948 

9, 183 

GS-9 _ _ 

7,696 

7, 957 

8, 218 

8, 479 

8, 740 

9,  001 

9,262 

9, 523 

9, 784 

10, 045 

GS-10 . . . . 

8, 421 

8,709 

8, 997 

9,  285 

9, 573 

9,861 

10, 149 

10, 437 

10, 725 

11,013 

GS-11 _ 

9,221 

9,536 

9,851 

10, 166 

10,  481 

10,  796 

11,111 

11,426 

11,741 

12, 056 

GS-12 . . 

10, 927 

11,306 

11, 685 

12,  064 

12,  443 

12, 822 

13,  201 

13, 580 

13, 959 

14, 338 

GS-13 _ 

12, 873 

13,321 

13,  769 

14, 217 

14, 665 

15, 113 

15, 561 

16,009 

16, 457 

16, 905 

GS-14 _ 

15,106 

15, 629 

16, 152 

16, 675 

17, 198 

17,  721 

18,  244 

18, 767 

19,290 

19, 813 

GS-1 5 _ 

17, 550 

18, 157 

18,  764 

19, 371 

19, 978 

20,  585 

21, 192 

21, 799 

22, 406 

23, 013 

GS-16 

20,  075 

20,  745 

21,415 

22, 085 

22, 755 

23, 425 

24, 095 

24, 765 

25,  435 

OS-17 

22*  760 

23;  520 

24;  280 

25, 040 

25,800 

GS-18 

25i  890 

tt 

(b)  Except  as  provided  in  section  504  (d)  of  the  Federal 
Salary  Reform  Act  of  1962  (78  Stat.  412;  5  U.S.C.  1173 
(d)  ),  the  rates  of  basic  compensation  of  officers  and  em¬ 
ployees  to  whom  the  compensation  schedule  set  forth  in  sub¬ 
section  (a)  of  this  section  applies  shall  be  initially  adjusted 
as  of  the  effective  date  of  this  section,  as  follows : 

(1)  If  the  officer  or  employee  is  receiving  basic 
compensation  immediately  prior  to  the  effective  date  of 
this  section  at  one  of  the  rates  of  a  grade  in  the  General 
Schedule  of  the  Classification  Act  of  1949,  as  amended, 
he  shall  receive  a  rate  of  basic  compensation  at  the  cor¬ 
responding  rate  in  effect  on  and  after  such  date. 
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(2)  If  the  officer  or  employee  is  receiving  basic 
compensation  immediately  prior  to  the  effective  date  of 
this  section  at  a  rate  between  two  rates  of  a  grade  in  the 
General  Schedule  of  the  Classification  Act  of  1949,  as 
amended,  he  shall  receive  a  rate  of  basic  compensation 
at  the  higher  of  the  two  corresponding  rates  in  effect  on 
and  after  such  date. 

(3)  If  the  officer  or  employee  is  receiving  basic 
compensation  immediately  prior  to  the  effective  date  of 
this  section  at  a  rate  in  excess  of  the  maximum  rate  for 
his  grade,  he  shall  receive  (A)  the  maximum  rate  for 
his  grade  in  the  new  schedule,  or  (B)  his  existing  rate 
of  basic  compensation  if  such  existing  rate  is  higher. 

(4)  If  the  officer  or  employee,  immediately  prior 
to  the  effective  date  of  this  section,  is  receiving,  pursuant 
to  section  2  (b)  (4)  of  the  Federal  Employees  Salary 
Increase  Act  of  1955,  an  existing  aggregate  rate  of  com¬ 
pensation  determined  under  section  208  (b)  of  the  Act 
of  September  1,  1954  (68  Stat.  1111) ,  plus  subsequent 
increases  authorized  by  law,  he  shall  receive  an  aggre¬ 
gate  rate  of  compensation  equal  to  the  sum  of  his  existing 
aggregate  rate  of  compensation,  on  the  day  preceding  the 
effective  date  of  this  section,  plus  the  amount  of  increase 
made  by  this  section  in  the  maximum  rate  of  his  grade, 
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until  (i)  he  leaves  his  position,  or  (ii)  he  is  entitled  to 
receive  aggregate  compensation  at  a  higher  rate  by  rea¬ 
son  of  the  operation  of  this  Act  or  any  other  provision 
of  law;  but,  when  such  position  becomes  vacant,  the 
aggregate  rate  of  compensation  of  any  subsequent  ap¬ 
pointee  thereto  shall  be  fixed  in  accordance  with  appli¬ 
cable  provisions  of  law.  Subject  to  clauses  (i)  and  (ii) 
of  the  immediately  preceding  sentence  of  this  para¬ 
graph,  the  amount  of  the  increase  provided  by  this  sec¬ 
tion  shall  he  held  and  considered  for  the  purposes  of 
section  208(b)  of  the  Act  of  September  1,  1954,  to 
constitute  a  part  of  the  existing  rate  of  compensation 
of  the  employee. 

NEW  APPOINTMENTS  UNDER  CLASSIFICATION  ACT  OF  1949 

Sec.  103.  Section  801  of  the  Classification  Act  of  1949, 
as  amended  (78  Stat.  401;  5  U.S.C.  1131) ,  relating  to  new 
appointments,  is  amended  by  striking  out  “grade  13”  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “grade  11”. 

POSTAL  FIELD  SERVICE  EMPLOYEES 

Sec.  104.  (a)  Section  3542  (a)  of  title  39,  United 
States  Code,  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

(a)  There  is  established  a  basic  compensation  schedule 
for  positions  in  the  postal  field  service  which  shall  be  known 
as  the  Postal  Field  Service  Schedule  and  for  which  the  sym¬ 
bol  shall  be  ‘PFS’.  Except  as  provided  in  sections  3543  and 
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3544  of  this  title,  basic  compensation  shall  be  paid  to  all 
employees  in  accordance  with  such  schedule. 

“POSTAL  FIELD  SERVICE  SCHEDULE 


li 


1„ 

2.. 

3„ 

4_. 

6~ 

6.. 

7.. 
8- 

9.. 
10. 
11. 
12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

16. 

17. 

18. 

19. 

20. 


PFS 


12  3  4 


Per  annum  rates  and  steps 


6  6  7  8 


$4, 204 

$4, 343 

$4, 

482 

4,552 

4,701 

4, 

850 

4, 919 

5,  085 

5, 

251 

5,331 

5,  507 

5, 

683 

6,697 

5,888 

6, 

079 

6,113 

6,316 

6, 

519 

6,545 

6, 763 

6, 

981 

7,088 

7, 323 

7, 

558 

7,665 

7, 920 

8, 

175 

8, 345 

8,628 

8, 

911 

9,221 

9,  536 

9, 

851 

10,  202 

10,  549 

10, 

896 

11,  274 

11,663 

12, 

052 

12,  427 

12,  859 

13, 

291 

13,  736 

14,  210 

14, 

684 

15, 179 

15,  707 

16, 

235 

16,  793 

17,  380 

17, 

967 

18,530 

19,  145 

19, 

760 

20,  525 

21.  210 

21, 

895 

22,760 

23,  520 

24, 

280 

$4, 621 
4,999 
5, 417 
5, 859 
6, 270 
6,  722 
7,199 
7,793 
8,430 
9, 194 
10, 166 

11,  243 

12,  441 

13,  723 
15, 158 
16,  763 
18.  554 
20,  375 
22,580 
25,040 


$4,  760 
5,148 
5,583 
6,035 
6, 461 
6,925 
7,417 
8,028 
8,  685 
9, 477 
10, 481 
11,  590 
12,830 
14,  155 
15,632 
17,291 
19,  141 
20,990 
23,265 
25,  800 


$4, 899 
5, 297 

5,  749 

6, 211 

6,  652 
7,128 
7,635 
8,263 
8,940 
9, 760 

10,  796 

11,  937 

13.  219 

14,  587 
16,  106 
17,  819 
19,  728 
21,  605 
23,  950 


$5, 038 
5, 446 
5, 915 
6,387 
6,843 
7,331 
7,853 
8, 498 
9, 195 
10,043 
11,111 
12,  284 
13,608 

15,  019 

16,  580 
18, 347 
20,315 
22,220 
24,  635 


$5, 177 
5,595 
6,081 
6,563 
7,  034 
7,  534 
8,071 
8,733 
9, 450 
10, 326 
11,  426 
12,631 
13,  997 
15,  451 

17,  054 

18,  875 
20,902 
22.835 
25, 320 


S 


$5, 316 
5, 744 
6,247 
6,739 
7,225 
7,737 
8,289 
8,968 
9,  705 
10,609 
11,  741 
12, 978 
14, 386 
15,  883 
17,  528 
19,  403 
21, 489 
23,450 


10 


11 


12 


$5, 455 
5, 893 
6, 413 
6, 915 
7, 416 
7, 940 
8,507 
9,203 
9, 960 
10, 892 
12,  056 
13, 325 
14.  775 
16,  315 
18,  002 
19,  931 
22,  076 
24, 065 


$5, 594 
6, 042 
6,  579 
7,091 
7,607 
8, 143 
8,725 


$5,  733 
6,191 
6,745 
7,267 
7,  798 
8, 346 


(b)  Section  3543  (a)  of  title  39,  United  States  Code, 
is  amended  to  read  as  follows : 

“  (a)  There  is  established  a  basic  compensation  schedule 
which  shall  be  known  as  the  Rural  Carrier  Schedule  and  for 
which  the  symbol  shall  be  ‘RCS’.  Compensation  shall  be 
paid  to  rural  carriers  in  accordance  with  this  schedule. 

“RURAL  CARRIER  SCHEDULE 


“Per  annum  rates  and  steps 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

0 

10 

11 

12 

Carrier  in  rural  delivery 
service: 

Fixed  compensation  per 
annum.  _  -  - 

$2,391 

$2,  507 

$2,623 

$2, 739 

$2, 855 

$2, 971 

$3, 087 

$3,203 

$3, 319 

$3, 435 

$3, 551 

$3, 667 

Compensation  per  mile 
per  annum  for  each  mile 
up  to  30  miles  of  route .  _ 

88 

90 

92 

94 

96 

98 

100 

102 

104 

106 

108 

110 

For  each  mile  of  route 
over  30  miles - - 

26 

25 

25 

25 

26 

25 

25 

25 

25 

25 

25 

25” 

(c)  Section  3544  (a)  of  title  39,  United  States  Code, 
is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“  (a)  There  is  established  a  basic  compensation  sched¬ 
ule,  which  shall  be  known  as  the  Fourth  Class  Office  Schedule 
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and  for  which  the  symbol  shall  be  ‘FOS’,  for  postmasters  in 
post  offices  of  the  fourth  class,  which  is  based  on  the  revenue 
units  of  the  post  office  for  the  preceding  fiscal  year.  Basic 
compensation  shall  be  paid  to  postmasters  in  post  offices  of 
the  fourth  class  in  accordance  with  this  schedule. 

“FOURTH  CLASS  OFFICE  SCHEDULE 


Per  annum  rates  and  steps 


"Kevenue  units 

i 

2 

3 

4 

5 

e 

7 

8 

e 

10 

ii 

12 

$4, 019 

$4,152 

$4, 285 

$4, 418 

$4,  651 

$4,684 

$4,817 

$4,960 

$5,083 

$5, 216 

$5,349 

4,935 

$5,482 

6,057 

4, 208 
3,265 

3, 715 
3, 064 

3,837 

3,959 

4, 081 

4, 203 

4,325 

4,  447 

4, 669 

4,691 

4f  813 

3, 168 

3, 272 

3,376 

3, 480 

3,584 

3,688 

3, 792 

3,896 

4, 000 

4, 104 

2,407 

1,736 

2,485 

2, 563 
1,846 

2,641 

2,719 

2,797 

2,875 

2, 953 

3, 031 

3, 109 

3f  187 

1,791 

1,901 

1,956 

2, 011 

2,  066 
1,668 

2, 121 

2, 176 

2, 231 

2, 286 

2, 341 
1,893" 

1,  398 

1,443 

1,488 

1,633 

1,578 

1,623 

1,713 

1, 758 

1, 803 

1,848 

(d)  The  basic  compensation  of  each  employee  subject 
to  the  Postal  Field  Service  Schedule,  the  Rural  Carrier 
Schedule,  or  the  Fourth  Class  Office  Schedule  immediately 
prior  to  the  effective  date  of  this  section  shall  be  determined 
as  follows: 

(1)  Each  employee  shall  be  assigned  to  the  same 
numerical  step  for  his  position  which  he  had  attained 
immediately  prior  to  such  effective  date.  If  changes  in 
levels  or  steps  would  otherwise  occur  on  such  effective 
date  without  regard  to  enactment  of  this  Act,  such 
changes  shall  be  deemed  to  have  occurred  prior  to  con¬ 
version. 

(2)  If  the  existing  basic  compensation  is  greater 
than  the  rate  to  which  the  employee  is  converted  under 
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paragraph  ( 1 )  of  this  subsection,  the  employee  shall  be 
placed  in  the  lowest  step  which  exceeds  his  basic  com¬ 
pensation.  If  the  existing  basic  compensation  exceeds 
the  maximum  step  of  his  position,  his  existing  basic  com¬ 
pensation  shall  be  established  as  his  basic  compensation. 
EMPLOYEES  IN  THE  DEPARTMENT  OF  MEDICINE  AND 
SURGERY  OF  THE  VETERANS’  ADMINISTRATION 

Sec.  105.  Section  4107  of  title  38,  United  States  Code, 
relating  to  grades  and  pay  scales  for  certain  positions  within 
the  Department  of  Medicine  and  Surgery  of  the  Veterans’ 
Administration,  is  amended  to  read  as  follows : 

“§4107.  Grades  and  pay  scales 

“  (a)  The  per  annum  full-pay  scale  or  ranges  for  posi¬ 
tions  provided  in  section  4103  of  this  title,  other  than  Chief 
Medical  Director  and  Deputy  Chief  Medical  Director,  shall 
be  as  follows: 

“SECTION  4103  SCHEDULE 

“Assistant  Chief  Medical  Director,  $25,890. 

“Medical  Director,  $22,760  minimum  to  $25,800 
maximum. 

“Director  of  Nursing  Service,  $17,550  minimum  to 


$23,013  maximum. 
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“Director  of  Chaplain  Service,  $17,550  minimum  to 
$23,013  maximum. 

“Chief  Pharmacist,  $17,550  minimum  to  $23,013 
maximum. 

“Chief  Dietitian,  $17,550  minimum  to  $23,013  maxi¬ 
mum. 

“(b)  ( 1 )  The  grades  and  per  annum  full-pay  ranges  for 
positions  provided  in  paragraph  (1)  of  section  4104  of  this 
title  shall  be  as  follows : 

“physician  and  dentist  schedule 

“Director  grade,  $20,075  minimum  to  $25,435  maxi¬ 
mum. 

“Executive  grade,  $18,730  minimum  to  $24,355  maxi¬ 
mum. 

“Chief  grade,  $17,550  minimum  to  $23,013  maximum. 

“Senior  grade,  $15,106  minimum  to  $19,813  maximum. 

“Intermediate  grade,  $12,873  minimum  to  $16,905 
maximum. 

“Full  grade,  $10,927  minimum  to  $14,338  maximum. 

“Associate  grade,  $9,221  minimum  to  $12,056  maxi¬ 
mum. 

“nurse  schedule 

“Assistant  Director  grade,  $15,106  minimum  to  $19,813 
maximum. 

“Chief  grade,  $12,873  minimum  to  $16,905  maximum. 
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“Senior  grade,  $10,927  minimum  to  $14,338  maximum. 

“Intermediate  grade,  $9,221  minimum  to  $12,056 
maximum. 

“Full  grade,  $7,696  minimum  to  $10,045  maximum. 

“Associate  grade,  $6,730  minimum  to  $8,749  maximum. 

“Junior  grade,  $5,867  minimum  to  $7,649  maximum. 

“  (2)  No  person  may  hold  the  director  grade  unless  he 
is  serving  as  a  director  of  a  hospital,  domiciliary,  center, 
or  outpatient  clinic  (independent) .  No  person  may  hold 
the  executive  grade  unless  he  holds  the  position  of  chief  of 
staff  at  a  hospital,  center,  or  outpatient  clinic  (independent) . 
or  the  position  of  clinic  director  at  an  outpatient  clinic,  or 
comparable  position.” 

FOREIGN  SERVICE  OFFICERS;  STAFF  OFFICERS  AND 


EMPLOYEES 


Sec.  106.  (a)  The  fourth  sentence  of  section  412  of  the 
Foreign  Service  Act  of  1946,  as  amended  (22  U.S.C.  867) , 
is  amended  to  read  as  follows:  “The  per  annum  salaries  of 
Foreign  Service  officers  within  each  of  the  other  classes  shall 


be  as  follows: 


“Class  1. 
Class  2. 
Class  3. 
Class  4. 
Class  5. 
Class  6. 
Class  7. 
Class  8. 


$23, 935 

$24, 770 

19, 504 

20, 181 

15, 841 

16, 391 

12, 873 

13, 321 

10, 602 

10, 970 

8,843 

9,147 

7, 473 

7,  724 

6,451 

6, 664 

$25, 890 
20, 858 
16, 941 
13, 769 
11, 338 
9, 451 
7, 975 
6, 877 


$21,535 

$22, 212 

$22, 889 

$23,  566 

17,  491 

18, 041 

18, 591 

19, 141 

14, 217 

14, 665 

15, 113 

15,  561 

11,706 

12,  074 

12, 442 

12, 810 

9, 755 

10, 059 

10, 363 

10, 667 

8,226 

8,  477 

8, 728 

8, 979 

7,090 

7, 303 

7, 616 

7,729 
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(b)  The  second  sentence  of  subsection  (a)  of  section 


415  of  such  Act  (22  U.S.C.  870  (a) )  is  amended  to  read  as 


follows:  “The  per  annum  salaries  of  such  staff  officers  and 


employees  within  each  class  shall  be  as  follows: 


“Class  1 _ 

$15, 841 

$16, 391 

$16, 941 

$17, 491 

$18,  041 

$18,  591 

$19, 141 

$19, 691 

$20,  241 

$20, 791 

Class  2...  _ 

12, 873 

13, 321 

13,  769 

14,  217 

14,  665 

15,113 

15,  561 

16,009 

16,  457 

16, 905 

Class  3 _ 

10,  602 

10, 970 

11,338 

11,706 

12,  074 

12,442 

12, 810 

13, 178 

13,  546 

13, 914 

Class  4 _ _ 

8, 843 

9, 147 

9,  451 

9,  755 

10,  059 

10, 363 

10, 667 

10, 971 

11,275 

11,  579 

Class  5 . 

7,974 

8,246 

8,  518 

8,790 

9,  062 

9, 334 

9, 606 

9, 878 

10, 150 

10, 422 

Class  6 _ _ 

7,201 

7,  441 

7,681 

7, 921 

8,161 

8,  401 

8,641 

8,881 

9,121 

9, 361 

Class  7 _  _ 

6,  614 

6,832 

7, 050 

7,  268 

7,486 

7,  704 

7,922 

8, 140 

8, 358 

8,576 

Class  8 _ 

5, 853 

6,  051 

6,  249 

6, 447 

6,  645 

6, 843 

7,041 

7, 239 

7,437 

7, 635 

Class  9.  . 

5,341 

5,  517 

5, 693 

5, 869 

6,  045 

6, 221 

6,397 

6,  573 

6,749 

6, 925 

Class  10 _ 

4,  776 

4,936 

5,096 

5, 256 

5,416 

5,  576 

5,736 

5,896 

6,056 

6, 216’’. 

(c)  Foreign  Service  officers,  Reserve  officers,  and  For¬ 


eign  Service  staff  officers  and  employees  who  are  entitled  to 


receive  basic  compensation  immediately  prior  to  the  effective 


date  of  this  section  at  one  of  the  rates  provided  by  section 
41’2  or  415  of  the  Foreign  Service  Act  of  1946  shall  receive 
basic  compensation,  on  and  after  such  effective  date,  at  the 
rate  of  their  class  determined  to  be  appropriate  by  the 
Secretary  of  State. 


AGRICULTURAL  STABILIZATION  AND  CONSERVATION 


COUNTY  COMMITTEE  EMPLOYEES 
Sec.  107.  The  rates  of  compensation  of  persons  em¬ 
ployed  by  the  coimty  committees  established  pursuant  to 
section  8  (b)  of  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allot¬ 
ment  Act  (16  U.S.C.  590h(b))  shall  be  increased  by 
amounts  equal,  as  nearly  as  may  be  practicable,  to  the 
increases  provided  by  section  102  (a)  of  this  title  for  cor¬ 
responding  rates  of  compensation. 
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1  SALARY  RATES  FIXED  BY  ADMINISTRATIVE  ACTION 

2  Sec.  108.  (a)  The  rates  of  basic  compensation  of  assist- 

3  ant  United  States  attorneys  whose  basic  salaries  are  fixed 

4  pursuant  to  section  508  of  title  '28,  United  States  Code,  shall 

5  be  increased,  effective  on  the  effective  date  of  section  102 

6  of  this  title,  by  amounts  equal,  as  nearly  as  may  be  prae- 

7  ticable,  to  the  increases  provided  by  section  102  (a)  of  this 

8  title  for  corresponding  rates  of  compensation. 

9  (b)  Notwithstanding  section  3679  of  the  Revised 
10  Statutes,  as  amended  (31  U.S.C.  665),  the  rates  of  com¬ 
il  pensation  of  officers  and  employees  of  the  Uederal  Govern- 

12  ment  and  of  the  municipal  government  of  the  District  of 

13  Columbia  whose  rates  of  compensation  are  fixed  by  adminis- 

14  trative  action  pursuant  to  law  and  are  not  otherwise  increased 

15  by  this  Act  are  hereby  authorized  to  he  increased,  effective 

16  on  the  effective  date  of  section  102  of  this  title,  by  amounts 

17  not  to  exceed  the  increases  provided  by  this  title  for  cor- 
13  responding  rates  of  compensation  in  the  appropriate  schedule 

19  or  scale  of  pay. 

20  (c)  Nothing  contained  in  this  section  shall  be  held  or 

21  considered  to  authorize  any  increase  in  the  rates  of  com- 

22  pensation  of  officers  and  employees  whose  rates  of  compen- 

23  sation  are  fixed  and  adjusted  from  time  ,to  time  as  nearly 

24  as  is  consistent  with  the  public  interest  in  accordance  with 

25  prevailing  rates  or  practices. 
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(d)  Nothing  contained  in  this  section  shall  affect  the 
authority  contained  in  any  law  pursuant  to  which  rates  of 
compensation  may  be  fixed  by  administrative  action. 

EFFECTIVE  DATES 

Sec.  109.  This  title  shall  become  effective  as  follows: 

(1)  This  section  and  sections  101,  103,  and  108 
shall  become  effective  on  the  date  of  enactment  of  this 
Act. 

(2)  Sections  102,  104,  105,  106,  and  107  shall 
become  effective  on  the  first  day  of  the  first  pay  period 
which  begins  on  or  after  July  1,  1966. 

Title  II— Judicial  Branch 

SHORT  TITLE 

Sec.  201.  This  title  may  be  cited  as  the  “Federal  Judi¬ 
cial  Salary  Act  of  1966”. 

JUDICIAL  BRANCH  EMPLOYEES 
Sec.  202.  (a)  The  rates  of  basic  compensation  of  offi¬ 
cers  and  employees  in  or  under  the  judicial  branch  of  the 
Government  whose  rates  of  compensation  are  fixed  by  or 
pursuant  to  paragraph  (2)  of  subdivision  a  of  section  62  of 
the  Bankruptcy  Act  (11  U.S.C.  102  (a)  (2)  ) ,  section  3656 
of  title  18,  United  States  Code,  the  third  sentence  of  section 
603,  sections  671  to  675,  inclusive,  or  section  604(a)  (5), 
of  title  28,  United  States  Code,  insofar  as  the  latter  section 
applies  to  graded  positions,  are  hereby  increased  by  amounts 
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1  reflecting  the  respective  applicable  increases  provided  by  sec- 

2  tion  102  (a)  of  title  I  of  this  Act  in  corresponding  rates  of 

3  compensation  for  officers  and  employees  subject  to  the  Classi- 

4  fication  Act  of  1949,  as  amended.  The  rates  of  basic  com- 

5  pensation  of  officers  and  employees  holding  ungraded  posi- 

6  tions  and  whose  salaries  are  fixed  pursuant  to  such  section 

7  604  (a)  (5)  may  be  increased  by  the  amounts  reflecting  the 

8  respective  applicable  increases  provided  by  section  102  (a) 

9  of  title  I  of  this  Act  in  corresponding  rates  of  compensation 

10  for  officers  and  employees  subject  to  the  Classification  Act 

11  of  1949,  as  amended. 

12  (b)  The  limitations  provided  by  applicable  law  on 

13  the  effective  date  of  this  section  with  respect  to  the  aggregate 

14  salaries  payable  to  secretaries  and  law  clerks  of  circuit  and 

15  district  judges  are  hereby  increased  by  amounts  which  re- 

16  fleet  the  respective  applicable  increases  provided  by  section 

17  102  (a)  of  title  I  of  this  Act  in  corresponding  rates  of  com- 

18  pensation  for  officers  and  employees  subject  to  the  Classifica- 

19  tion  Act  of  1949,  as  amended. 

20  (c)  Section  753  (e)  of  title  28,  United  States  Code  (re- 

21  lating  to  the  compensation  of  court  reporters  for  district 

22  courts) ,  is  amended  by  striking  out  the  existing  salary  limi- 

23  tation  contained  therein  and  inserting  a  new  limitation 

24  which  reflects  the  respective  applicable  increases  provided  by 
section  102  (a)  of  title  I  of  this  Act  in  corresponding  rates 
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of  compensation  for  officers  and  employees  subject  to  the 
Classification  Act  of  1949,  as  amended. 

EFFECTIVE  DATES 

Sec.  203.  This  title  shall  become  effective  as  follows: 

(1)  This  section  and  section  201  shall  become 
effective  on  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act. 

(2)  Section  202  shall  become  effective  on  the  first 
day  of  the  first  pay  period  which  begins  on  or  after 
July  1,  1966. 

Title  III— Legislative  Branch 

SHORT  TITLE 

Sec.  301.  This  title  may  be  cited  as  the  “Federal  Legis¬ 
lative  Salary  Act  of  1966”. 

LEGISLATIVE  BRANCH  EMPLOYEES 
Sec.  302.  (a)  Except  as  otherwise  provided  in  this  title, 
each  officer  or  employee  in  or  under  the  legislative  branch  of 
the  Government,  whose  rate  of  compensation  is  increased  by 
section  5  of  the  Federal  Employees  Pay  Act  of  1946,  shall 
be  paid  additional  compensation  at  the  rate  of  2.9  per  centum 
of  his  gross  rate  of  compensation  (basic  compensation  plus 
additional  compensation  authorized  by  law). 

(b)  The  total  annual  compensation  in  effect  immediately 
prior  to  the  effective  date  of  this  section  of  each  officer  or 
employee  of  the  House  of  Representatives,  whose  compensa¬ 
tion  is  disbursed  by  the  Clerk  of  the  House  of  Representatives 
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1  and  is  not  increased  by  reason  of  any  other  provision  of  this 

2  section,  shall  be  increased  by  2.9  per  centum.  Notwithstand- 

3  ing  section  303  of  this  title  or  any  other  provision  of  this 

4  section,  the  total  annual  compensation  of  the  Clerk  of  the 

5  House  of  Representatives  and  the  Sergeant  at  Arms  of  the 

6  House  of  Representatives,  respectively,  shall  be  an  amount 

7  which  is  equal  to  the  total  annual  compensation  of  the  Secre- 

8  tary  of  the  Senate  and  the  Sergeant  at  Arms  of  the  Senate, 

9  respectively. 

10  (c)  The  rates  of  compensation  of  employees  of  the 

11  House  of  Representatives  whose  compensation  is  fixed  by 

12  the  House  Employees  Schedule  under  the  House  Employees 

13  Position  Classification  Act  (78  Stat.  1079-1084;  Public 

14  Law  88-652;  2  TJ.S.C.  291-303) ,  including  each  employee 

15  subject  to  such  Act  whose  compensation  is  fixed  at  a  saved 

16  rate,  are  hereby  increased  by  amounts  equal,  as  nearly  as 

17  may  be  practicable,  to  the  increases  provided  by  subsection 

18  (a)  of  this  section. 

19  (d)  The  basic  compensation  of  each  employee  on  the 

20  rolls  on  July  1,  1966,  whose  compensation  is  paid  from  the 

21  clerk  hire  of  a  Member  of  the  House  of  Representatives  or 

22  the  Resident  Commissioner  from,  Puerto  Rico  is  hereby  ad- 

23  justed,  effective  on  July  1,  1966,  to  the  lowest  multiple  of 

24  $5  which  will  provide  a  gross  rate  of  compensation  not  less 

25  than  the  gross  rate  such  employee  was  receiving  immediately 
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prior  to  such  date,  except  that  the  foregoing  provision  of 
this  sentence  shall  not  apply  with  respect  to  an  employee 
if,  on  or  before  July  10,  1966,  the  Member  or  Resident 
Commissioner  by  whom  such  employee  is  employed  trans¬ 
mits  to  the  Clerk  of  the  House  of  Representatives  written 
notice  to  the  effect  that  he  does  not  wish  such  provision 
to  apply  to  such  employee.  If,  before  the  expiration  of  the 
period  within  which  such  notice  may  he  given,  such  Member 
or  Resident  Commissioner  dies  without  having  transmitted 
such  notice,  such  notice  shall  be  considered  to  have  been 
transmitted. 

(e)  The  additional  compensation  provided  by  this  sec¬ 
tion  shall  he  considered  a  part  of  basic  compensation  for  the 
purposes  of  the  Civil  Service  Retirement  Act  (5  U.S.C. 
2251  and  following) . 

(f)  This  section  shall  not  apply  with  respect  to  the 
compensation  of  student  congressional  interns  authorized  by 
House  Resolution  416,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  and  the  com¬ 
pensation  of  employees  whose  compensation  is  fixed  by  the 
House  Wage  Schedule  under  the  House  Employees  Position 
Classification  Act. 

SALARY  INCREASE  LIMITATION 
Sec.  303.  No  rate  of  compensation  shall  be  increased, 
by  reason  of  the  enactment  of  this  title,  to  an  amount  in 
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1  excess  of  the  salary  rate  now  or  hereafter  in  effect  for 

2  level  V  of  the  Federal  Executive  Salary  Schedule. 

3  EFFECTIVE  DATES 

4  Sec.  304.  This  title  shall  become  effective  as  follows : 

5  (1)  This  section  and  section  301  shall  become  effec- 

6  tive  on  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act. 

7  (2)  Sections  302  and  303  shall  become  effective  on 

8  the  first  day  of  the  first  pay  period  which  begins  on  or 

9  after  July  1,  1966. 

10  Title  IV — Miscellaneous  Provisions 

11  SALARY  STEPS  FOR  CERTAIN  EMPLOYEES  TRANSFERRED  TO 

12  POSTAL  FIELD  SERVICE 

18  Sec.  401.  Section  3551  of  title  39,  United  States  Code, 

14  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new 

15  subsection : 

16  “  (c)  The  Postmaster  General  may  appoint  or  advance 

17  any  Federal  employee  who,  together  with  his  function,  is 

18  transferred,  prior  to,  on,  or  after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this 

19  subsection,  to  a  post  office  or  other  postal  installation  at  or 

20  to  (1)  the  minimum  rate  for  his  position,  or  (2)  any  higher 

21  rate  for  his  position  which  is  less  than  one  full  step  above  the 

22  highest  rate  of  compensation  received  by  him  immediately 

23  prior  to  such  transfer.”. 

J.  50-00 1-mmm - 3 
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POSTAL  SENIORITY  ADJUSTMENTS 

Sec.  402.  Section  3552  (d)  of  title  39,  United  States 
Code,  is  amended  to  read  as  follows : 

“(d)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  this  sec¬ 
tion,  the  Postmaster  General  shall  advance  any  employee  in 
the  postal  field  service  who — 

“  ( 1 )  was  promoted  to  a  higher  level  between  July 
9,  1960,  and  October  13,  1962;  and 

“(2)  is  senior  with  respect  to  total  postal  service 
to  an  employee  in  the  same  post  office  promoted  to  the 
same  level  on  or  after  October  13,  1962,  and  is  in  a 
step  in  the  same  level  below  the  step  of  the  junior 
employee. 

Such  advancement  by  the  Postmaster  General  shall  be  to  the 
highest  step  which  is  held  by  any  such  junior  employee. 
Any  increase  under  the  provisions  of  this  subsection  shall  not 
constitute  an  equivalent  increase  and  credit  earned  prior  to 
adjustment  under  this  subsection  for  advancement  to  the 
next  step  shall  be  retained.”. 

SPECIAL  DELIVERY  MESSENGERS 

Sec.  403.  Section  3542(c)  of  title  39,  United  States 


Code,  is  amended — 
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1  (1)  by  striking  out  “7  cents  per  mile  or  major 

2  fraction  thereof’  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “10  cents 

3  per  mile  or  major  fraction  thereof”;  and 

4  (2)  by  striking  out  “90  cents  per  hour”  and  insert- 

5  ing  in  lieu  thereof  “$1.25  per  hour”. 

6  OVERTIME 

7  Sec.  404.  (a)  Section  201  of  the  Federal  Employees 

8  Pay  Act  of  1945,  as  amended  (5  U.S.C.  911) ,  is  amended— 

9  ( 1 )  by  inserting  “or  in  excess  of  eight  hours  in  a 

10  day”  immediately  following  “in  excess  of  forty  hours 

11  in  any  administrative  workweek” ;  and 

12  (2)  by  striking  out  “grade  GS-9”,  wherever  occur- 

13  ring  therein,  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “grade 

14  GS-10”. 

15  (b)  Section  202  of  such  Act,  as  amended  (5  U.S.C. 

16  912) ,  is  amended  by  striking  out  “grade  GS-9”  and  insert- 

17  ing  in  lieu  thereof  “grade  GS-10”. 

lg  (c)  Subsections  (b)  and  (c)  of  section  3573  of  title  39, 

19  United  States  Code,  are  amended  by  striking  out  level 

20  PFS-7”  and  “level  PFS-8”,  wherever  appearing  therein, 

21  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “level  PFS-10  and  level 

22  PFS-11”,  respectively. 
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(d)  Subsection  (a)  of  section  3575  of  title  39,  United 
States  Code,  is  amended  to  read  as  follows : 

“  (a)  Sections  3571,  3573,  and  3574  of  this  title  do  not 
apply  to  postmasters,  rural  carriers,  and  postal  inspectors.” 

SUNDAY  PREMIUM  PAY 

Sec.  405.  (a)  The  heading  of  title  III  of  the  Federal 
Employees  Pay  Act  of  1945,  as  amended,  is  amended  to 
read  as  follows : 

“TITLE  III— COMPENSATION  FOR  NIGHT, 
SUNDAY,  AND  HOLIDAY  WORK” 

(b)  Section  302  of  such  Act,  as  amended  (5  U.S.C. 
922),  is  redesignated  as  section  303  of  such  Act. 

(c)  Title  III  of  such  Act,  as  amended  (5  U.S.C.  921 
and  following) ,  is  amended  by  inserting  immediately  follow¬ 
ing  section  301  thereof  the  following: 

“COMPENSATION  FOR  SUNDAY  WORK 

“Sec.  302.  All  work  not  exceeding  eight  hours  which 
is  not  overtime  work  as  defined  in  section  201  of  this  Act 
and  which  is  performed  within  the  period  commencing  at 
midnight  Saturday  and  ending  at  midnight  Sunday  shall  be 
compensated  at  the  rate  of  basic  compensation  of  the  officer 
or  employee  performing  such  work  on  Sunday  plus  premium 
compensation  at  a  rate  equal  to  25  per  centum  of  his  rate 
of  basic  compensation.” 

(d)  Section  401(1)  of  such  Act,  as  amended  (5 
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1  U.S.O.  926(1)  ) ,  is  amended  by  inserting  Sunday,”  im- 

2  mediately  following  the  word  “night”. 

3  (e)  Section  401  (2)  of  such  Act,  as  amended  (5  U.S.C. 

4  926(2)  ),  is  amended  by  inserting  “,  on  Sundays,”  imme- 

5  diately  following  the  words  “duty  at  night”. 

6  (f)  The  first  paragraph  of  section  23  of  the  Independent 
I  Offices  Appropriation  Act,  1935,  as  amended  (5  U.S.C. 

8  673c) ,  is  amended  by  inserting  immediately  before  the  period 

9  at  the  end  thereof  the  following :  “ :  Provided  further,  That 
19  employees  subject  to  this  section  whose  regular  work  sched- 

11  ule  includes  an  eight-hour  period  of  service  any  part  of  which 

12  is  within  the  period  commencing  at  midnight  Saturday  and 
18  ending  at  midnight  Sunday  shall  be  paid  extra  compensation 

14  at  the  rate  of  25  per  centum  of  his  hourly  rate  of  basic  com- 

15  pensation  for  each  hour  of  work  performed  during  such 

16  eight-hour  period  of  service”. 

17  HEALTH  AND  INSURANCE  COVERAGE  FOR  CERTAIN  EM- 

18  PLOYEES  ON  LEAVE  WITHOUT  PAY 

19  Sec.  406.  (a)  Section  6  of  the  Federal  Employees’ 

20  Group  Life  Insurance  Act  of  1954,  as  amended  (5  U.S.C. 

21  2095) ,  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  follow- 

22  ing  new  subsection: 

23  “(d)  Notwithstanding  the  foregoing,  an  officer  or  em- 

24  ployee  who  enters  on  approved  leave  without  pay  to  serve 
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1  as  a  full-time  officer  or  employee  of  an  organization  composed 

2  primarily  of  employees,  as  defined  in  section  2  of  this  Act, 

3  may,  within  sixty  days  after  entering  on  such  leave  without 

4  pay,  elect  to  continue  his  insurance  and  arrange  to  pay  cur- 

5  rently  into  the  fund,  through  his  employing  agency,  both 

6  employee  and  agency  contributions.  If  he  does  not  so  elect, 

7  his  insurance  will  continue  during  nonpay  status  and  termi- 

8  nate  as  provided  in  subsection  (a)  of  this  section.  The 

9  employing  agency  shall  forward  the  premium  payments  to 

10  the  fund  established  by  section  5  of  this  Act.” 

11  (b)  Section  7  (b)  of  the  Federal  Employees  Health 

12  Benefits  Act  of  1959,  as  amended  (5  U.S.C.  3006  (b)  ) ,  is 

13  amended — 

14  ( 1 )  by  inserting  “  ( 1 )  ”  immediately  following 

15  “  (b)  and 

16  (2)  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new 

17  paragraph : 

18  “  (2)  An  employee  who  enters  on  approved  leave  with- 

19  out  pay  to  serve  as  a  full-time  officer  or  employee  of  an  or- 

20  ganization  composed  primarily  of  employees,  as  defined  in 

21  section  2  of  this  Act,  may,  within  sixty  days  after  entering 

22  on  such  leave  without  pay,  file  with  his  employing  agency 

23  an  election  to  continue  his  health  benefits  coverage  and 

24  arrange  to  pay  currently  into  the  fund,  through  his  em- 

25  ploying  agency,  both  employee  and  agency  contributions. 


23 


1  If  he  does  not  so  elect,  his  coverage  will  terminate  as  spec- 

2  ified  in  paragraph  (1)  and  implementing  regulations.  The 

3  employing  agency  shall  forward  the  enrollment  charges  so 

4  paid  to  the  fund.” 

5  (c)  An  officer  or  employee  who  is  on  approved  leave 

6  without  pay  and  serving  as  a  full-time  officer  or  employee 

7  of  an  organization  composed  primarily  of  employees,  as  de- 

8  fined  in  section  2  of  the  Federal  Employees’  Group  Life  In- 

9  surance  Act  of  1954,  as  amended  (5  U.S.C.  2091) ,  or  sec- 

10  tion  2  of  the  Federal  Employees  Health  Benefits  Act  of 

11  1959,  as  amended  (5  U.S.C.  3001),  as  the  case  may  be, 

12  may,  within  sixty  days  after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this 

13  Act,  file  with  his  employing  agency  an  election  to  continue 

14  any  insurance,  or  health  benefits  coverage,  or  both,  that  he 

15  has  on  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act,  and  arrange 

16  to  pay  currently  into  the  employees’  life  insurance  fund 

17  and  the  employees’  health  benefits  fund,  as  appropriate, 

18  both  employee  and  agency  contributions.  The  employ- 

19  ing  agency  shall  forward  such  payments  to  the  em- 

20  ployees’  life  insurance  fund  and  the  employees’  health  bene- 

21  fits  fund,  as  appropriate.  If  he  does  not  so  elect,  any  life 

22  insurance  and  health  benefits  coverage  will  continue  and 

23  terminate  as  for  other  employees  in  nonpay  status. 

24  (d)  The  United  States  Civil  Service  Commission  is 
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authorized  to  issue  regulations  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of 
this  section  and  the  amendments  made  by  this  section. 

INCREASE  IN  UNIFORM  ALLOWANCES 

Sec.  407.  The  Federal  Employees  Uniform  Allowance 
Act,  as  amended  (5  U.S.C.  2131-2133),  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  section: 

“Sec.  405.  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  this 
title,  each  of  the  respective  maximum  uniform  allowances  in 
effect  on  April  1,  1966,  for  the  respective  categories  of  em¬ 
ployees  to  whom  uniform  allowances  are  paid  under  this 
title  are  hereby  increased,  subject  to  the  maximum  allow¬ 
ance  authorized  by  this  title,  as  follows : 

“  ( 1 )  If  the  maximum  uniform  allowance  is  $100 
or  more,  such  allowance  shall  be  increased  by  25  per 
centum. 

“  (2)  If  the  maximum  uniform  allowance  is  $75  or 
more  but  less  than  $100,  such  allowance  shall  be  in¬ 
creased  by  30  per  centum. 

“  (3)  If  the  maximum  uniform  allowance  is  $50  or 
more  but  less  than  $75,  such  allowance  shall  be  increased 
by  35  per  centum. 

“(4)  If  the  maximum  uniform  allowance  is  less 
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than  $50,  such  allowance  shall  be  increased  by  40  per 
centum. 

Such  maximum  uniform  allowances,  as  in  effect  on  April  1, 
1966,  and  as  increased  by  this  section,  shall  not  be  reduced.”. 

EFFECTIVE  DATES 

Sec.  408.  This  title  shall  become  effective  as  follows: 

(1)  This  section  and  sections  401,  402,  406,  and 
407  shall  become  effective  on  the  date  of  enactment  of 
this  Act. 

(2)  Sections  403,  404,  and  405  shall  become  ef¬ 
fective  on  the  first  day  of  the  first  pay  period  which 
begins  on  or  after  July  1,  1966. 

Title  V — Civil  Service  Retirement 
short  title 

Sec.  501.  This  title  may  be  cited  as  the  “Civil  Service 
Retirement  Act  Amendments  of  1966”. 

DEFINITIONS 

Sec.  502.  (a)  Section  1  (j)  of  the  Civil  Service  Retire¬ 
ment  Act  (5  U.S.C.  2251  (j)  )  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows : 

“(j)  The  term  ‘child’,  for  purposes  of  section  10(d), 
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shall  mean  an  unmarried  child,  including  (1)  an  adopted 
child,  and  (2)  a  stepchild  or  recognized  natural  child  who 
lived  with  the  employee  or  Member  in  a  regular  parent-child 
relationship,  under  the  age  of  eighteen  years,  or  such  un¬ 
married  child  regardless  of  age  who  because  of  physical  or 
mental  disability  incurred  before  age  eighteen  is  incapable 
of  self-support,  or  such  unmarried  child  between  eighteen 
and  twenty-two  years  of  age  who  is  a  student  regularly  pur¬ 
suing  a  full-time  course  of  study  or  training  in  residence  in  a 
high  school,  trade  school,  technical  or  vocational  institute, 
junior  college,  college,  university,  or  comparable  recognized 
educational  institution.  A  child  who  is  a  student  shall  not  be 
deemed  to  have  ceased  to  he  a  student  during  any  interim 
between  school  years,  semesters,  or  terms  if  the  interim,  or 
other  period  of  nonattendance,  does  not  exceed  four  calendar 
months  and  if  he  shows  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Commission 
that  he  has  a  bona  fide  intention  of  continuing  to  pursue  such 
course  during  the  school  year,  semester,  or  term  immediately 
following  the  interim.  The  term  ‘child’,  for  purposes  of  sec¬ 
tion  11,  shall  include  an  adopted  child  and  a  natural  child, 
but  shall  not  include  a  stepchild.” 

(b)  Section  1  of  such  Act  (5  U.S.C.  2251)  is  further 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new 
subsection : 

“  (u)  The  term  ‘minimum  annuity  base’  shall  mean  the 
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1  amount  in  column  II  on  the  line  on  which  in  column  I  of  the 

2  following  table  appears  the  employee’s  average  salary : 

“TABLE  FOR  DETERMINING  MINIMUM  ANNUITY  BASE  AND  MAXIMUM  GUARANTEE 


I 


II 


III 


(Average  salary) 


(Minimum  annuity  base) 


(Maximum  guarantee) 


If  an  employee’s  average  salary  (as  determined  under  The  amount  referred  to  in 
subsection  (e))  is—  the  preceding  paragraph 

_  of  this  subsection  shall 


And  the  maximum  guar¬ 
antee  (as  provided  in 
section  9(m))  shall  be — 


it  least— 

But  less  than— 

be— 

$816 

$528 

$816 

840 

540 

840 

852 

552 

852 

876 

564 

876 

900 

576 

900 

924 

588 

924 

948 

600 

948 

972 

612 

972 

984 

624 

984 

1,008 

636 

1,008 

1,032 

648 

1,032 

1,056 

660 

1,056 

1, 080 

672 

1,080 

1,092 

684 

1,092 

1,116 

696 

1,116 

1,140 

708 

1, 140 

1,164 

720 

1,164 

1,176 

732 

1,176 

1,200 

744 

1,200 

1, 224 

756 

1,224 

1, 236 

768 

1, 236 

1,260 

780 

1, 260 

1,284 

792 

1,284 

1,296 

816 

1,296 

1,320 

828 

1,320 

1,368 

840 

1,368 

1,428 

852 

1,428 

1,476 

864 

1,476 

1,536 

876 

1,536 

1,596 

888 

1,596 

1,644 

900 

1,644 

1,704 

912 

1,  704 

1,  764 

924 

1,764 

1,812 

936 

1,812 

1, 872 

948 

1, 872 

1,932 

960 

1,932 

1,980 

972 

1,980 

2,  040 

984 

2,040 

2, 100 

1,008 

2, 100 

2, 148 

1,020 

2, 148 

2, 208 

1,032 

2,  208 

2,  268 

1, 044 

2,268 

2, 328 

1,056 

2, 328 

2, 376 

1,068 

2, 376 

2, 436 

1,080 

2,436 

2, 496 

1,092 

2, 496 

2,  544 

1, 104 

2,544 

2,  604 

1,116 

2,  604 

2,664 

1, 128 

2, 664 

2,712 

1, 140 

2,  712 

2,  772 

1.152 

2,  772 

2, 832 

1, 164 

2, 832 

2,880 

1, 188 

2,880 

2,940 

1,200 

2,940 

3,000 

1,212 

3,000 

3,  048 

1,224 

3,048 

3, 108 

1,236 

3, 108 

3,168 

1,  248 

3, 168 

3,216 

1,  260 

3,216 

3, 276 

1,272 

3,276 

3,336 

1,284 

3,  336 

3, 384 

1,296 

3,384 

3,  444 

1,308 

3,  444 

3,604 

1,320 

3,504 

3,552 

1,332 

3,552 

3, 612 

1,344 

3,  612 

3,672 

1,368 

3,672 

3,  720 

1,380 

3,720 

3, 780 

1,392 

3, 780 

3, 840 

1,404 

3,840 

3,888 

1,416 

3,888 

3,948 

1,428 

3,948 

4,008 

1,440 

4,008 

4,056 

1,452 

4,056 

4,116 

1,464 

4,116 

4,176 

1,476 

4, 176 

4,224 

1,488 

4;  224 

4,284 

1,500 

4,284 

4,  344 

1,512 

4;  344 

4,392 

1,524 

$792 
816 
828 
852 
864 
888 
900 
924 
936 
960 
972 
996 
1,008 
1, 032 
1,044 
1,068 
1,080 
1,104 
1,116 
1, 140 
1,152 
1, 176 
1,200 
1,212 
1,236 
1, 248 
1,  272 
1, 296 
1,308 
1,332 
1,344 
1,  368 
1, 404 
1,440 
1,  488 
1,536 
1,  572 
1,620 
1,  668 

1,  704 
1,752 
1,800 
1,848 
1,896 
1,944 
1,992 
2,028 
2,076 
2, 124 
2, 160 
2,208 
2,256 
2, 292 
2,340 
2, 388 
2, 424 
2, 472 
2,520 

2,  668 
2, 616 
2,  664 
2,  700 
2,748 
2,  796 
2,832 
2,880 
2,928 
2,964 
3, 012 
3,060 
3, 096 
3, 144 
3,192 
3,240 
3,288 
3,336 
3,372 
3,420 
3, 468 
3,504 
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“TABLE  FOR  DETERMINING  MINIMUM  ANNUITY  BASE  AND  MAXIMUM  GUARANTEE— 

Continued 


(Average  salary) 


If  an  employee’s  average  salary  (as  determined  under 
subsection  (e))  is— 


II 

(Minimum  annuity  base) 


The  amount  referred  to  in 
the  preceding  paragraph 
of  this  subsection  shall 
be¬ 


lli 

(Maximum  guarantee) 


And  the  maximum  guar¬ 
antee  (as  provided  in 
section  9(m))  shall  be — 


At  least— 


But  less  than— 


$4,  392 

$4, 452 

4,452 

4,512 

4, 512 

4,  560 

4,  560 

4,  620 

4,620 

4,680 

4,  680 

4,  728 

4,728 

4,  788 

4,  788 

4,  848 

4,848 

4,896 

4,896 

4,  956 

4, 956 

5,  016 

5, 016 

5,064 

5,064 

5, 124 

5,124 

5, 184 

5, 184 

5,244 

5,244 

5, 292 

5, 292 

5, 352 

5,352 

5,412 

5,412 

5,460 

5,460 

5,520 

5,520 

5,580 

5,580 

5,628 

5,628 

5,688 

5,688 

5, 748 

5, 748 

5,796 

5,796 

5,856 

6,856 

5, 916 

5,916 

5,964 

6,964 

6,024 

6,024 

6,084 

6,084 

6,132 

6, 132 

6,192 

6, 192 

6,252 

6,252 

6,300 

6,300 

6,360 

6,360 

6,420 

6,420 

6,468 

6,468 

6,528 

6,  528 

6,588 

6,588 

$1,  536 
1,560 
1,572 
1,584 
1,596 
1,608 
1,620 
1,  632 
1,  644 
1,  656 
1,668 
1,  680 
1,692 
1,  704 
1, 716 
1,728 
1,740 
1, 752 
1, 764 
1,776 
1,788 
1,800 
1,812 
1,824 
1,836 
1,848 
1,860 
1,872 
1,884 
1,896 
1,908 
1,920 
1,932 
1,944 
1,956 
1,968 
1,980 
1,992 
2,004 
2,016 


$3,  552 
3,  576 
3,600 
3,624 
3,  648 
3,660 
3,684 
3,  708 
3, 732 
3, 756 
3,780 
3,792 
3, 816 
3, 840 
3, 864 
3,888 
3,912 
3,936 
3,960 
3,984 
4,008 
4,020 
4,044 
4,068 
4,092 
4,116 
4,140 
4,152 
4,176 
4,200 
4,224 
4,248 
4,272 
4,296 
4,320 
4, 344 
4,356 
4,380 
4,404 
4,416” 


RETIREMENT  COVERAGE  FOR  CERTAIN  EMPLOYEES  ON 

LEAVE  WITHOUT  PAY 

Sec.  503.  Section  3  of  the  Civil  Service  Retirement 
Act  (5  U.S.C.  2253)  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end 
thereof  the  following  new  subsection: 

“  (k)  (1)  An  employee  who  enters  on  approved  leave 
without  pay  to  serve  as  a  full-time  officer  or  employee  of  an 
organization  composed  primarily  of  employees,  as  defined  in 
section  1  (a)  of  this  Act,  may,  within  sixty  days  after  enter¬ 
ing  on  such  leave  without  pay,  file  with  his  employing 
agency  an  election  to  receive  full  retirement  credit  for  his 
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periods  of  such  leave  without  pay  and  arrange  to  pay  cur¬ 
rently  into  the  fund,  through  his  employing  agency,  amounts 
equal  to  the  retirement  deductions  which  would  be  applicable 
if  he  were  in  pay  status.  An  employee  who  is  on  approved 
leave  without  pay  and  serving  as  a  full-time  officer  or  em¬ 
ployee  of  such  an  organization  on  the  date  of  enactment  of 
this  subsection  may  similarly  elect  within  sixty  days  after 
such  date  of  enactment.  If  the  election  provided  by  this 
paragraph  is  not  made,  the  employee  shall  receive  credit 
for  such  periods  of  leave  without  pay  as  provided  in  the  sec¬ 
ond  sentence  of  section  3(c)  of  this  Act. 

“  (2)  An  employee  may  deposit  with  interest  an  amount 
equal  to  retirement  deductions  representing  periods  of  ap¬ 
proved  leave  without  pay  while  serving,  prior  to  the  date 
of  enactment  of  this  subsection,  as  a  full-time  officer  or 
employee  of  an  organization  composed  primarily  of  em¬ 
ployees,  as  defined  in  section  1  (a)  of  this  Act,  and  may 
receive  full  retirement  credit  for  such  periods  of  leave  with¬ 
out  pay.  In  the  event  of  his  death,  a  survivor  as  defined  in 
section  1  (o)  of  this  Act  may  make  such  deposit.  If  the 
deposit  described  in  this  paragraph  is  not  made,  retirement 
credit  shall  be  allowed  in  accordance  with  the  second  sen¬ 
tence  of  section  3(c)  of  this  Act.” 
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IMMEDIATE  RETIREMENT 

Sec.  504.  (a)  Section  6  (a)  of  the  Civil  Service  Retire¬ 
ment  Act  (5  U.S.C.  2256(a))  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows : 

“  (a)  Any  employee  who  attains  the  age  of  fifty-five 
years  and  completes  thirty  years  of  service  shall,  upon  sep¬ 
aration  from  the  service,  be  paid  an  annuity  computed  as 
provided  in  section  9.” 

(b)  Section  6(h)  of  such  Act  (5  U.S.C.  2256(b)  )  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows : 

“(h)  Any  employee  who  attains  the  age  of  sixty  years 
and  completes  twenty  years  of  service  shall,  upon  separation 
from  the  service,  he  paid  an  annuity  computed  as  provided 
in  section  9.” 

(c)  Section  6(f)  of  such  Act  (5  U.S.C.  2256(f)  )  is 
amended — 

(1)  by  inserting  in  the  third  sentence  thereof  im¬ 
mediately  following  the  words  “Any  Member”  the 
words  “or  former  Member” ;  and 

(2)  by  adding  immediately  following  the  third  sen¬ 
tence  thereof  the  following  new  sentence:  “For  the  pur¬ 
poses  of  the  immediately  preceding  sentence,  service  in 
an  office  or  position  in  the  executive  branch  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  of  the  United  States,  including  each  corpora- 
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tion  owned  or  controlled  by  such  Government,  which 
terminates  after  March  31,  1966,  shall  be  held  and  con¬ 
sidered  to  be  Member  service.”. 

ANNUITY  COMPUTATION 

Sec.  505.  (a)  Section  9  (c)  of  the  Civil  Service  Retire¬ 
ment  Act  (5  U.S.C.  2259  (c)  )  is  amended  by  striking  out 
in  the  second  sentence  thereof  the  words  “from  the  service” 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “or,  if  he  elects  to  have  his 
annuity  computed  or  recomputed  pursuant  to  section  13  (c) 
of  this  Act  following  service  in  an  appointive  position  which 
terminates  after  March  31,  1966,  the  basic  salary  he  is  re¬ 
ceiving  at  the  time  of  separation  from  such  appointive  posi¬ 
tion,  whichever  is  the  greater”. 

(b)  Section  9(d)  of  such  Act  (5  U.S.C.  2259  (d)  )  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“(d)  The  annuity  as  hereinbefore  provided,  for  an  em¬ 
ployee  retiring  under  section  6  (d) ,  shall  be  reduced  by  one- 
sixth  of  1  per  centum  for  each  full  month  such  employee  is 
under  the  age  of  fifty-five  years  at  date  of  separation.  The 
annuity  as  hereinbefore  provided,  for  a  Member  retiring 
under  the  second  or  third  sentence  of  section  6  (f)  or  the 
third  sentence  of  section  8  (b) ,  shall  be  reduced  by  one- 
twelfth  of  1  per  centum  for  each  full  month  not  in  excess  of 
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sixty,  and  one-sixth  of  1  per  centum  for  each  full  month  in 
excess  of  sixty,  such  Member  is  under  the  age  of  sixty  years 
at  date  of  separation.” 

(c)  Section  9  of  such  Act  (5  U.S.C.  2259)  is  amended 
by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  subsections: 

“(j)  If  after  1966  an  employee  retires  under  section 
6  or  7,  his  annuity  shall  be  at  least  the  smallest  of  (1)  the 
minimum  annuity  base  (as  determined  under  section  1  (u)  ) , 
or  (2)  the  sum  necessary  to  increase  to  such  minimum  an¬ 
nuity  base  the  product  of  twelve  times  any  monthly  Social 
Security  Act  benefit  to  which  he  is  entitled  or  to  which  he 
would  he  entitled  upon  proper  application,  or  (3)  80  per 
centum  of  the  average  salary;  however,  for  an  employee 
retiring  under  section  6,  this  proviso  shall  not  apply  to  his 
annuity  for  any  month  prior  to  the  month  in  which  he  attains 
age  65. 

“  (k)  If  after  1966  an  employee  dies  after  completing  at 
least  five  years  of  civilian  service  or  dies,  having  retired  after 
1966  under  section  6  or  7,  the  annuity  granted  to  the  widow 
or  dependent  widower  of  such  employee  under  section  10  (c) 
or  to  the  surviving  wife  or  husband  under  section  10(a)  shall 
be  at  least  the  smallest  of  ( 1 )  75  per  centum  of  the  minimum 
annuity  base,  for  any  month  prior  to  the  month  in  which 
such  survivor  attains  the  age  of  62,  and  824  per  centum  of 
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the  minimum  annuity  base,  for  any  month  thereafter,  or  ( 2 ) 
the  sum  necessary  to  increase  to  such  amount  the  product  of 
twelve  times  any  monthly  Social  Security  Act  benefit  to 
which  such  survivor  is  entitled  or  to  which  he  or  she  would  be 
entitled  upon  proper  application,  or  (3)  80  per  centum  of 
the  average  salary.  This  subsection  shall  not  apply  to  the 
annuity  of  any  survivor  of  any  employee  for  any  month 
prior  to  the  month  in  which  he  or  she  attains  age  62,  unless 
for  that  month  an  annuity  is  payable  to  at  least  one  child 
of  the  employee  under  section  10(d),  and  unless  the  youngest 
such  child  has  not  attained  the  age  of  18  prior  to  that  month; 
except  that  this  subsection  shall  apply  if  for  that  month  an 
annuity  is  payable  to  at  least  one  unmarried  child  of  the 
employee  under  section  10  (d)  who  had  attained  age  18  prior 
to  that  month  but  is  incapable  of  self-support  because  of 
physical  or  mental  disability  incurred  before  age  18.  This 
subsection  shall  not  apply  in  the  case  of  a  surviving  wife  or 
husband  under  section  10(a)  (1)  where  the  retired  em¬ 
ployee  did  not  elect  to  provide  a  survivor  annuity  or  elected 
one  based  on  less  than  the  full  amount  of  his  annuity. 

“  (1)  If  after  1966  an  employee  dies  after  completing 
at  least  five  years  of  civilian  service,  or  an  employee  who 
retired  after  1966  under  section  6  or  7  dies,  the  annuity 
granted  to  each  surviving  child  under  section  10(d)  shall 
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1  be  at  least  the  smallest  of  ( 1 )  75  per  centum  of  the  minimum 

2  annuity  base,  or  (2)  the  sum  necessary  to  increase  to  such 

3  amount  the  product  of  twelve  times  any  monthly  Social 

4  Security  Act  benefit  to  which  such  child  is  entitled  or  to 

5  which  he  would  be  entitled  upon  proper  application,  or  (3) 
5  80  per  centum  of  the  average  salary. 

7  “  (m)  Whenever  the  total  of  annuities  payable  to  all 

8  survivors  of  an  employee  or  annuitant  is  greater  than  (1) 

9  the  amount  appearing  in  column  III  of  the  table  in  section 

10  1  (u)  on  the  line  on  which  appears  in  column  I  his  average 

11  salary,  minus  (2)  the  product  of  twelve  times  the  sum  of  all 

12  monthly  Social  Security  Act  benefits  to  which  all  such  sur- 
18  vivors  are  entitled  or  to  which  they  would  be  entitled  upon 

14  proper  application,  the  annuities  payable  under  subsections 

15  (k)  and  (1)  shall  be  reduced  proportionately  to  such  amounts ; 

16  however,  this  subsection  shall  not  act  to  reduce  the  annuity 

17  of  any  survivor  payable  without  regard  to  subsections  (k) 

18  and  (1) . 

19  “  (n)  Subsections  (j),  (k) ,  (1) ,  and  (m)  of  this  section 

20  shall  not  apply  in  the  case  of  any  alien  employed  outside 

21  a  State  of  the  United  States,  the  District  of  Columbia, 

22  Puerto  Pico,  the  Virgin  Islands,  Guam,  and  American 

23  Samoa.” 
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SURVIVOR  ANNUITIES 

Sec.  506.  (a)  Section  10(a)  (2)  of  the  Civil  Service 
Retirement  Act  (5  U.S.C.  2260  (a)  (2)  )  is  amended  to  read 
as  follows: 

“(2)  An  annuity  computed  under  this  subsection  shall 
commence  on  the  day  after  the  retired  employee  dies,  and 
such  annuity  or  any  right  thereto  shall  terminate  on  the  last 
day  of  the  month  before  (A)  in  the  case  of  the  survivor  of 
a  retired  employee,  the  survivor’s  remarriage  prior  to  attain¬ 
ing  age  sixty,  or  death  or  (B)  in  the  case  of  the  survivor  of 
a  Member,  the  survivor’s  death  or  remarriage.” 

(b)  The  last  sentence  of  section  10(c)  of  such  Act  (5 
U.S.C.  2260(c)  )  is  amended  to  read  as  follows:  “The  an¬ 
nuity  of  such  widow  or  dependent  widower  shall  commence 
on  the  day  after  the  employee  or  Member  dies,  and  an 
annuity  under  this  subsection  or  any  right  thereto  shall 
terminate  on  the  last  day  of  the  month  before  ( 1 )  the  death 
of  the  widow  or  widower,  (2)  remarriage  of  the  widow  or 
widower  of  an  employee  prior  to  attaining  age  sixty,  ( 3 )  re¬ 
marriage  of  the  widow  or  widower  of  a  Member  regardless 
of  age,  or  (4)  the  widower’s  becoming  capable  of  self- 
support.” 
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1  (c)  Section  10(d)  of  such  Act  (5  U.S.C.  2260(d)  ) 

2  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

3  “(d)  If  an  employee  or  a  Member  dies  after  complet- 

4  ing  at  least  five  years  of  civilian  service,  or  an  employee  or  a 

5  Member  dies  after  having  retired  under  any  provision  of  this 

6  Act,  and  is  survived  by  a  wife  or  by  a  husband,  each  sur- 

7  viving  child  shall  be  paid  an  annuity  equal  to  the  smallest 

8  of  ( 1 )  40  per  centum  of  the  employee’s  or  Member’s  aver- 

9  age  salary  divided  by  the  number  of  children,  (2)  $600,  or 

10  (3)  $1,800  divided  by  the  number  of  children,  subject  to 

11  the  provisions  of  section  18.  If  such  employee  or  Member 

12  is  not  survived  by  a  wife  or  husband,  each  surviving  child 

13  shall  be  paid  an  annuity  equal  to  the  smallest  of  ( 1 )  50  per 

14  centum  of  the  employee’s  or  Member’s  average  salary 

15  divided  by  the  number  of  children,  (2)  $720,  or  (3)  $2,160 

16  divided  by  the  number  of  children,  subject  to  the  provisions 

17  of  section  18.  The  child’s  annuity  shall  commence  on  the 

18  day  after  the  employee  or  Member  dies  or  the  first  day  of 

19  the  month  in  which  the  child  later  becomes  or  again  becomes 

20  a  student  as  described  in  section  1  (j) ,  provided  the  lump- 

21  sum  credit,  if  paid,  is  returned  to  the  fimd.  Such  annuity 

22  granted  under  this  Act  or  under  the  Act  of  May  29,  1930, 

23  as  amended  from  and  after  February  28,  1948,  or  any  right 

24  thereto  shall  terminate  on  the  last  day  of  the  month  before 

25  (l)  the  child’s  attaining  age  eighteen  unless  he  is  then  a 
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student  as  described  or  incapable  of  self-support,  (2)  his 
becoming  capable  of  self-support  after  attaining  age  eighteen 
unless  he  is  then  such  a  student,  (3)  his  attaining  age 
twenty-two  if  he  is  then  such  a  student  and  not  incapable 
of  self-support,  (4)  his  ceasing  to  be  such  a  student  after 
attaining  age  eighteen  unless  he  is  then  incapable  of  self- 
support,  (5)  his  marriage,  or  (6)  his  death,  whichever  first 
occurs.  Upon  the  death  of  the  surviving  wife  or  husband 
or  termination  of  the  child’s  annuity,  the  annuity  of  any 
other  child  or  children  shall  be  recomputed  and  paid  as 
though  such  wife,  husband,  or  child  had  not  survived  the 
employee  or  Member.” 

(d)  Section  10  of  such  Act  (5  U.S.C.  2260)  is  amended 
by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  subsection : 

“  (f)  In  the  case  of  a  surviving  spouse  whose  annuity 
under  this  section  is  hereafter  terminated  because  of  remar¬ 
riage  before  attaining  age  sixty,  annuity  at  the  same  rate 
shall  be  restored  commencing  on  the  day  such  remarriage 
is  dissolved  by  death,  annulment,  or  divorce :  Provided,  That 
(1)  said  surviving  spouse  elects  to  receive  such  annuity 
in  lieu  of  any  survivor  benefit  to  which  he  or  she  may  be 
entitled,  under  this  or  any  other  retirement  system  established 
for  employees  of  the  Government,  by  reason  of  the  remarriage 
and  (2)  any  lump  sum  paid  upon  termination  of  the  annuity 
is  returned  to  the  fund.” 
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RECOMPUTATION  OF  CERTAIN  ANNUITIES 

Sec.  507.  Effective  July  1,  1966,  the  annuity  of — 

(1)  each  retired  employee  who  retired  under  the 
Civil  Service  Retirement  Act  on  or  after  April  1,  1948, 
and  prior  ,to  October  11,  1962,  and  who  elected  a  re¬ 
duction  in  his  or  her  annuity  in  order  to  provide  a  sur¬ 
vivor  annuity  for  his  or  her  spouse, 

(2)  each  survivor  designated  by  an  individual  who 
retired  under  such  Act  as  described  in  subparagraph 
(1)  of  this  section,  and 

(3)  each  surviving  spouse  whose  entitlement  to 
annuity  under  such  Act  resulted  from  the  death  of  an 
employee  on  or  after  February  29,  1948,  and  prior  ,to 
October  11,  1962, 

shall  be  recomputed  and  paid  as  if  the  formula  enacted  by 
section  1103  of  the  Postal  Service  and  Federal  Employees 
Salary  Act  of  1962  (76  Stat.  870;  Public  Law  87-793)  had 
been  in  effect  on  the  date  of  such  retirement  or  death.  No 
decrease  shall  be  made,  by  reason  of  the  enactment  of  this 
section,  in  the  annuity  received  by  any  person  immediately 
prior  to  July  1,  1966,  or  the  annuity  which  any  person  may 
be  entitled  to  receive  immediately  prior  to  such  date.  The 
annuity  of  a  child  shall  not  be  affected  by  reason  of  the 
enactment  of  this  section.  No  annuity  shall  be  paid,  by  rea- 
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son  of  the  enactment  of  this  section,  for  any  period  prior  to 
the  date  of  such  enactment. 

EFFECTIVE  DATES 

Sec.  508.  (a)  Except  as  otherwise  provided — 

(1)  this  section,  section  507,  and  subsections  1  (j) , 
3  (k) ,  6(a),  6(b),  6(f),  9(c),  9(d),  10(a)(2), 
10(c),  10(d),  and  10(f)  of  the  Civil  Service  Retire¬ 
ment  Act,  as  enacted  or  amended  by  this  title,  shall  be¬ 
come  effective  on  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act. 

(2)  subsection  (u)  of  section  1,  and  subsections 
(j) ,  (k) ,  (1) ,  (m) ,  and  (n)  of  section  9,  of  such  Act, 
as  enacted  by  this  title,  shall  become  effective  on  Janu¬ 
ary  1,  1967. 

(b)  The  amendments  made  by  this  title,  except  the 
amendment  to  section  1  (j)  of  the  Civil  Service  Retirement 
Act,  shall  not  apply  in  the  cases  of  persons  retired  or  other¬ 
wise  separated  prior  to  these  respective  effective  dates,  and 
the  rights  of  such  persons  and  their  survivors  shall  continue 
in  the  same  manner  and  to  the  same  extent  as  if  this  title 
had  not  been  enacted. 

(c)  The  amendment  made  by  this  title  to  section  1  (j) 
of  the  Civil  Service  Retirement  Act  shall  become  effective 
with  respect  to  the  children  of  persons  retired  or  otherwise 
separated  prior  to,  on,  or  after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this 
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Act,  except  that  no  annuity  shall  be  paid  by  reason  of  this 
amendment  for  any  period  prior  to  the  date  of  its  enactment. 

MISCELLANEOUS 

Sec.  509.  The  provisions  under  the  heading  “civil 

SERVICE  RETIREMENT  AND  DISABILITY  FUND”  in  title  I 
of  the  Independent  Offices  Appropriation  Act,  1959  (72 
Stat.  1064;  Public  Law  85-844),  shall  not  apply  with 
respect  to  benefits  resulting  from  the  enactment  of  this  Act. 
Title  VI — Federal  Employees’  Health  Benefits 

GOVERNMENT  CONTRIBUTIONS 

Sec.  601.  Subsection  (a)  of  section  7  of  the  Federal 
Employees  Health  Benefits  Act  of  1959,  as  amended  (73 
Stat.  713;  5  U.S.C.  3006(a)),  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows : 

“(a)  (1)  Except  as  provided  in  paragraph  (2)  of  this 
subsection,  the  biweekly  Government  contribution  for  health 
benefits  for  employees  or  annuitants  enrolled  in  health  bene¬ 
fits  plans  under  this  Act,  in  addition  to  the  contributions  re¬ 
quired  by  paragraph  (3) ,  shall  be  $1.62  if  the  enrollment 
is  for  self  alone  or  $3.94  if  the  enrollment  is  for  self  and 
family,  commencing  with  the  first  pay  period  beginning  on 
or  after  July  1,  1966. 

“(2)  For  an  employee  or  annuitant  enrolled  in  a  plan 
for  which  the  biweekly  subscription  charge  is  less  than  twice 
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1  the  Government  contribution  established  under  paragraph 

2  (1)  of  this  subsection,  the  Government  contribution  shall 

3  be  50  per  centum  of  the  subscription  charge,  commencing 

4  with  the  first  pay  period  beginning  on  or  after  July  1,  1966.” 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  House  committee  reported  food  for  India  resolution.  House  committee 
reported  Interior  appropriation  bill  (includes  Forest  Service).  House  committee 
voted  to  report  Federal  pay-fringe  benefits  bill.  Rep.  Trimble  criticized  Soil 
Conservation  Service/budget  cuts.  Rep.  Multer  urged  permanentXschool  milk  program. 
Rep.  Resnick  commenfded  proposed  child  nutrition  program.  House\ubcommittee  voted 
to  report  bill  tq/authorize  economic  emergency  loans  to  farmers. 

HOUSE 

1.  FOOD  FOiyTNDIA.  The  Agriculture  Committee  reported  with  amendments^!.  J.  Res. 
997,  t6  support  U.  S.  participation  in  relieving  victims  of  hunger  xh  India  and 
to  enhance  India’s  capacity  to  meet  the  nutritional  needs  of  its  peopre  (H. 
Repc.  1408)  (p.  7000).  Rep.  Albert  stated  this  resolution  will  be  takek  up 
under  motion  to  suspend  the  rules  on  Mon.  (p.  6968).  Rep.  Green,  Ore.,  com¬ 
ended  the  measure  and  inserted  items  commending  the  President's  message  oi 
food  for  India  (pp.  6992-3) . 
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2. 


PERSONNEL;  PAY.  The  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Committee  voted  to  report 
(but  did  not  actually  report)  with  amendment  H.  R.  14122,  to  adjust  the  rates 


of  basic  compensation  of  certain  Federal  employees  (p.  D279) .  The  committee 
was  granted  permission  to  report  the  bill  by  midnight  Apr.  1  (p.  6948).  Rep. 
Albert  stated  the  bill  will  be  taken  up  under  motion  to  suspend  the  rules  on 
Mon.  (p.  6968). 


3. 


SMALL 
crease 
for  the 
business 
title  IV 


SINESS.  By  a  vote  of  372  to  0,  passed  with  amendments  S.  2729,  to  in- 
$125  million  the  authorization  of  the  Small  Business  Administration 
lount  of  loans  and  commitments  that  may  be  outstanding  in  its  regular 
lorni  program,  disaster  loan  program,  prime  contract /authority,  and 
Ioanns  under  the  Economic  Opportunity  Act.  pp.  694#-67 


4. 


FOREIGN  AID.  Thk  Armed  Services  Committee  reported  without  amendment  H.  R. 
12617,  to  provide\additional  funds  for  the  economic  an<a  social  development  of 
the  Ryukyu  Islands  Yh.  Rept.  1406).  p.  7000  / 


5. 


DEFENSE  PRODUCTION.  The  Banking  and  Currency  Committee  was  granted  permission 
to  file  a  report  by  midhlght,  Apr.  2,  on  H.  R.  14025,  to  extend  the  Defense 
Production  Act.  p.  6948\  / 


6.  SOIL  CONSERVATION.  Rep.  Trirnble  criticized  budget  cuts  for  the  Soil  Conserva¬ 
tion  Service,  particularly  foV  soil  surveys  and  "the  limitations  for  watershed 

PP. 


planning  and  watershed  construction  start's." 


6969-70 


7.  SCHOOL  MILK.  Rep.  Multer  criticize^  tt/e  school  milk  program  budget  cut  and 
urged  enactment  of  legislation  to  provide  a  permanent  school  milk  program. 


6986 


8.  CHILD  NUTRITION.  Rep.  Resnick  cc 
1966,  particularly  the  propose 
p.  6988 


imended  bhe  proposed  Child  Nutrition  Act  of 
pilot  breakfast  program  for  school  children. 


9.  LANDS.  Received  from  Interior  a  proposed  bill  *Yo  establish  a  nationwide  systen 

of  trails";  to  Interior  ,and  Insular  Affairs  Committee,  p.  7000 

10.  CATTLE  HIDES.  Reps.  JSfdmondson  and  Andrews,  N.  Dak\  criticized  the  imposition 

of  export  quotas  on  cattle  hides  by  the  Commerce  Department,  pp.  6947,  6948 


11.  TOBACCO.  Rep.  Kpurnegay  criticized  the  speech  of  the  chairman  of  the  Federal 
Communications/Commission  critical  of  cigarette  advertising  practices  of  the 
broadcast  industry,  p.  6972 


PROGRAM.  Rep.  Albert  stated  that  the  food  for  Inc 


a  resolution  and 
er  motions  to 


12.  LEGISLATIV 

the  Federal  pay-fringe  benefits  bill  will  be  considered  Mon.  u 
suspen^T  the  rules,  and  the  Private  Calendar  will  be  called  and  tW  Interior 
appropriation  bill  will  be  considered  Tues.  He  stated  any  roll  call  votes  on 
and  Tues.  will  be  put  over  until  Wed.  pp.  6968-9 


INTERIOR  AND  RELATED  AGENCIES  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1967.  The  Appropriations 
Committee  reported  this  bill,  H.  R.  14215  (H.  Rept.  1405),  which  includes 
items  for  the  Forest  Service  as  shown  in  the  table  at  the  end  of  this  Diglst. 
Excerpts  from  the  Committee  report  are  also  attached.  The  bill  includes  appro- 
priations  for  the  Land  and  Water  Conservation  Fund,  which  provides  $13,093,5) 
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Senate 


The  Senate  was  not  in\ession  today.  Its  next  meeting  will  be  held  on  Friday,  April  1,  1966,  at  12  o’clock  meridian. 


ise  of  Representatives 


The  House  met  at  12  o’clock  noon. 

Rev.  Victor  S.  Koontz,  First  Christian 
Church,  Disciples  of  Christ,  Hoovers- 
ville,  Pa.,  offered  the  following  prayer: 

Almighty  God,  Fountainhead  of  all 
wisdom,  Creator  of  all  existence,  Author 
of  life,  and  Preserver  of  peace,  grant  this 
day  the  visitation  of  Thy  Holy  Spirit 
upon  the  deliberations  of  this  body  as  it 
seeks  to  unite  our  great  Nation  in  the 
common  good  for  all. 

Give  to  each  legislator  wisdom  and 
harmony  in  cooperating  with  and  in  the 
support  of  the  interests  of  Thy  people  at 
home  and  abroad.  May  the  actions  of 
this  assembly  today  become  the  will  of 
God,  the  consent  of  the  governed,  and  the 
choice  of  all  who  seek  freedom. 

Bless  every  effort  expended  toward  the 
causes  of  man’s  questing  for  truth,  jus¬ 
tice,  and  peace  with  all  others  whom 
Thou  hast  fashioned  after  Thyself. 
Through  Jesus,  the  Christ,  our  Lord,  we, 
pray.  Amen. 

THE  JOURNAL 

The  Journal  of  the  proceedingyof  yes¬ 
terday  was  read  and  approved/ 


SUBCOMMITTEE  ON 
MINING,  COMMITTI 
RIOR  AND  INSULT 


[NES  AND 
ON  INTE- 
AFFAIRS 


Thursday,  March  31,  1966 

>r  1  minute  and  to  revise  and/extend 
remarks.) 

EDMONDSON.  Mr.  Sneaker,  sev¬ 
eral  Mays  ago  eight  Members  of  the 
House\ioined  in  a  request  to  three  of 
the  major  committees  of  this  body  to 
investigate  certain  aspects  of  the  recent 
export- control  order  on  hides.  Our  re¬ 
quest  followed  information  which  was 
supplied  to  us \>y  the  Secretary  of  Com¬ 
merce  in  a  meeUng  in  the  office  of  the 
gentleman  fronYGeorgia  [Mr.  Flynt] 
that  the  price/on  military  shoes  was  ex¬ 
pected  to  gc>/Up  or  was  already  up  about 
$1.75  a  pair  notwithstanding  what  they 
thought  /Was  a  commitment  by  shoe 
manufacturers  to  hold  the- price  of  shoes 
down  IT  they  were  able  to  -get  controls 
on  exports  of  hides.  \ 

mce  that  time  the  Washington  Star 
orf  March  29  has  announced  a  4^ -per¬ 
cent  price  increase  by  two  major,  shoe 
'companies  in  St.  Louis. 

The  gentleman  from  Georgia  [air. 
Flynt]  has  also  received  information 


Mr.  RIVERS  of  South  Carolina.  Mr. 
Speaker,  not  very  long  ago  I  made  the 
statement  on  my  own  responsibility  that 
there  was  on  the  high  seas  a  Soviet  ship 
which  I  conjectured  was  headed  for 
Haiphong. 

In  order  to  keep  the  American  people 
properly  informed  I  would  like  to  report 
to  the  House — and  the  American  people — 
the  fact  that  the  Soviet  ship  Sovetsk 
arrived  in  Haiphong  Harbor  at  1:35  p.m., 
Saigon  time,  on  March  23,  or  10:35  a.m., 
March  24,  Washington  time. 

This  ship — I  am  reliably  informed — is 
reportedly  carrying  2  MI-6  Soviet  heli¬ 
copters. 

These  helicopters  are  reportedly  the 
largest  in  the  world,  and  have  a  lift  and 
carrying  capacity  far  in  excess  of  any¬ 
thing  we  possess. 

I  saw  them  at  the  Paris  Air  Show  last 
year. 

They  are  big — and  they  are  reportedly 
efficient. 

If  my  information  is  correct,  their  de- 


from  the  Defense  Supply  Agency  that'  livery  to  the  North  Vietnamese  through 
the  price  for  low-quarter  shoes  to  the  Haiphong  Harbor-  and  the  courtesy  of 


Mr.  EDMONDSON/  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  sub¬ 
committee  on  mines  and  mining  of  the 
Committee  on  Inxerior  and  Insular  Af¬ 
fairs  may  sit  earring  general  debate  this 
afternoon. 

The  SPEAKER.  Without  objection, 
it  is  so  ordered. 

Theresas  no  objection. 

3ORT-CONTROL  ORDER  ON 
HIDES 

(Mr.  EDMONDSON  asked  and  was 
/given  permission  to  address  the  House 


Army  is  going  up  from  $5.75  to  $8.75  on 
July  1,  1966,  an  increase  of  more  than 
50  percent  in  the  price  of  low-quarter 
military  shoes. 

Now  very  obviously  there  needs  to  be 
an  investigation  of  what  appears  to  be 
war  profiteering  by  some  shoe  com¬ 
panies,  especially  in  view  of  the  export- 
control  orders  which  were  placed  on 
hides.  I  think  the  export-control  orders 
should  be  terminated  without  delay  and 
I  think  the  shoe  companies  should  be 
brought  before  the  proper  congressional 
committee  and  a  thorough  investigation 
conducted. 


the  sanctuary  we  have  so  far  provided — 
will  improve  the  supply  situation  of  the 
Vieteong  by  a  very  considerable  amount. 

I  continue  to  ask  the  question,  “Why 
save  Haiphong?  Why  save  Haiphong?” 


WHY  SAVE  HAIPHONG? 

(Mr.  RIVERS  of  South  Carolina  asked 
and  was  given  pel-mission  to  address  the 
House  for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and 
extend  his  remarks.) 


PLEASE— NQ  BULLETS  FROM  OUR 
'-'FRIENDS 

(Mr.  SIKES  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  addresSvthe  House  for  1  min¬ 
ute  and  to  revise  \nd  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.)  \ 

Mr.  SIKES.  Mr.  Speaker,  our  Govern¬ 
ment  does  not  control  the,  policies  of  the 
West  German  Government.  Neverthe¬ 
less,  I  hope  that  strong  representations 
are  being  made  to  the  West-,  Germans 
against  their  plans  to  help  build  a  steel 
min  In  Red  China.  It  should  be  very 
plain  that  the  Red  Chinese  Goveniinent 
Is  a  belligerent  one,  which  is  agitating 
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the  conflict  In  South  Vietnam.  It  is 
known  that  the  Pled  Chinese  are  the 
prinbjpal  source  of  weapons  and  ammu¬ 
nition's.  which  are  being  used  by  the  Viet- 
cong  arid  North  Vietnamese  against  our 
forces  there.  It  is  also  known  that  Red 
Chinese  lalqor  forces  in  numbers  esti¬ 
mated  at  20;000  to  35,000  are  in  North 
Vietnam,  helping  to  build,  maintain,  and 
repair  roads,  'railroads,  and  bridges, 
which  keep  open,  the  supply  lines  and 
troop  routes  to  South  Vietnam  for  the 
Communist  forces.  x 
A  steel  mill  in  Red  China  will  cer¬ 
tainly  contribute  to\  the  economic 
strength  of  that  nation '^nd  directly  or 
indirectly  to  Red  China’s  ability  to  pro¬ 
vide  weapons  of  war.  It  i\  very  likely 
that  American  dollars  spent  for  the  de¬ 
velopment  of  West  Germany  would  also 
contribute  to  build  the  steel  milMn  Red 
China.  There  is  equal  likelihoock  that 
such  a  steel  mill  would  provide  bullets  to 
kill  Americans  in  South  Vietnam,  or\it 
would  free  other  facilities  to  do  so.  It  - 
not  in  any  sense,  in  the  best  interest  o. 
the  free  world  for  this  mill  to  be  built. 
There  is  even  less  reason  for  a  leading 
nation  in  the  free  world  forces  to  make 
construction  of  the  mill  possible. 

COMMITTEE  ON  BANKING  AND 
CURRENCY 

Mr.  PATMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Committee 
on  Banking  and  Currency  may  have  until 
midnight  Saturday,  April  2,  1966,  to  file 
a  report  on  H.R.  14025,  to  extend  the 
Defense  Production  Act  of  1950,  and  for 
other  purposes. 

The  SPEAKER.  Without  objection, 
it  is  so  ordered. 

There  was  no  objection. 

THE  LATE  HONORABLE  ALBERT 
THOMAS 

(Mr.  MAHON  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks,  and  to  include  extraneous  mat¬ 
ter.) 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Speaker,  at  its 
meeting  on  March  25  the  Committee  on 
Appropriations  adopted  a  set  of  resolu¬ 
tions  memorializing  the  life  and  service/ 
of  our  late  beloved  colleague,  the  Hor 
orable  Albert  Thomas,  of  Texas.  I 
sert  a  copy  of  the  resolutions  in/the 
Record  at  this  point  so  that  they  may 
be  included  in  the  permanent  compila¬ 
tion  of  eulogies  on  our  depj/ted  col¬ 
league. 

A  Resolution  by  the  CoMMrnfa;  on  Appro¬ 
priations  Concerning  the /Life  and  Serv¬ 
ice  op  the  Late  Hc/orable  Albert 
Thomas  op  Texas 

Whereas  on  the  morning  of  Tuesday,  the 
15th  of  February  1966/the  Honorable  Albert 
Thomas  of  Texas,  ha  his  30th  consecutive 
year  as  a  Member/bf  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives  in  ther  service  of  his  country, 
crossed  the  grea*  threshold  in  response  to  a 
call  from  his  Maker;  and 

Whereas  f/r  more  than  a  quarter  of  a 
century  Co/gressman  Albert  Thomas  served 
diligently/and  faithfully  as  a  member  of  the 
Committee  on  Appropriations,  providing  out¬ 
standing  service  in  the  administration  of  the 
budgetary  and  appropriation  processes  of  the 


Nation,  accumulating  a  fund  of  knowledge 
about  the  operations  of  the  agencies  and 
departments  of  Government;  and 

Whereas  Congressman  Albert  Thomas, 
combining  this  vast  fund  of  knowledge  with 
gifts  of  persuasion  and  great  courage,  was  a 
tireless  and  talented  legislator,  an  effective 
leader,  who  with  force  of  character  tempered 
by  a  just  spirit  of  mind  and  heart,  walked 
the  corridors  of  power  nobly;  and 

Whereas  in  the  words  of  the  late  Presi¬ 
dent  Kennedy,  Congressman  Albert  Thomas 
was  characterized  as  a  statesman  with  “a 
young  man’s  interest  in  the  future  and  a 
young  man’s  hope  for  his  country”  who  not 
only  represented  his  district  with  distinc¬ 
tion  but  also  served  well  the  United  States; 
and 

Whereas  in  the  words  of  President  John¬ 
son,  ‘‘of  the  qualities  that  made  Albert 
Thomas  a  remarkable  man,  devotion  to  the 
people  he  served  and  loyalty  to  his  friends 
stand  higher  than  aU”;  Now,  therefore,  be  it 
Resolved,  That  we,  the  members  of  the 
Committee  on  Appropriations,  recognize  that 
in  the  passing  of  our  colleague,  Albert 
Thomas,  we  have  lost  a  courageous  leader 
and  beloved  friend;  and  be  it  further 

Resolved,  That  we  extend  our  deepest 
^sympathy  to  his  wife  and  other  members  of 
\is  family;  and,  therefore,  be  it  further 
Resolved,  That  these  resolutions  be  entered 
he  journal  of  this  committee,  a  copy  sent 
to  Mj^>.  Thomas,  and  that  the  chairman  of, 
the  Committee  on  Appropriations  arrange 
includeNa  copy  of  these  resolutions  in  t He 
ceremonial  proceedings  of  the  House/  of 
Representatives . 


THE  gTATE  OF  I£ 

(Mr.  MULTER  asked  and/was  given 
permission  to  address  the  /louse  for  1 
minute.) 

Mr.  MULTER.  Nftv  Speaker,  on  Mon¬ 
day,  the  25th  day  of  Vpril  1966,  which 
is  equivalent  to  the  &ttt\day  of  Iyar  in 
the  Hebrew  calendar;  the'Btate  of  Israel 
will  celebrate  its  18th  year\f  independ¬ 
ence.  I  intend  Us  ask  for  a  special  order 
on  that  day — I  am  sure  that  rrnuiy  of  our 
colleagues  will  desire  to  extend  their 
greetings  ana  felicitations  to  tms  new 
State,  the/oastion  of  democracy  ik  the 
Middle  East.  I  welcome  their  participa¬ 
tion  in/my  special  order  on  April  25 > 


>MMITTEE  ON  INTERIOR  AND 
INSULAR  AFFAIRS 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Committee 
on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  may  have 
until  midnight  Friday,  April  1,  to  file  a 
report  on  H.R.  7406. 

The  SPEAKER.  Without  objection,  it 
is  so  ordered. 

There  was  no  objection. 


WAR  PROFITEERING  IN  THE 
SHOE  INDUSTRY 

(Mr.  ANDREWS  of  North  Dakota 
asked  and  was  given  permission  to  ad¬ 
dress  the  House  for  1  minute  and  to  re¬ 
vise  and  extend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  ANDREWS  of  North  Dakota. 
Mr.  Speaker,  earlier  this  week  I  joined 
with  eight  other  Members  of  the  House 
in  a  bipartisan  appeal  for  an  inquiry 
into  the  war  profiteering  that  seems  to 
exist  in  the  shoe  industry.  Many  of  us 
in  livestock  areas  have  been  shocked  at 
the  imposition  of  hide  quotas  by  the  De¬ 


partment  of  Commerce  which  are  dam¬ 
aging  greatly  the  economic  stability  of 
the  livestock  industry,  which  will  cause/ 
an  increase  in  the  price  of  meat  to 
housewife,  and  which  also  harms 
balance-of -payments  position  in  /the 
world. 

In  light  of  the  Secretary  oY  Com¬ 
merce’s  supposed  encouragement  for 
American  businessmen  to  seek  cash  ex¬ 
port  markets,  we  are  at  a  lpss  to  deter¬ 
mine  the  reason  for  this  arbitrary  order. 
We  had  a  conference  with  the  Secretary 
and  a  number  of  indiylduals  from  the 
Department  of  Commerce  last  Monday, 
and  the  major  reason  they  gave  for 
this  hide  export /quota  was  the  fact 
that  the  price  of/military  footwear  had 
gone  up  approximately  $1.75  per  pair 
during  the  7-inonth  period  from  August 
1965  to  March  1966.  They  went  from 
approximately  $6.25  to  $8  per  pair.  In- 
formatior/  we  have  just  received  indi¬ 
cates  that  the'  price  increase  was  even 
greater  than  the  one  the  Secretary  men¬ 
tioned — all  contrasting  to  approximately 
a  5/percent  increase  for  civilian  footwear 
for  the  same  period  of  time. 

Few  Members  of  this  House  have  any 
time  for  those  who  would  profiteer  in  war 
and  if  this  profiteering  is  the  reason  for 
the  hide  export  order,  certainly  both  the 
profiteering  and  the  export  order  should 
be  stopped  immediately.  I  am  happy  to 
join  my  friend  and  colleague,  Ed  Edmond¬ 
son,  in  calling  this  serious  matter  to  the 
attention  of  the  House. 

BOYCOTT  OF  TRADE  WITH 
RED  CHINA 

(Mr.  MICHEL  asked  and  was  given 
pennission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute.) 

Mr.  MICHEL.  Mr.  Speaker,  at  long 
last  the  administration  has  moved 
boldly  to  persuade  our  free  world  allies 
to  boycott  trade  with  Red  China.  Last 
week,  the  Treasury  announced  that  it 
had  negotiated  agreements  with  Britain, 
Belgium,  France,  Japan,  South  Korea, 
Hong  Kong,  India,  and  Taiwan  to  ban 
from  their  exports  to  the  United  States 
ngs  made  from  human  hair  obtained  in 
‘  id  China,  North  Korea  and  North 
Vietnam.  That  is  cooperation  with  a 
vengeance. 

LetNme  suggest  that  the  administra¬ 
tion  go\  its  signals  crossed.  The  prob¬ 
lem  of  free  world  trade  with  our  Com¬ 
munist  enemies  is  not  to  keep  false 
hair — Red  hlsir,  if  you  like — off  the  heads 
of  American  Vomen  but  to  grow  real 
hair  on  the  chest  of  the  State  Depart¬ 
ment. 

V 

COMMITTEE  ON  POST  OFFICE  AND 

CIVIL  SERVICE 

Mr.  MORRISON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  House  Post 
Office  and  Civil  Service  Committee  may 
have  until  midnight  Friday,  April  1, 
1966,  to  file  a  report  on  H.R.  14122,  to 
adjust  the  rates  of  basic  compensation  of 
certain  employees  of  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment,  and  for  other  purposes. 

The  SPEAKER.  Without  objection,  it 
is  so  ordered. 

There  was  no  objection. 
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eign  Assistance  Act  of  1961;  and  H.R.  12450,  to  promote 
le  foreign  policy,  security,  and  general  welfare  of  the 
lited  States  by  assisting  peoples  of  the  world  in  their 
effot^s  toward  internal  and  external  security.  Testi- 
.was  heard  from  Gen.  Lyman  L.  Lemnitzer, 
Supreme  Allied  Commander,  Europe. 


NATO  CRISIS 

Committee  ok  Foreign  Affairs:  Subcommittee  on  Eu¬ 
rope  met  in  executive  session  and  continued  on  the  crisis 
in  NATO.  Testmaony  was  heard  from  Gen.  Lyman  L. 
Lemnitzer,  SupremK  Allied  Commander,  Europe. 

PENDING  LEGISLATION 

Committee  on  Government  Operations:  Subcommittee 
on  Research  and  TechnicalSPrograms  met  in  executive 
session  on  pending  legislation  No  final  action  was 
taken. 

STOCKPILE  PROGRAM 

Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular\dffairs:  Subcom¬ 
mittee  on  Mines  and  Mining  met  in  executive  session  on 
the  stockpile  program  as  it  relates  to  minenvls  and  metals 
and  as  it  affects  the  domestic  mining  industry.  Testi¬ 
mony  was  heard  from  Franklin  B.  Dryden,  Acting  Di¬ 
rector,  OEP;  Anthony  M.  Solomon,  Assistant  Secretary 
of  State  for  Economic  Affairs,  Department  of  State; 
John  G.  Harlan,  Jr.,  Commissioner,  Defense  Materials 
Service;  Alexander  B.  Trowbridge,  Assistant  Secrete 
of  Commerce  for  Domestic  and  International  Business^ 
and  Paul  H.  Riley,  Deputy  Assistant  Secretary  of  yt- 
fense  for  Materiel  Requirements. 

HEALTH  PERSONNEL  TRAINING  ACT 

Committee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce :  Con¬ 
cluded  hearings  on  H.R.  13196,  the  AlliedTIealth  Pro¬ 
fessions  Personnel  Training  Act  of  19^0.  Testimony 
was  heard  from  public  witnesses. 

STATE  TAXATION 

Committee  on  the  judiciary:  Special  Subcommittee  on 
State  Taxation  of  Interstate  Commerce  continued  hear¬ 
ings  on  H.R.  11798,  the  Interstate  Taxation  Act.  Testi¬ 
mony  was  heard  from  G</  William  H.  Avery  of  Kan¬ 
sas  ;  and  public  witnessed 

PRIVATE  CLAIMS  .mLLS 

Committee  on  the/J udiciary :  Subcommittee  No.  2  heard 
testimony  on  several  private  claims  bills. 

copyright/ law  revision 

Committe/ on  the  Judiciary:  Subcommittee  No.  3  met 
in  executive  session  and  continued  on  H.R.  4347,  regard¬ 
ing  co/right  law  revision.  No  final  action  was  taken. 

PENDING  LEGISLATION 

Committee  on  the  Judiciary:  Subcommittee  No.  4  met 
in  executive  session  on  pending  legislation.  No  final 
action  was  taken. 


aining. 


MARITIME  EDUCATION  AND  TRAINING 

Committee  on  Merchant  Marine  and  Fisheries: 
Subcommittee  on  Maritime  Education  and 
held  a  hearing  on  maritime  education  and 
Testimony  was  heard  from  Capt.  Lynn  Parjiter,  Chief, 
Merchant  Vessel  Personnel  Division,  US( 

FEDERAL  PAY  RAISE 

Committee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service:  Met  in 
executive  session  and  ordered  reported  favorably  to  the 
House  the  following  bills: 

H.R.  14122  (amended),  to  adjust  the  rates  of  basic 
compensation  of  certain  employees  of  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment 

S.  2573,  to  validate  the/iction  of  the  Acting  Superin¬ 
tendent,  Yosemite  National  Park,  in  extending  the  1955 
leave  year  for  certaij/ Federal  employees. 

TOLL  FACILITII 

Committee  onjrublic  Wor\s:  Special  Subcommittee  on 
the  Federal- Aid  Highway  Program  and  the  Subcommit¬ 
tee  on  Roads,  continued  joint  hearings  on  die  relation¬ 
ship  of  toll  facilities  to  the  Federal-aid  highway  pro¬ 
gram. /Testimony  was  heard  from  public  witnesses. 

NASA  APPROPRIATIONS  AUTHORIZATION 

Committee  on  Science  and  Astronautics:  Subcommit¬ 
tee  on  Manned  Space  Flight  continued  hearings  on  H.R. 
12718,  to  authorize  appropriations  to  the  National  Aero¬ 
nautics  and  Space  Administration  for  research  and  de¬ 
velopment,  construction  of  facilities  and  administrative 
operations.  Testimony  was  heard  from  Dr.  George  E. 
Mueller,  Associate  Administrator,  Manned  Space  Flight. 

legislative  recommendations 

Committee  on  Veterans'  Affairs:  Met  in  open  session 
and  heard  the  national  commander  of  AMVETS  and 
the  vice  president  of  Paralyzed  Veterans  of  America, 
give  legislative  recommendations  of  their  organizations. 

FEDERAL  UNEMPLOYMENT  BENEFITS 

Committee  on  Ways\md  Means:  Met  in  executive  ses¬ 
sion  and  continued  on  H.R.  8282,  the  Federal  unemploy¬ 
ment  adjustment  benefit^rogram.  No  announcements 
were  made. 

Joint  Committee  MeHings 

ORGANIZATION  OF  CONGRESS 

Joint  Committee  on  the  Organization  of  Congress: 
Committee  continued  in  executive  session  to  consider 
various  proposals  for  changes  in  organization  of  the 
Congress,  but  made  no  announcements,  and  recessed 
subject  to  call. 

MANPOWER 

Jomt  Hearing:  Subcommittee  on  Employment  'hnd 
Manpower  of  the  Senate  Committee  on  Labor  and  Pub  1 
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Next  meeting  of  the  SENATE 
12:00  noon,  Friday,  April  1 


Welfare  continued  its  joint  hearings  with  the  Select  Sub¬ 
committee  oiLjLabor  of  the  House  Committee  on  Educa¬ 
tion  and  Laborpn  S.  2974  and  H.R.  13037,  to  provide  for 
more  effective  development  and  utilization  of  the  Na¬ 
tion’s  manpower  resources,  and  S.  3032  and  H.R.  13362, 
to  improve  operation^of  the  Federal-State  employment 
system,  having  as  its  witnesses  H.  Fred  Garrett,  depart¬ 
ment  of  employment,  Sate  of  Idaho,  representing  the 
Interstate  Conference  of  Employment  Security  Agen¬ 
cies;  and  Marion  Williamson,  Employment  Security 
Agency,  Atlanta,  Ga. 

Hearings  continue  on  Monda^.  April  4,  when  OEO 
Director  R.  Sargent  Shriver,  Jr.,  wiif  be  heard. 


BILLS  SIGNED  BY  THE  PRESIDENT 


New  Laws 


{For  last  listing  of  public  laws,  see  Digest,  p. 
March  go,  1966 ) 
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H.R.  1647,  authorizing  payment  of  back  pay\nd 
restoration  of  employment  benefits  to  certain  Govei 
ment  employees  who  were  improperly  deprived  thereof 
by  unwarranted  personnel  action.  Signed  March  30, 
1966  (P.L.  89-380). 

H.R.  12762,  authorizing  funds  for  procurement 
Coast  Guard  vessels,  aircraft,  and  shore  facilities.  Sighed 
March  30, 1966  (P.L.  89-381). 

H.R.  7526,  to  strike  100,000  medals  in  comrafemora- 
tion  of  the  250th  anniversary  of  the  founding  of  San 
Antonio.  Signed  March  31, 1966  (P.L.  89-3^2). 


COMMITTEE  MEETINGS  FOR  FRjOAY,  APRIL  1 

{All  meetings  are  open  unless  othemvise  designated ) 


Senate 


Committee  on  Appropriations,  Subcommittee,  on  fiscal  1967 
budget  estimates  for  Labor-HEW,  on  funds  for  the  Welfare 
Administration,  10  a.m.,  1318/New  Senate  Office  Building. 

Committee  on  Interior  and/lnsular  Affairs,  on  the  nomination 
of  Robert  Bennett,  to  be  Commissioner  of  Indian  Affairs,  In- 


Next  meeting  of  the  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 
12:00  noon,  Monday,  April  4 


terior  Department,  to  be  followed  by  executive  sessi/n  on  this 
nomination  and  on  S.  2999,  relating  to  water  righfs  under  the 
Southern  Nevada  Project  Act,  10  a.m.,  3110  Nev? Senate  Office 
Building.  / 

Committee  on  Labor  and  Public  Welfare/Subcommittee  on 
Education,  on  S.  3046,  and  related  bills  strengthening  and  im¬ 
proving  programs  of  assistance  for  elementary  and  secondary 
schools,  10  a.m.,  4232  New  Senate  Office  Building. 


House 


Committee  on  Agriculture,  executive,  to  continue  considera¬ 
tion  of  H.R.  12 152,  to  amend/fhe  Agricultural  Trade  Develop¬ 
ment  and  Assistance  Act  of/1954;  H.R.  12784,  to  authorize  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  to  establish  and  maintain  re¬ 
serves  of  agricultural  commodities  to  protect  consumers;  and 
H.R.  12785,  and  related  bills,  to  promote  international  trade  in 
agricultural  commodities,  to  combat  hunger  and  malnutrition, 
and  to  further  economic  development,  10  a.m.,  1301  Longworth 
House  Office  Bujlaing. 

Committee  />n  Appropriations,  Subcommittee  on  Defense, 
executive,  ic/a.m.,  H-140  U.S.  Capitol  Building. 

Subcommittee  on  the  District  of  Columbia,  executive,  1  p.m., 
H-302  U.S.  Capitol  Building. 

Committee  on  Banking  and  Currency,  to  continue  considera¬ 
tion/of  S.  2499,  to  provide  for  the  sale  of  participations  in  Small 
Business  Administration  loan  pools,  10  a.m.,  2128  Rayburn 
louse  Office  Building. 

Committee  on  Education  and  Labor,  Task  Force  on  Interna¬ 
tional  Education,  to  continue  on  H.R.  12451,  the  International 
Education  Act  of  1966,  9:30  a.m.,  2257  Rayburn  House  Office 
Building. 

Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs,  Subcommittee  on 
Mines  and  Mining,  executive,  to  continue  questioning  depart¬ 
mental  witnesses  on  stockpile  program  as  it  relates  to  minerals 
and  metals  ami  as  it  affects  the  domestic  mining  industry,  9:45 
a.m.,  1324  Lohgworth  House  Office  Building. 

Committee  on\Aie  Judiciary,  Special  Subcommittee  on  State 
Taxation  of  Interstate  Commerce,  to  continue  consideration  of 
H.R.  11798,  the  Interstate  Taxation  Act,  10  a.m.,  2141  Rayburn 
House  Office  Building/ 

Committee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service,  Subcommittee 
on  Retirement,  Insurance^  and  Health  Benefits,  to  consider 
H.R.  13723,  to  strengthen  the  financial  condition  of  the  em¬ 
ployees’  life  insurance  fund  created  by  the  Federal  Employees’ 
Group  Life  Insurance  Act  of  1954,  to  provide  certain  adjust¬ 
ments  in  amounts  of  group  life  and(group  accidental  death  and 
dismemberment  insurance  under  sudh.  act,  10  a.m.,  346  Cannon 
House  Office  Building. 


Cpiigressional  Hecord 


The  public  proceedings  of  each  House  of  CoWess,  as  reported 
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Thompson,  N.J. 

'©uie 

Saylor 
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.Sikes 
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Rhodes,  Ariz. 
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Walker,  Miss. 

Rhodes,  Pa. 

Slack 

Walker,  N.  Mex. 

Rivers,  S.C. 

Smith,  Calif 
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Rivers,  Alaska 

Smith,  Va. 
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SpringV 
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White,  Tex. 

Rodino 
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Whi  tener 

Rogers.  Colo. 

Stalbaum  \ 

Whitten 

Rogers,  Fla. 

Stanton  \ 

Widnall 

Rogers,  Tex. 

Steed  \ 

Williams 

Ronan 

Stephens 

'Wilson,  Bob 

Roncalio 

Stratton 

Wolff 

Rooney,  Pa. 

Stubblefield 

Wkight 

Rosenthal 

Sullivan 

Wyait 

Rostenkowskl 

Sweeney 

WydlSr 

Roudebush 

Talcott 

Yates  \ 

Roush 

Taylor 

Young  \ 

Roybal 

Teague,  Calif 

Younger  \ 

Ryan 

Teague,  Tex 

Zablocki  \ 
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NAYS — 0 

NOT  VOTING — 60 


Ayres 

Evans,  Colo. 

O'Brien 

Barrett 

Fallon 

Purcell 

Blatnik 

Feighan 

Rooney,  N.Y. 

Boggs 

Flynt 

Rumsfeld 

Bolling 

Ford, 

Scott 

Burleson 

William  D. 

Senner 

Burton,  Utah 

Frelinghuysen 

Sickles 

CabeU 

Fuqua 

Smith,  Iowa 

Cameron 

Gettys 

Smith,  N.Y. 

Carter 

Hardy 

Thompson,  Tex. 

Celler 

Hays 

Todd 

Chelf 

Herlong 

ToU 

Clark 

Johnson,  Pa. 

Tuten 

Colmer 

Keogh 

Vigorito 

Conyers 

Leggett 

Watkins 

Craley 

Long,  La. 

Watts 

Dawson 

McCarthy 

Whalley 

de  la  Garza 

MacGregor 

Willis 

Dent 

Matthews 

Wilson, 

Dingell 

Murray 

Charles  H. 

Dowdy 

Nix 

GENERAL  LEAVE  TO  EXTEND 

Mr.  REUSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  Members 
may  have  5  legislative  days  to  revise  and 
extend  their  remarks  and  to  include 
extraneous  matter  upon  the  legislation 
just  considered. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Wis¬ 
consin? 

There  was  no  objection. 


So  the  bill  was  passed. 

The  Clerk  announced  the  following 
pairs: 

Mr.  Keogh  with  Mr.  Frelinghuysen. 

Mr.  Rooney  of  New  York  with  Mr.  Watkins. 
Mr.  Toll  with  Mr.  Whalley. 

Mr.  Todd  with  Mr.  Rumsfeld. 

Mr.  Fallon  with  Mr.  Ayres. 

Mr.  Scott  with  Mr.  Carter. 

Mr.  Barrett  with  Mr.  Johnson  of  Pennsyl¬ 
vania. 

Mr.  Nix  with  Mr.  de  la  Garza. 

Mr.  Feighan  with  Mr.  Smith  of  NewYork. 
Mr.  Burleson  with  Mr.  Burton  of  Utah. 

Mr.  Smith  of  Iowa  with  Mr.  Macjaregor. 

Mr.  Senner  with  Mr.  Cabell. 

Mr.  Fuqua  with  Mr.  Tuten. 

Mr.  Leggett  with  Mr.  Watts/ 

Mr.  Matthews  with  Mr.  Charles  H.  Wilson. 
Mr.  Boggs  with  Mr.  Sickl 
Mr.  Hays  with  Mr.  Blatnik. 

Mr.  Hardy  with  Mr.  Clark. 

Mr.  Celler  with  Mr.  £;olmer. 

Mr.  Long  of  Louisiana  with  Mr.  Vigorito. 

Mr.  Gettys  'with  Kir.  O’Brien. 

Mr.  Purcell  wit#  Mr.  Willis. 

Mr.  Chelf  with  Mr.  Dingell. 

Mr.  McCarthy  with  Mr.  Dawson. 

Mr.  Evans  j/ith  Mr.  Dowdy. 

Mr.  Herlong  with  Mr.  Cameron. 

Mr.  Craley  with  Mr.  Conyers. 

Mr.  Dent  with  Mr.  William  D.  Ford. 

Mr.  Flynt  with  Mr.  Thompson  of  Texas. 

ie  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
tbove  recorded. 

'  The  doors  were  opened. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 


PERSONAL  ANNOUNCEMENT 

(Mr.  CONYERS  (at  the  request  of  Mr. 
Stratton)  was  granted  permission  to 
extend  his  remarks  at  this  point  in  the 
Record.) 

Mr.  CONYERS.  Mr.  Speaker,  due  to 
a  longstanding  speaking  engagement 
outside  of  Washington,  I  will  be  unable  to 
be  present  this  afternoon  when  the 
House  considers  S.  2729  so  I  want  to  take 
this  opportunity  to  indicate  my  support 
for  the  bill.  The  series  of  natural  dis-, 
asters  which  occured  throughout  tl 
country  last  year  demonstrated  the  ne 
,to  separate  the  natural  disaster  loan  mo- 
ram  of  the  Small  Business  Administra¬ 
tion  from  the  regular  loan  programs  so 
that  natural  disasters,  such  as  Hiirricane 
BetsV  do  not  in  the  future  completely 
disrupt,  the  regular  SBA  loan  programs. 

However,  I  would  like  to  jfoint  out  that 
just  before  adjournment  of  the  first 
session,  Congress  passed  special  legisla¬ 
tion  replacing  the  funds  committed  for 
the  emergencydoans/  However,  there  is 
still  a  moratorium  in  effect  on  most  types 
of  SBA  loans.  Tpe  reason  for  this  mora¬ 
torium  is,  therefore,  not  the  disasters  of 
last  year,  as  many  popple  have  thought, 
but  is  instead  due  to 'the  fact  that  the 
important  Aba  loan  programs  are  just 
not  being/ adequately  funded.  Of  par¬ 
ticular  concern  to  me  is  thoJact  that  the 
special'  program  of  loans  to.  businesses, 
which  are  either  operated  b\or  which 
employ  poverty-stricken  people  xias  been 
severely  restricted  even  though  tubs  pro¬ 
gram  was  exempted  from  the  general 
'moratorium  on  SBA  loans.  This  special 
program,  authorized  by  title  IV  of  me 
Economic  Opportunity  Act,  has  been  reV 
stricted  to  just  a  very  few  areas  in  the' 
United  States,  a  ceiling  of  $15,000  per 
loan  has  been  imposed  though  the  law 
authorized  loans  up  to  $25,000,  and  the 
program  has  been  administered  quite 
restrictively  in  determining  eligibility  for 
loans. 

I  strongly  urge  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  and  the  relevant  committees  of 
the  Congress  to  greatly  increase  the 
amount  of  funds  budgeted  for  the  Small 
Business  Administration  loan  programs, 
particularly  title  IV  loans.  Though 
measures  such  as  S.  2729  and  other  bills 
now  pending  before  the  Banking  and 
Currency  Committee  will  be  of  some  help 
in  dealing  with  the  crisis  situation  facing 
SBA,  the  only  real  answer  is  to  drasti¬ 
cally  increase  the  budget  for  the  Small 
Business  Administration. 


COMPENSATION  OF  OVERSEAS 
TEACHERS 

Mr.  UDALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  call  up 
the  Conference  Report  on  H.R.  6845,  to 


correct  inequities  with  respect  to  Kie 
basic  compensation  of  teachers  /and 
teaching  positions  under  the  Defense  De¬ 
partment  Overseas  Teachers  Bay  and 
Personnel  Practices  Act,  ask  for  its  im¬ 
mediate  consideration,  and  gsk  unani¬ 
mous  consent  that  the  statement  of  the 
managers  on  the  part  of/the  House  be 
read  in  lieu  of  the  report/ 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  SPEAKER.  IVthere  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Ari¬ 
zona? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Clerk  regd  the  statement. 

(For  conference  report  and  statement 
see  proceedings  of  the  House  of  March 
24,  1966.) 

Mr.  TJVfALL  (interrupting  the  reading 
of  the /statement) .  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  further  reading 
of  tj/ie  statement  be  dispensed  with. 

ie  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
ie  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Ari¬ 
zona? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  GERALD  R.  FORD.  Mr.  Speaker, 
will  the  gentleman  from  Arizona  yield  for 
a  question? 

Mr.  UDALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Michigan,  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  minority  leader. 

Mr.  GERALD  R.  FORD.  Will  the 
gentleman  from  Arizona  tell  us  the  dif¬ 
ferences  between  the  bill  that  passed  the 
House  and  the  bill  as  passed  by  the  other 
body? 

Mr.  UDALL.  As  the  gentleman  from 
Michigan  will  recall,  we  passed  this  bill 
last  August.  The  other  body  passed  it 
with  two  differences.  The  House  ver¬ 
sion  had  a  mandatory  rotation  feature. 
With  certain  exceptions  overseas  teachers 
would  have  to  return  to  this  country  and 
teach  for  at  least  1  year  before  they 
could  return  to  a  position  overseas.  The 
other  body  struck  out  this  mandatory 
rotation  provision. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  second  change  was 
that  their  version  of  the  bill  would  have 
made  it  effective  last  September,  at  the 
beginning  of  the  current  school  year. 
The  version  of  the  other  body  makes  the 
bill  effective  on  the  first  pay  period  after 
enactment,  which  would  be  some  time 
hiring  the  month  of  April,  if  the  version 
oXthe  other  body  were  accepted. 

In.  the  conference,  essentially,  we  ac¬ 
cepted  the  provisions  of  the  other  body  in 
both  respects,  the  effective  date,  for  one, 
and  un<W  the  conference  report  that  ef¬ 
fective  date  will  be  the  first  pay  period 
after  enactment.  But  in  accepting  the 
elimination  of  the  mandatory  overseas 
rotation  featute  by  the  other  body  we 
agreed  on  language  in  the  report  and  we 
worked  out  very  carefully,  in  consultation 
with  the  Department  of  Defense,  a  vol¬ 
untary  system  under\v/hich  they  will  en¬ 
courage  the  program\of  placing  these 
teachers  in  schools  in  tne  United  States, 
and  they  are  to  report  tothe  Senate  and 
the  House  committees  annually. 

Mr.  Speaker,  with  respect,  to  certain 
teachers  who  have  been  overseas  for  an 
extended  period  of  time,  they  wifi  report 
how  many  are  involved  in  that  category, 
and  also  report  how  many  have\been 
overseas  for  a  brief  period  of  time\  as 
well  as  precisely  what  they  have  dope 
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with  respect  to  setting  up  this  voluntary 
system  of  rotation. 

mK  GERALD  R.  FORD.  Mr.  Speaker, 
if  the  gentleman  will  yield  further,  I  still 
believe  that  mandatory  rotation  would 
have  been\desirable.  I  admit  that  there 
was  some  Nadministrative  problem  in¬ 
volved,  and  \  problem  which  could  have 
presented  some  difficulty,  inasmuch  as 
the  overseas  dependents  school  system 
has  really  no  connection  with  any  school 
system  in  this  countoy.  So  there  was  no 
place  where  these  teachers  from  over¬ 
seas  could  have  been  automatically 
placed  in  a  school  systerh  in  this  country. 

I  do  feel  that  the  proposal  that  has 
been  worked  out  by  the\conferees,  if 
administered  in  good  faith,  Wall  probably 
achieve  the  objectives  that  m^ny  of  us 
felt  were  necessary. 

I  am  particularly  pleased  thei*  there 
is  this  annual  reporting  system  the 
House  and  Senate  committees. 

Mr.  UDALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  want\to 
say  that  I  fully  agree  with  the  gentli 
man’s  suggestion.  I  believe  the  House' 
has  won  substantially  what  it  sought, 
and  that  is  some  assurance  that  we  will 
not  have  teachers  overseas  who  stay 
there  for  years  and  years,  and  lose  con¬ 
tact  with  groups  in  this  country  engaged 
in  education  and  politics,  in  science,  and 
in  the  atmosphere  of  this  country. 

So,  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  my  belief  that 
under  this  agreement  we  have  reached 
with  the  Department  of  Defense,  the 
language  we  have  written  into  the  report, 
we  have  achieved  substantially  what  we 
sought  to  achieve.  I  will  say  in  this  con¬ 
nection  that  the  gentleman  from  Mich¬ 
igan  [Mr.  Gerald  R.  Ford]  has  had  a 
most  constructive  attitude  throughout 
the  consideration  of  this  legislation,  and 
I  do  not  believe  we  could  have  worked  out 
this  legislation  in  the  form  it  is  now,  and 
have  resolved  this  problem  and  have 
cured  this  great  inequity  that  exists,  with 
respect  to  the  overseas  teachers,  with¬ 
out  the  gentleman’s  support,  and  I  want 
to  thank  the  gentleman  for  it. 

Mr.  GERALD  R.  FORD.  I  thank  the 
gentleman  from  Arizona. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  UDALL.  I  am  glad  to  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Iowa. 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  want  to  join  with 
distinguished  minority  leader  in  the 
marks  that  he  has  made,  and  sas  that  as 
one  of  the  conferees  on  this  bill  K  was 
disappointed  in  that  there  was  r/t  some 
mandatory  rotation  written  into  the 
legislation. 

It  does  contain  some  mandatory  pro¬ 
visions.  However,  I  beli eyf  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Arizona  will  agree  that  it  is 
the  understanding  that/the  working  of 
this  bill  will  be  carefully  watched,  and, 
if  in  the  future  it  hr  necessary  to  come 
to  the  House  with  s6me  form  of  manda¬ 
tory  legislation,  ywe  will  undertake  its 
enactment. 

Mr.  UDALI/  The  gentleman  from 
Iowa  has  stated  my  position.  We  have 
discussed  hr  along  these  lines  and  I  be¬ 
lieve  that/ we  will  be  able  to  work  out 
something  with  the  Department  of  De¬ 
fense jvhich  in  good  faith  they  will  be 
able  Xo  carry  out. 


However,  Mr.  Speaker,  if  there  should 
be  any  difficulty  in  the  future,  as  chair¬ 
man  of  the  subcommittee  which  origi¬ 
nated  this  legislation,  it  would  certainly 
be  my  intention  to  pursue  it  further, 
and  perhaps  write  some  provisions  that 
would  be  mandatory.' 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
from  Arizona. 

Mr.  GERALD  R.  FORD.  Mr.  Speaker, 
with  the  gentleman  yield  further? 

Mr.  UDALL.  I  yield  further  to  the 
gentleman  from  Michigan. 

Mr.  GERALD  R.  FORD.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  believe  I  can  speak  for  the  two  con¬ 
ferees  from  our  side,  and  say  that  the 
gentleman  from  Arizona  was  very  co¬ 
operative  with  all  of  us— myself,  and  the 
two  of  them — and  took  a  very  construc¬ 
tive  attitude  in  trying  to  resolve  the 
problem  favorably  so  that  we  could  get 
this  legislation  back  to  the  House  of 
Representatives. 

Mr.  UDALL.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  his  generous  statement. 

Mr.  GERALD  R.  FORD.  And,  if  the 
rentleman  will  yield  further,  the  gentle- 
nan  not  only  kept  us  informed,  but  the 
gentleman  sat  down  with  us  to  work  out 
some,  of  these  problems,  I  wish  to  coi 
pliment  him  for  his  effort  in  making  Jfiis 
legislation  a  reality. 

Mr.  UDALL.  The  gentleman/  from 
Michigan  nas  brought  my  day  ta  a  very 
pleasant  close,  and  I  thank  the  gentle¬ 
man  for  his  very  generous  remarks. 

Mr.  MATSUNAGA.  Mr. /Speaker,  as  a 
member  of  the  subcommittee  which  con¬ 
sidered  the  original  Hou/T bill,  providing 
for  equitable  salaryv  increases  and  ad¬ 
justment  for  overseas  teachers,  I  am 
pleased  with  the  conference  report,  and 
urge  its  adoption.  /  \ 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
agreeing  to  thj/  conferenceN:eport. 

The  conference  report  wa/agreed  to. 

A  motion/o  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 


LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM  FOR  WEEK 
OF  APRIL  4 


(Mr.  GERALD  R.  FORD  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute.) 

Mr.  GERALD  R.  FORD.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  have  asked  for  this  time  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  asking  the  distinguished  majority 
leader  about  the  program  for  the  remain¬ 
der  of  the  week  and  for  next  week. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
distinguished  minority  leader  yield? 

Mr.  GERALD  R.  FORD.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Oklahoma. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Speaker,  in  re¬ 
sponse  to  the  inquiry  of  the  gentleman 
from  Michigan,  the  distinguished  mi¬ 
nority  leader,  we  have  finished  the  legis¬ 
lative  program  for  this  week  and  at  the 
conclusion  of  the  announcement  of  the 
program,  I  shall  ask  that  the  House  ad¬ 
journ  over  to  Monday. 

The  program  for  next  week  is  as  fol¬ 
lows: 

Monday  is  Consent  Calendar  Day. 

Also  on  Monday  there  are  19  bills  to 
be  considered  under  suspension  of  the 
rules.  Of  course,  these  bills  may  not  be 
called  up  in  the  order  in  which  I  an¬ 


nounce  them,  but  as  we  have  them  listed  1/ 
these  bills  are  as  follows: 

1.  H.R.  14122:  Federal  Salary  and  Fringe 
Benefits  Act  of  1966. 


s.  997 :  Supporting  U.S.  partlalpa- 
tion  in  relieving  victims  of  hunger  in/ndia. 

3.  H.R.  1791:  Great  Salt  Lake  Land/ Utah. 

4.  S.  Con.  Res.  71:  Regarding  invitation  for 
the  1972  Winter  Olympic  Games  iA  Utah. 

5.  H.J.  Res.  837:  Proclaim  Sta/and  Mun¬ 
icipal  Bond  Week. 

6.  H.R.  13365:  To  authorize/he  disposal  of 
metallurgical  grade  chrom/e  from  the  na¬ 
tional  stockpile  and  the  supplemental  stock¬ 
pile.  (Amended.) 


Mr.  Speaker,  the  succeeding  bills  num¬ 
bered  7  to  18  on/his  list  all  deal  with 
stockpile  disposals  and  related  matters, 
and  are  as  follows: 


7.  H.R.  13367/  To  authorize  the  disposal 
of  acid  grad/  fluorspar  from  the  national 
stockpile  a jra  the  supplemental  stockpile. 
(Amended/) 

8.  H.R/13368:  To  authorize  the  disposal 
of  bizn/th  from  the  national  stockpile  and 
the  supplemental  stockpile. 

9/H.R.  13369:  To  authorize  the  disposal 
of/nolybdenum  from  the  national  stockpile. 
’Amended.) 

10.  H.R.  13371 :  To  authorize  the  disposal 
of  phlogopite  mica  from  the  national  stock¬ 
pile  and  the  supplemental  stockpile. 

11.  H.R.  13373:  To  authorize  the  disposal 
of  muscovite  mica  from  the  national  stock¬ 
pile  and  the  supplemental  stockpile. 

12.  H.R.  13578:  To  authorize  the  disposal 
of  rhodium  from  the  national  stockpile. 

13.  H.R.  13579:  To  authorize  the  disposal 
of  thorium  from  the  supplemental  stock¬ 
pile. 

14.  H.R.  13580:  To  authorize  the  disposal 
of  amosite  asbestos  from  the  national  stock¬ 
pile  and  the  supplemental  stockpile. 

15.  HU.  13663:  To  authorize  the  disposal 
of  ruthenium  from  the  supplemental  stock¬ 
pile. 

16.  H.R.  13774:  To  authorize  the  disposal 
of  vanadium  from  the  national  stockpile. 

17.  S.  1488:  To  authorize  the  disposal, 
without  regard  to  the  6-month  waiting  pe¬ 
riod,  of  approximately  126.300  long  calcined 
tons  of  refractory  grade  bauxite  from  the 
national  stockpile. 

18.  S/2642 :  To  authorize  the  release  of 
platinum  from  the  national  stockpile,  and 
for  other  purposes.  (Amended.) 


Then  No.  19— S.  2573— validating  ex¬ 
tension  of  1955  leave  year  of  certain 
"osemite  National  Park  employees. 

tesday:  The  Private  Calendar  will  be 
called  and  the  Department  of  the  In- 
terioK  Appropriation,  1967,  will  be 
considered. 

Wednesday  and  the  balance  of  the 
week  : 

The  Pos\  Office  Department  and 
Treasury  Department  Appropriation, 
1967. 

H.  Res.  803 — authorizing  certain  travel 
and  investigations'by  the  Committee  on 
Veterans’  Affairs. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  Announcement,  of 
course,  is  made  subject  to  the  usual 
reservations,  which  I  ndw  make,  that 
conference  reports  may  b\ brought  up 
at  any  time  and  that  any  farther  pro¬ 
gram  may  be  announced  late 

Mr.  Speaker,  in  addition  to  the  fore¬ 
going,  the  gentleman  from  Arkansas,  the 
chairman  of  the  Committee  on  v(7ays 
and  Means  [Mr.  Mills],  has  adviise 
that  his  committee  has  unanimously  nL 
ported  a  number  of  bills  which  he  hopes'' 
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FEDERAL  SALARY  AND  FRINGE  BENEFITS  ACT  OF  1966 


April  1,  1966. — Committed  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State 
of  the  Union  and  ordered  to  be  printed 


)Mr.  Morrison,  from  the  Committee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service, 

submitted  the  following 

REPORT 

with 

SUPPLEMENTAL  VIEWS 

[To  accompany  H.R.  14122] 

The  Committee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service,  to  whom  was 
referred  the  bill  (H.R.  14122)  to  adjust  the  rates  of  basic  compensation 
of  certain  employees  of  the  Federal  Government,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses,  having  considered  the  same,  report  favorably  thereon  with 
amendments  and  recommend  that  the  bill  as  amended  do  pass. 

Amendments 

\  1.  Page  15,  strike  out  line  19  and  all  that  follows  down  through  the 

/  period  in  line  11  on  page  16. 

2.  Page  16,  line  12,  strike  out  “(e)”  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof 
“(d)”. 

3.  Page  16,  line  16,  strike  out  “(f)”  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  “(e)”. 

4.  Page  25,  line  18,  strike  out  “(a)”. 

5.  Page  26,  strike  out  line  22  and  all  that  follows  down  through  and 
including  the  table  ending  immediately  preceding  line  1  on  page  28. 

6.  Page  32,  strike  out  line  4  and  all  that  follows  down  through  the 
period  and  quotation  marks  in  line  23  on  page  34. 

7.  Page  39,  strike  out  lines  3  to  13,  inclusive,  and  insert  in  lieu 
thereof  the  following : 

EFFECTIVE  DATES 

Sec.  508.  (a)  Except  as  otherwise  provided,  this  section, 
section  507,  section  509,  and  subsections  l(j),  3(k),  6(a), 
6(b),  6(f),  9(c),  9(d),  10(a)(2),  10(c),  10(d),  and  10(f)  of  the 
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Civil  Service  Retirement  Act,  as  enacted  or  amended  by  this 
title,  shall  become  effective  on  the  date  of  enactment  of 
this  Act. 

Explanation  of  Amendments 

Amendment  No.  1  eliminates  section  302(d)  of  the  bill,  as  intro¬ 
duced,  which,  in  effect,  would  have  rendered  employees  paid  from  the 
clerk  hire  of  Members  of  the  House  of  Representatives  and  the  Resi¬ 
dent  Commissioner  from  Puerto  Rico  ineligible  for  the  salary  increases 
provided  by  the  bill  for  employees  of  the  Congress  generally  unless 
the  Member  or  Resident  Commissioner  concerned  notified  the  Clerk 
of  the  House  on  or  before  July  10,  1966,  to  the  effect  that  he  wished 
the  salary  increase  to  apply  to  the  employee  or  employees  concerned. 
The  committee  believes  this  provision  inadvisable  in  view  of  the  fact 
that  House  Members  and  the  Resident  Commissioner  already  have 
sufficient  authority  to  fix  and  adjust  the  salaries  of  employees  paid 
from  House  clerk  hire  funds.  I 

Amendments  Nos.  2  and  3,  which  are  technical  in  nature,  redesig¬ 
nate  subsections  (e)  and  (f)  of  section  302  of  the  introduced  bill  as 
subsections  (d)  and  (e)  of  such  section  302  in  order  to  reflect  the 
elimination  by  amendment  No.  1  of  subsection  (d)  of  such  section  302 
of  the  bill,  as  introduced. 

Amendments  Nos.  3,  4,  5,  and  6  eliminate  provisions  of  the  intro¬ 
duced  bill  which  had  the  general  purpose  of  measuring  minimum 
benefits  under  the  Civil  Service  Retirement  Act  by  benefits  under  the 
Social  Security  Act.  The  committee  believes  that  the  policies  con¬ 
tained  in  these  eliminated  provisions  represent  broad,  complicated, 
and  far-reaching  new  concepts  and  formulas  which  require  thorough 
study,  review,  and  development  by  the  Subcommittee  on  Retirement, 
Insurance,  and  Health  Benefits  of  the  Committee  on  Post  Office  aDd 
Civil  Service.  Such  subcommittee  in  the  near  future  will  devote 
careful  consideration  to  these  matters.  Accordingly,  these  provisions 
are  eliminated  by  these  amendments. 

The  adoption  of  these  amendments  by  the  House  will  reduce  the 
annual  cost  of  this  bill  by  $85  million. 

Amendment  No.  7,  which  is  technical  in  nature,  revises  the  effective 
dates  of  the  provisions  of  title  V  of  the  introduced  bill  in  order  to  ( 
reflect  the  elimination  by  amendments  Nos.  3,  4,  5,  and  6  of  the  civil 
service  retirement  provisions  discussed  above. 

General  Statement 

H.R.  14122,  providing  2.87  to  2.9  percent  across-the-board  salary 
adjustments  and  certain  fringe  benefits  for  postal  and  other  Federal 
employees  in  general,  is  reported  unanimously  from  the  Committee  on 
Post  Office  and  Civil  Service.  The  salary  schedules  were  prepared 
on  the  basis  of  a  policy  of  2.85  percent  increases,  and  the  variations  in 
this  percentage  were  necessary,  in  making  the  calculations  for  each 
step  of  each  grade  and  level,  in  order  to  preserve  uniformity  in  the 
amounts  of  the  step  increases  for  such  grades  and  levels. 

The  committee  bill  was  developed  on  the  basis  of  extensive  public 
hearings  and  in  careful  consideration  of  the  message  of  the  President 
of  the  United  States  on  Federal  statutory  salary  systems  printed  as 
House  Document  No.  402.  The  employee  salary  and  benefit  adjust¬ 
ments  in  the  bill  approximately  equal  the  wage  and  fringe  benefits 
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guidepost  of  3.2  percent  recommended  by  the  President  for  both  the 
Government  and  the  private  sector  of  the  economy. 

The  committee  throughout  its  deliberations  stressed  the  special 
requirement  that  this  legislation  not  exceed  the  guideposts  laid  down 
by  the  President,  and,  in  reporting  the  bill,  spells  out  its  intention  and 
firm  understanding  that  the  bill  does,  in  fact,  meet  the  test  of  the 
guideposts. 

The  Subcommittees  on  Compensation  and  on  Retirement,  In¬ 
surance,  and  Health  Benefits,  which  conducted  the  public  hearings 
and  drafted  the  bill,  thoroughly  reviewed  the  President’s  message 
and  accompanying  documents,  as  well  as  supplemental  data  from 
administrative  sources  and  presentations  of  all  major  employee 
groups  concerned.  The  committee  adopted  the  subcommittees’  draft 
with  only  one  major  change—  necessary  to  bring  the  cost  within  the 
guideposts — and  came  out  with  the  best  possible  measure  to  meet 
the  urgent  needs  of  the  employees  and  still  be  within  the  President’s 
wage  guidepost  of  3.2  percent. 

Costs  and  Wage  Guideposts 

It  is  to  be  observed,  at  the  outset,  that  both  the  size  and  the  validity 
of  cost  estimates  depend  to  some  extent  on  the  context  in  which 
those  making  the  calculations  approach  the  matter  and  the  ultimate 
purposes  which  are  of  chief  concern  to  them. 

In  retrospect,  as  H.R.  14122  is  presented  to  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives,  it  now  is  evident  that  there  has  never  been  a  clear  meeting 
of  the  minds  or  full  mutual  agreement  between  representatives  of  the 
executive  branch  and  the  membership  of  the  committee — or,  for 
that  matter,  Members  of  Congress  in  general— as  to  exactly  what 
costs  are  and  what  costs  are  not  properly  for  inclusion  in  calculations 
subject  to  measurement  against  economic  guideposts. 

It  also  now  becomes  apparent,  from  a  review  of  the  record  and 
informal  consultation  with  administration  representatives,  that  some 
differences  exist  in  the  evaluation  of  individual  cost  items  in  H.R. 
14122.  The  committee  emphasizes  that  its  conclusions  were  reached 
in  all  good  conscience,  and  with  special  attention  to  the  wage  guide- 
posts  as  it  interprets  them.  The  review  and  consultation  did,  however, 
clear  up  all  major  differences  of  view  and  validate  the  assumptions  of 
the  committee  with  respect  to  all  but  minor  cost  items  in  the  bill 
which  are  to  be  tested  against  the  wage  guideposts  and  others  which 
are  beyond  the  ambit  of  such  guideposts. 

The  following  tabulation  sets  forth  the  committee’s  original  evalu¬ 
ation  of  “guidepost”  and  “nonguidepost”  costs — the  evaluation  upon 
which  its  approval  of  the  bill  is  based : 
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Committee  Estimate  of  Guidepost  Costs 
Direct  benefits  for  employees  on  payroll 

Salary  increases: 

Classification  Act _ 

Postal  field  service _ 

Veterans’  Administration _ 

Foreign  Service _ 

ASCS _ _ IIIIIIIIZIZIIIIIZI 

Direct  pay _ 

Postal  seniority  adjustments _ 

Uniform  allowances _ 

Health  benefits  contributions _ 

Retirement: 

Age  55,  30  years’  service _ 

Age  60,  20  years’  service _ 

Supplemental  benefits _ 

Total _ 


Annual  cost 
(millions) 

.  $273.  7 
.  131.  6 

6.  8 
5.  7 
3.  4 


421.  2 


4.  0 
6.  6 
17.  0 

13.  0 

10.  0 


50.  6 


471.  8 


Nonguidepost  Costs 

Annual  cost 
(millions) 


Special  delivery  mileage  allowance _  $0.  3 

Overtime: 

Classified  employees _  __  15.  0 

Postal  supervisors _ ~  ~  '  15'  q 

Sunday  premium  pay,  classifieds  and  wage  boards _  44.  0 

Broadening  of  term  “child” _ ~~~ _  4 

Widows  “remarriage”  provision _  14.  1 

Recomputation  of  annuities,  1948-62 _ 12.  4 


Total - - - -  101.  2 


It  will  be  seen,  from  the  above  tables,  that  the  committee’s  key 
premise,  in  making  its  cost  determinations,  is  that — since  “wage” 
guideposts  are  the  test — only  those  salary  and  fringe  benefits  which 
attach  directly  or  indirectly  with  respect  to  wage  earners,  that  is, 
persons  actively  employed  now  or  in^the  future,  are  for  measurement 
against  the  President’s  wage  guideposts,  and  that  all  other  items, 
though  they  in  fact  may  entail  added  costs,  should  not  be  so  measured.  A 

In  summary,  as  this  bill  is  presented  before  the  House,  its  “guide-  N 
post”  costs,  as  evaluated  by  the  committee  and  its  subcommittees, 
in  the  aggregate  amounted  to  $471.8  million,  as  compared  to  the  value 
of  $485  million  permissible  under  the  3.2-percent  wage  guidepost. 
The  committee’s  estimate,  upon  further  analysis,  has  been  found  to 
be  $17  million  too  low — as  a  result  of  a  misunderstanding  arising  in 
the  course  of  informal  communications  with  administrative  staff 
personnel.  The  cost  estimate  of  $17  million  for  Government  health 
benefit  contributions,  which  the  committee  had  thought  to  be  the 
total  added  cost,  now  proves  to  have  been  the  additional  cost  over 
and  above  the  cost  attributable  to  the  same  item  in  the  administra¬ 
tion’s  pay  and  fringe  benefits  proposal.  The  correct  first-year  cost 
is  double  that  amount,  or  $34  million.  The  committee  feels  that  this 
discrepancy  can  be  readily  adjusted  when  the  bill  is  taken  up  in  the 
other  body. 

There  are  also  honest  differences  of  opinion  as  to  several  cost  items 
in  the  bill  which  the  committee  in  its  deliberations  cataloged  as 
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“nonguidepost  costs.”  These  are  the  special  delivery  mileage  allow¬ 
ance,  overtime  provisions  for  postal  supervisors,  and  authorization 
for  remarriage  of  widows  after  reaching  age  60  without  sacrificing 
retirement  survivor  benefits. 

In  the  judgment  of  the  committee,  the  inclusion  of  such  items  within 
the  category  of  “guidepost  costs”  is  debatable,  and,  in  preparing  the 
bill,  the  items  were  excluded  from  that  category  in  good  faith.  Even 
conceding  that  the  committee’s  allocation  of  these  costs  was  in  error, 
the  inclusion  of  all  of  them  as  guidepost  costs,  plus  the  additional  $17 
million  health  benefits  contribution  cost,  would  bring  the  total  of  all 
possible  guidepost  costs  of  the  bill  to  only  $33.6  million,  or  two-tenths 
of  1  percent,  above  the  3.2  percent  guidepost  level.  This  relatively 
small  difference  should  be  readily  susceptible  of  appropriate  adjust¬ 
ment  when  the  other  body  acts  on  this  legislation;  and  the  committee 
would  have  no  objection  to  such  adjustment.  Regardless  of  whether 
or  not  adjustment  is  made,  the"  amount  is  relatively  small,  the  issues 
certainly  are  debatable,  and,  in  the  final  analysis,  the  classification  of 
the  items  involved  is  a  matter  of  personal  and  individual  judgment. 

In  the  light  of  the  foregoing  developments  after  the  committee 
voted  to  report  the  bill,  the  following  revision  of  the  committee’s 
estimate  of  guidepost  costs  is  deemed  to  be  in  order : 


Adjusted  Guidepost  Costs 

Annual  coit 
(millions) 

Total  committee  estimate _  $471.  8 

Add: 

Underestimate  for  increased  Government  health  benefits  contri¬ 
bution _  17.  0 

Overtime,  postal  supervisors -  15-  0 

Widows  “remarriage”  provisions -  14.  1 

Broadening  of  term  “child” -  -4 

Special  delivery  mileage  allowance -  -3 


Total _  518-  6 

Administration  3.2-percent  guidepost -  485.  0 


Difference 


Estimated  Total  Cost 

Aside  from  the  “adjusted  guidepost  costs”  and  the  “nonguidepost 
costs”  tabulated  above,  the  only  other  material  costs  of  the  bill  are 
those  for  employees  of  the  legislative  and  judicial  branches.  As 
customary  in  matters  of  this  kind,  these  employees  were  not  included 
in  the  administration’s  submission.  However,  since  the  benefits 
granted  them  are  consistent  with  the  treatment  accorded  other  Federal 
employees,  the  added  cost  of  their  inclusion  in  no  way  alters  the  guide- 
post  factors  in  the  bill  and  their  relationship  to  the  3.2  percent  maxi¬ 
mum.  A  statement  of  the  total  cost  of  the  bill  is  as  follows: 

Annual  cost 
(millions) 

Adjusted  guidepost  costs -  8518.  6 

Nonguidepost  costs _  71.4 


Total _ 

Legislative  employees 
Judicial  employees _ 


590.  0 
2.  2 
1.  4 


Total  estimated  cost 


593.  6 
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Features  of  H.R.  14122 

Across-the-board  pay  raises  of  2.87  to  2.9  percent,  effective  the 
first  pay  period  beginning  on  or  after  July  1,  1966,  for  postal,  classified, 
Foreign  Service,  Veterans’  Administration  Department  of  Medicine 
and  Surgery,  judicial  branch,  legislative  branch,  and  agricultural 
stabilization  and  conservation  county  committee  employees,  and  em¬ 
ployees  whose  salary  rates  are  fixed  by  administrative  action.  Excep¬ 
tion:  Increases  in  top  three  grades  will  be  2  percent  (title  I,  executive; 
title  II,  judicial;  title  III,  legislative). 

Employees  are  granted  the  option  of  retiring  at  age  55  with  30 
years  of  service,  or  at  age  60  with  20  years  of  service,  without  any 
reduction  in  annuity  because  of  such  early-age  retirement.  There  is 
no  authority  for  the  Government  to  mandatorily  retire  employees. 
The  new  age  55  with  30  years  of  service  provision  does  not  apply  to 
Members  of  Congress  (sec.  504  (a)  and  (b)). 

Uniform  allowances  are  made  mandatory  where  authorized  by  law.  i 
Present  administrative  allowance  of  $100  is  increased  25  percent. 
Present  administrative  allowances  of  $75  or  more  but  under  $100  are 
increased  30  percent.  Present  administrative  allowances  of  $50  or 
more  but  under  $75  are  increased  35  percent.  Present  administrative 
allowances  under  $50  are  increased  by  40  percent  (sec.  407). 

The  biweekly  Government  contributions  for  health  benefits  of 
employees  or  annuitants  enrolled  in  health  benefits  plans  are  increased 
to  $1.62  for  a  self-alone  enrollment  and  $3.94  for  self  and  family 
enrollment,  starting  with  the  first  pay  period  beginning  on  or  after 
July  1)  1966.  If  the  biweekly  subscription  charge  for  the  employee’s 
or  annuitant’s  plan  is  less  than  twice  the  Government  contribution 
as  so  increased,  the  Government  contribution  shall  be  50  percent  of 
the  subscription  charge  (title  VI,  sec.  601). 

Persons  who  retired  between  April  1,  1948,  and  October  10,  1962, 
inclusive,  with  reduced  annuity  to  provide  surviving  spouse  benefits, 
and  each  survivor  of  such  a  person  (including  the  survivors  of  em¬ 
ployees  who  died  during  that  period)  are  authorized  to  have  their 
annuity  benefits  recomputed  as  though  the  benefit  formula  contained 
in  section  1103  of  Public  Law  87-793  had  been  in  effect  on  the  date 
of  such  retirement  or  death.  This  provision  will  not  operate  to  ( 
reduce  any  annuity,  nor  will  it  apply  to  the  annuity  of  any  child. 
No  payment  will  be  made  retroactively  for  any  period  prior  to  enact¬ 
ment  of  this  provision  (sec.  507). 

Classified  employees  are  granted  time  and  one-half  overtime  pay 
for  work  in  excess  of  8  hours  in  a  day.  Maximum  rate  for  overtime 
pay  of  these  employees  is  raised  from  grade  GS-9  to  grade  GS-10 
(sec.  404  (a)  and  (b)). 

Classified  and  wage  board  employees  are  granted  25-percent 
premium  compensation  for  work  on  Sundays  which  is  not  subject  to 
overtime  pay  (sec.  405). 

Postal  employees  who  are  senior  in  total  postal  service  will  be 
afforded  appropriate  salary  protection,  in  relation  to  others  less 
senior  in  such  service,  with  respect  to  promotions  of  such  emplovees 
to  higher  levels  before  and  after  October  13,  1962  (sec.  402). 

Overtime  pay  is  made  mandatory  for  postal  employees  up  through 
PFS  salary  level  10,  instead  of  the  present  level  7  maximum  (sec. 
404  (c)  and  (d)). 
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Protection  against  loss  of  salary  is  afforded  certain  employees  who 
have  been  or  may  be  transferred  with  their  jobs  to  postal  positions 
from  positions  in  other  Federal  departments  or  agencies  (sec.  401). 

Allowance  payable  to  special  delivery  messengers  for  use  of  their 
persona]  automobiles  on  official  business  is  increased  from  7  cents 
per  mile  or  90  cents  per  hour  to  10  cents  per  mile  or  $1.25  per  hour 
(sec.  403). 

Widows  of  employees  or  retired  employees  (but  not  of  Members 
of  Congress)  who  remarry  after  age  60  are  allowed  to  continue  to 
receive  their  survivor  annuities,  which  under  present  law  are  ter¬ 
minated  by  any  remarriage  (sec.  506  (a)  and  (b)). 

A  surviving  spouse  who  remarries  and  whose  annuity  is  thereby 
discontinued  will  be  allowed  to  be  reinstated  to  the  annuity  roll  if  the 
remarriage  is  terminated.  Any  lump  sum  paid  to  the  annuitant 
when  the  original  survivor  benefit  was  terminated  must  first  be 
returned.  The  surviving  spouse  also  is  limited  to  one  Federal  staff 
|  retirement  benefit  so  that  if  an  entitlement  to  another  such  benefit 
is  acquired  from  the  remarriage  an  election  of  only  one  of  these 
benefits  must  be  made  (sec.  506(d)). 

The  Civil  Service  Retirement  Act  definition  of  “child”  is  broadened 
to  extend  entitlement  of  child  survivor  attending  school  until  his 
22d  birthday  in  place  of  present  “end  of  school  year  when  21st 
birthday  is  reached.”  Student  child  also  may  stay  on  the  benefit 
roll  for  up  to  1  month  and  28  days  longer  than  the  present  4  months 
allowed  by  the  school  years  (sec.  502  and  sec.  506(c)). 

Present  “dependency”  requirement  for  surviving  children  is 
eliminated,  so  a  child  need  no  longer  have  received  over  half  his 
support  from  the  decedent.  A  surviving  child  who  becomes  a 
student  after  age  18  but  before  age  22  will  be  eligible  for  a  benefit 
or  to  resume  a  benefit  he  may  have  lost  (sec.  502  and  sec.  506(c)). 

Government  officers  or  employees  on  leave  without  pay  to  work 
as  officers  or  employees  of  recognized  employee  organizations  are 
authorized  to  continue  their  Government  employees  life  insurance 
and  health  benefits  protection  by  paying  both  employee  and  agency 
premiums  and  to  have  their  time  on  leave  without  pay  creditable 

)as  service  for  retirement  purposes  upon  payment  of  the  employee 
contribution  of  6 percent  of  the  appropriate  Federal  salary.  There 
will  be  an  option  to  either  exercise  this  new  right  to  receive  retirement 
credit  for  all  time  on  leave  without  pay  or  to  continue  under  the 
existing  provision  of  law  whereby  any  employee  has  credited,  for 
retirement  purposes,  6  months  of  each  year  on  leave  without  pay 
at  no  charge  to  him  (sec.  406  and  sec.  503). 

Excessive  Temporary  Employment  in  Postal  Service 

A  matter  which  has  engaged  the  very  special  attention  and  grave 
concern  of  the  committee  is  the  excessive  and  constantly  increasing 
use  of  temporary  employees  in  the  postal  field  service.  With  the 
public  demanding  efficient  postal  service  and  the  tremendous  yearly 
rise  in  mail  volume,  it  is  imperative  that  steps  be  taken  to  staff  the 
Postal  Establishment  with  career  civil  service  personnel  to  a  much 
greater  extent  than  now  is  the  case.  It  is  a  matter  of  deep  regret  to 
the  committee  that  time  did  not  permit  fall  consideration  of  this  very 
serious  temporary  employee  problem,  and  the  development  of  vigorous 
and  effective  corrective  measures,  during  the  writing  of  H.R.  14122. 
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Experience  and  special  tests  have  demonstrated,  by  overwhelming 
preponderance  of  evidence,  that  efficiency  in  postal  service — as  in 
every  other  governmental  or  private  endeavor — depends  heavily 
upon  the  availability  of  a  corps  of  trained,  experienced,  and  dedicated 
career  workers.  Good  records  of  efficiency  and  economy  by  employ¬ 
ees  generally  are  in  the  same  proportion  to  total  employee  production 
as  the  number  of  career  employees  is  to  the  total  number  of  personnel. 
For  example,  up  to  a  decade  ago,  it  was  the  policy  in  the  Postal 
Establishment  to  employ  many  thousands  of  temporary  employees 
for  the  Christmas  rush  and  deny  overtime  work  to  career  employees, 
on  the  mistaken  theory  that  money  would  be  saved  because  the 
temporary  employees  were  paid  straight  time  and  the  career  employees 
were  entitled  to  overtime  premium  pay.  The  first  year  under  a 
change  in  this  policy,  with  career  employees  working  overtime  to  the 
extent  they  desired,  realized  a  net  saving  estimated  at  $5  million  for 
the  Christmas  rush  period. 

The  committee  is  convinced  that  the  hiring  of  temporary  em-  | 
ployees  by  the  Post  Office  Department  is  excessive  and  that  it  can  and 
should  be  brought  down  to  an  absolute  minimum  by  good  manage¬ 
ment.  The  committee  serves  notice,  in  this  report,  of  its  firm  inten¬ 
tion  to  conduct  a  thorough  investigation,  with  hearings  and  other  ap¬ 
propriate  measures,  directed  toward  the  development  of  legislation 
which  will  (1)  materially  advance  the  broadening  of  career  employ¬ 
ment  in  the  postal  field  service,  and  (2)  sharply  restrict,  if  not  eliminate 
the  indiscriminate  employment  of  substantial  numbers  of  temporary, 
noncareer  postal  employees. 

Saved  Salaries  for  Certain  Employees 

With  respect  to  section  401  of  the  bill,  affording  protection  against 
loss  of  salary  for  certain  employees  transferred  with  their  jobs  to 
postal  positions,  a  number  of  instances  were  reported  to  the  committee, 
one  of  which  is  typical.  A  certain  building  had  been  operated  by  the 
General  Services  Administration  but,  since  it  is  used  for  postal  pur¬ 
poses,  was  transferred  to  the  Postal  Establishment.  The  General 
Services  Administration  employees  who  had  been  performing  custodial,  . 
service,  and  other  functions  in  the  building  also  were  transferred,  along  I 
with  their  functions,  to  the  Postal  Establishment.  Among  such  em¬ 
ployees  was  one  whose  rate  of  pay  while  working  for  General  Services 
Administration  was  $2.65  per  hour.  His  position,  however,  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  postal  salary  laws,  was  placed  in  PFS  salary  level  2,  at 
the  first  within-level  step  which  is  $2.13  per  hour.  This  is  a  net  loss 
of  52  cents  an  hour,  or  $1,081.60  per  year,  to  the  employee. 

This  condition  arises  because  neither  the  Postmaster  General  nor 
the  Post  Office  Department  has  any  authority  to  place  an  employee  in 
a  salary  step  above  the  initial  step  for  the  appropriate  level  when  he 
comes  on  the  postal  payroll — even  though  he  had  advanced  to  a  step 
above  the  initial  step  of  his  grade  in  the  agency  from  which  transferred. 
This  is  so  whether  the  new  employee  is  transferred  from  another 
department  or  agency  or  is  hired  directly  from  private  life. 

It  is  to  be  noted,  in  this  connection,  that  general  authority  exists 
in  other  Government  departments  and  agencies — but  not  in  the  postal 
field  service — to  fix  the  starting  salary  rate  of  an  employee  who 
transfers  from  elsewhere  in  the  Government  at  any  step  in  the  appro¬ 
priate  level  which  is  not  higher  than  his  salary  before  such  transfer. 
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Section  401  of  H.R.  14122  extends  similar  authority  to  the  Postmaster 
General.  It  is  the  intention  of  the  committee  that  a  number  of  em¬ 
ployees  who  have  already  suffered  losses  in  salary  under  these  condi¬ 
tions,  such  as  the  example  cited  above,  and  all  future  transferees 
under  substantially  the  same  circumstances,  have  their  new  postal 
salaries  fixed  at  the  appropriate  within-level  step  rates  which  are  not 
less  than  their  rates  of  pay  before  they  were  transferred  with  their 
jobs  to  the  Postal  Establishment. 

Administration  Views 

Official  reports  expressing  the  views  of  the  administration  and  of 
the  departments  and  agencies  in  the  executive  branch  were  not  re¬ 
quested  or  received  due  to  the  expeditious  procedure  followed  in 
reporting  H.R.  14122  the  day  following  its  introduction.  However, 
upon  the  conclusion  of  the  conference  with  appropriate  administra¬ 
tion  authorities  referred  to  earlier  in  this  report,  the  Speaker  and  the 
majority  leader  of  the  House  of  Representatives,  the  vice  chairman  of 
the  Committee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service,  and  the  chairmen  of 
the  Subcommittees  on  Compensation  and  on  Retirement,  Insurance, 
and  Health  Benefits  of  such  committee  were  given  assurance  that 
there  was  substantial  agreement  on  the  terms  and  conditions  under 
which  costs  are  treated  in  this  report.  It  was  also  the  understanding 
that  there  would  be  no  objection  to  action,  if  deemed  appropriate 
when  the  other  body  takes  up  the  bill,  to  make  such  adjustments  as 
may  be  found  necessary  to  reduce  or  eliminate  the  minor  overage  of 
$33.6  million  in  costs  of  this  bill  as  compared  to  the  President’s  strict 
3.2-percent  wage  guidepost. 

Administration  of  Federal  Employees  Uniform  Allowance 

Act 

The  committee  notes  that  existing  provisions  of  the  Federal  Em¬ 
ployees  Uniform  Allowance  Act  and  the  regulations  thereunder 
contain  requirements  which  the  committee,  at  the  present  time, 
considers  sufficient  to  provide  for  economical  and  efficient  operation 
of  such  act  if  carefully  administered.  Nevertheless,  the  committee 
has  noted  the  occurrence  of  occasional  abuses  in  the  operation  of 
such  act.  The  committee  expects  all  administrative  authorities  con¬ 
cerned  to  devote  maximum  effort  to  prevent  the  recurrence  of  such 
abuses  and  will  carefully  note,  and  exercise  legislative  oversight  over, 
the  administration  and  operation  of  the  Federal  Employees  Uniform 
Allowance  Act  in  the  future. 

Changes  in  Existing  Law  Made  by  the  Bill,  as  Reported 

In  compliance  with  clause  3  of  rule  XIII  of  the  Rules  of  the  House 
of  Representatives,  changes  in  existing  law  made  by  the  bill,  as 
reported,  are  shown  as  follows  (existing  law  proposed  to  be  omitted  is 
enclosed  in  black  brackets,  new  matter  is  printed  in  italic,  existing 
law  in  which  no  change  is  proposed  is  shown  in  roman) : 
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SECTIONS  603(b)  AND  801  OF  THE  CLASSIFICATION  ACT  OF 
1949  (5  U.S.C.  1113(b)  AND  1131) 

TITLE  VI— BASIC  COMPENSATION  SCHEDULES 

******* 

Sec.  603.  *  *  * 

(b)  The  compensation  schedule  for  the  General  Schedule  shall  be 
as  follows: 


— ■ 


Grade 


GS-1. 
GS-2. 
GS-3. 
QS-A. 
GS-5. 
GS-6. 
GS-7. 
GS-8. 
GS-9. 
GS-10 
GS-11 
GS-12 
GS-13 
GS-14 
GS-1 5 
GS-16 
GS-17 
GS-18 


Per  annum  rates  and  steps 


$3, 507 
3, 814 
4, 149 
4,641 
5, 181 
5, 702 
6,269 
6,869 
7,  479 
8,184 
8,961 
10,  619 
12,  510 
14,680 
17,  055 
19,  619 
22,  217 
25,382 


$3, 626 
3,943 
4,289 
4,797 
5,352 
5,894 
6,476 
7,097 
7,733 

8,  464 

9,  267 
10, 987 
12,  945 
15, 188 
17, 645 
20,297 
22, 994 


$3,745 
4,072 
4,429 
4,953 
5, 523 
6,086 
6,683 
7, 325 
7,987 
8,744 
9,573 
11, 355 
13, 380 
15, 696 
18,235 
20,  975 
23, 771 


$3,864 
4,201 
4,569 
5,109 
5,694 
6, 278 
6,890 
7,553 
8, 241 
9,024 
9,879 
11, 723 
13, 815 
16,204 
18, 825 
21,  653 
24,548 


$3, 983 
4,330 

4,  709 

5,  265 
5,865 
6, 470 
7,  097 
7,781 
8,495 
9, 304 

10, 185 
12,  091 
14, 250 
16,  712 
19, 415 
22,331 
25, 325 


$4,102 
4,459 
4,849 
5,421 
6,036 
6,  662 
7, 304 
8,009 
8,749 
9,584 
10, 491 
12, 459 
14, 685 
17, 220 
20,  005 
23,  009 


$4,221 
4,588 
4,989 
5,577 
6,207 
6,854 
7,511 
8,237 
9,003 
9,  864 
10,  797 
12, 827 
15, 120 
17,  728 
20, 595 
23,687 


$4, 340 

4.717 
5, 129 
5,733 
6,378 
7,  046 

7.718 
8, 465 
9,257 

10,144 
11, 103 
13, 195 
15,  555 
18,236 
21, 185 
24,  365 


$4,459 
4,846 
5,269 
5,889 
6,549 
7,238 
7,925 
8,693 
9,511 
10,424 
11,  409 
13,563 
15,990 
18, 744 
21,  775 
25,043 
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$4,  578 
4,975 
5,  409 
6,045  | 
6, 720  1 
7,  430 
8, 132 
8,921 
9, 765 
10, 704 
11,  715 
13, 931 
16, 425 
19,  252 
22, 365 


Grade 


Per  annum  rates  and  steps 


1 

t 

s 

4 

6 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

GS-1 _ _ _ 

$3, 609 

$3,  731 

$3, 863 

$3,976 

$ 4,097 

$4,  $19 

$4,341 

$4, 463 

$4, 686 

$ 4,707 

GS-2. . 

3,936 

4,068 

4,191 

4,334 

4,457 

4,590 

4,733 

4,866 

4,989 

5, 122 

OS-8 _ 

4,  369 

4, 418 

4,667 

4,701 

4,846 

4,989 

5, 133 

6,377 

6, 421 

5, 565 

GS—4 _ _ 

4,77 6 

4,936 

6,096 

6,366 

6, 416 

6,576 

5,736 

5,896 

6,056 

6, 216 

GS-5. . 

6,331 

6,607 

6,683 

5,869 

6,036 

6,311 

6,387 

6,563 

6,  789 

6  916 

GS-6 _ 

6,867 

6,066 

6,363 

6, 461 

6,669 

6,867 

7,066 

7,363 

7,451 

7,649 

GS-7 _ _ 

6,  461 

6,664 

6,877 

7,090 

7,303 

7,616 

7,739 

7,942 

8, 155 

8, 868 

GS-8 _ _ 

7,068 

7,303 

7,638 

7,773 

8,008 

8,343 

8,478 

8,  7 IS 

8,948 

9,183 

OS— 9 _ 

7,696 

7,967 

8,318 

8,479 

8,740 

9,001 

9,363 

9,633 

9,784 

10, 045 

OS— 10 _ _ 

8,  4&1 

8,709 

8,997 

9,386 

9,673 

9,861 

10, 149 

10, 437 

10, 7  25 

11,018 

OS-11 _  . 

9,331 

9,636 

9,861 

10, 166 

10, 481 

10  7 96 

11,111 

11,426 

1 1,741 

12, 056 

OS-12 . 

10, 937 

11,306 

11,686 

13, 064 

13, 443 

13, 833 

IS,  301 

IS,  580 

IS,  959 

14,888 

OS-13 _ 

13, 873 

IS,  331 

IS,  769 

14, 317 

14, 666 

16,113 

16, 661 

16,009 

16, 457 

16,905 

GS-14---  .  _  . 

16, 106 

16, 639 

16, 163 

16, 676 

17, 198 

17,  731 

18, 344 

18, 767 

19,290 

19,  818 

OS-16 _  . 

17, 660 

18, 167 

18, 764 

19,371 

19,978 

30, 585 

21,193 

21,799 

22,  406 

23, 018 

GS-16 . 

GS-17 . . 

30, 076 
33,  7 60 

30,  7 46 
33, 630 

31,416 
34, 380 

33, 086 
36,040 

33, 765 
35,800 

33, 436 

34, 096 

24, 7 65 

25,436 

GS-18 _ 

36,890 

I 

* 

* 

4 

* 

0 

0 

0 

Sec.  801.  All  new  appointments  shall  be  made  at  the  minimum 
rate  of  the  appropriate  grade,  except  that  in  accordance  with  regu¬ 
lations  prescribed  by  the  Commission  which  provide  for  such  con¬ 
siderations  as  the  candidate’s  existing  salary,  unusually  high  or 
unique  qualifications,  or  a  special  need  of  the  Government  for  his 
services,  the  head  of  any  department  may,  with  the  approval  of  the 
Commission  in  each  specific  case,  appoint  individuals  to  positions  in 
[grade  13]  grade  11  and  above  of  the  General  Schedule  at  such  rate 
or  rates  above  the  minimum  rate  of  the  appropriate  grade  as  the 
Commission  may  authorize  for  this  purpose.  The  approval  of  the 
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Commission  in  each  specific  case  shall  not  be  required  with  respect  to 
appointments  made  by  the  Librarian  of  Congress. 


TITLE  39,  UNITED  STATES  CODE 
Part  III.— PERSONNEL 

******* 


Chapter  45.— COMPENSATION  IN  THE  POSTAL  FIELD  SERVICE 
******* 
Compensation  and  Allowances 
******* 

§  3542.  Postal  Field  Service  Schedule. 

(a)  There  is  established  a  basic  compensation  schedule  for  posi¬ 
tions  in  the  postal  field  service  which  shall  be  known  as  the  Postal 
Field  Service  Schedule  and  for  which  the  symbol  shall  be  “PFS  . 
Except  as  provided  in  sections  3543  and  3544  of  this  title,  basic  com¬ 
pensation  shall  be  paid  to  all  employees  in  accordance  with  such 
schedule. 

a  ■ 

Postal  Field  Service  Schedule 


'  PFS 


Per  annum  rates  and  steps 


i 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

1  .  _ 

$4,086 

$4, 221 

$4,356 

$4,491 

$4,626 

$4, 761 

$4,896 

$5, 031 

$5, 166 

$5, 301 

2 _ 

4,424 

4, 569 

4, 714 

4,859 

5,004 

5, 149 

5,294 

5,439 

5, 584 

5,729 

3 _ 

4, 780 

4,941 

5,102 

5,263 

5,424 

5,585 

5, 746 

5,907 

6, 068 

6, 229 

4 _ 

5,181 

5,352 

5,523 

5,694 

5, 865 

6,036 

6, 207 

6,378 

6, 549 

6,720 

5 _ 

5,536 

5,722 

5, 908 

6,094 

6, 280 

6, 466 

6,652 

6, 838 

7,024 

7,210 

6  .  _ 

5,941 

6, 138 

6,335 

6,532 

6,729 

6,926 

7,123 

7,320 

7,517 

/,  / 14 

7 _ 

6,361 

6,573 

6, 785 

6,997 

7,209 

7,421 

7, 633 

7,845 

8,057 

8, 269 

8 _ 

6,888 

7,116 

7,344 

7,572 

7,  800 

8,  028 

8,256 

8, 484 

8,712 

8,940 

9  _ 

7,449 

8,110 

7,697 

7,945 

8, 193 

8,441 

8, 689 

8,937 

9,185 

9, 433 

9,681 

10  _ 

8, 385 

8,660 

8, 935 

9,210 

9,  485 

9,  760 

10, 035 

10, 310 

10, 685 

11  _ 

8, 961 

9, 267 

9,573 

9,879 

10, 185 

10,  491 

10, 797 

11,103 

11, 409 

11,/ 15 

12 _ 

9,914 

10, 251 

10,  588 

10, 925 

11,262 

11,599 

11,936 

12, 273 

12, 610 

12, 947 

13  _ 

10, 956 

11,334 

11,712 

12,090 

12, 468 

12,  846 

13, 224 

13, 602 

13, 980 

14, 358 

14  _ 

12, 077 

12, 497 

12,917 

13, 337 

13, 757 

14, 177 

14, 597 

15, 017 

15,  437 

15, 857 

15 _ 

13, 349 

13,  810 

14, 271 

14, 732 

15, 193 

15, 654 

16,115 

16, 576 

17,  037 

17, 498 

16  _ 

14,751 

15,264 

15,777 

16,290 

16,  803 

17,316 

17, 829 

18, 342 

18, 855 

19, 368 

17  _ 

16, 320 

16, 890 

17, 460 

18, 030 

18, 600 

19, 170 

19, 740 

20,310 

20, 880 

21, 450 

18  _ 

18,078 

20,042 

18, 710 
20, 741 

19, 342 
21, 440 

19, 974 

20,606 

21,238 

21,870 

22, 502 

23, 134 

23, 766 

19 _ 

24, 236 

24, 935 

20 _  -  -- 

1 

11 


$5, 436 
5,874 
6,390 
6,891 
7,396 
7,911 
8, 481 


12 


$5,571 
6, 019 
6, 551 
7,062 
7, 582 
8,108 
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POSTAL  FIELD  SERVICE  SCHEDULE 


PFS 


Per  annum  rates  and  steps 


8  9  10  11 


It 


1-. 

t.. 

3.. 
4- 

6.. 

7.. 

8.. 
9.. 
10. 
11. 
It. 
IS. 
U 

15. 

16. 

17. 

18. 
19. 
SO. 


34,504 
4,65S 
4,919 
5,  SSI 
5,697 
6,113 
6,545 
7,088 
7,665 

8,  345 

9,  SSI 
10,  SOS 
U.S74 
IS,  497 

15,  7S6 
15, 179 

16,  7 93 
18, 6S0 
SO,  5S5 
SS,  760 


34,343 
4,701 
6,085 
5,507 
6,888 
6,  S16 
6,763 
7,SSS 
7, 9S0 
8, 6S8 
9,536 
10, 6 49 
11,663 
IS,  859 
14,  S10 
15, 707 
17,380 
19, 145 
SI,  S10 
S3, 5S0 


84, 485 

4.850 
6,551 
6,683 
6,079 
6,619 
6,981 
7,668 
8,176 
8,911 

9.851 
10,896 
IS,  OSS 
13,  S91 
14, 684 
16, 536 
17,967 
19,  7 60 
SI,  896 
54,  S80 


84, 651 
4,999 
6,417 
6,869 
6,S70 
6,755 
7,199 
7,793 
8,430 
9,194 
10, 166 
11,543 
15,441 
IS,  753 
15, 158 
16, 763 
18, 564 
50,375 
SS,  580 
56, 040 


84, 760 
6,148 
6,583 
6,036 
6,461 
6,956 
7,417 
8,058 
8,686 
9,477 
10, 481 

11.590 
IS,  830 
14, 156 
15, 635 

17.591 
19, 141 
50,990 
S3, 565 
55,800 


84, 899 
6,597 
5,749 
6,511 
6,655 
7,158 
7,635 
8,563 
8,940 
9,760 
10,  796 
11,937 
IS,  519 
14,687 
16, 106 
17,819 
19,  758 
51,605 
S3,  950 


86, 038 
5,446 
6,916 
6,387 
6,843 
7,331 
7,863 
8,498 
9,195 
10,043 
11,111 
15, 584 
IS,  608 
16, 019 
16, 580 
18,347 
50, 315 
55, 550 
54, 635 


86, 177 
5,595 
6,081 
6,663 
7,034 
7,634 
8,071 
8,733 
9,460 
10, 356 
11,456 
15, 631 
13,997 
16, 461 
17,064 
18,876 
50,905 
55,835 
55, 350 


86,  316 
5,744 
6,547 
6,739 
7,555 
7,737 
8,589 
8,968 
9,705 
10, 609 
11,741 
15, 978 
14, 386 
15, 883 
17,558 
19, 403 
51,  489 
53, 450 


86, 456 
5,893 
6,413 
6,915 
7,416 
7,940 
8,507 
9,503 
9,960 
10, 895 
15, 066 
IS,  355 
14,776 
16,315 
18,005 
19, 931 
39,076 
54,065 


86, 694 
6,045 
6,679 
7,091 
7,607 
8,143 
8,755 


86,  7 S3 
6,191 
6,745 
7,567 
7,798 
8,346 


: 


(b)  The  basic  salary  for  hourly  rate  employees  shall  be  computed 
by  dividing  the  per  annum  rates  prescribed  in  the  Postal  Field  Service 
Schedule  (1)  by  2,080  in  the  case  of  hourly  rate  employees  other  than 
substitutes,  and  (2)  by  2,016  in  the  case  of  substitute  employees. 

(c)  In  addition  to  the  compensation  provided  under  this  section 
regular  and  substitute  special  delivery  carriers  and  special  delivery 
messengers  at  first  class  post  offices  shall  be  paid  an  automotive 
equipment  maintenance  allowance  at  the  rate  of  [7]  10  cents  per  mile 
or  major  fraction  thereof  for  miles  traveled  under  the  direction  of  the 
Department  in  making  delivery  of  special  delivery  mail  or  at  the 
option  of  the  Postmaster  General  at  the  rate  of  [90  cents]  $1.25  per 
hour  spent  in  making  delivery  of  special  delivery  mail.  Payments  for 
equipment  maintenance  shall  be  made  at  the  same  periods  and  in 
the  same  manner  as  payments  of  regular  compensation. 

§  3543.  Rural  Carrier  Schedule 

(a)  There  is  established  a  basic  compensation  schedule  which  shall 
be  known  as  the  Rural  Carrier  Schedule  and  for  which  the  symbol 
shall  be  “RCS”.  Compensation  shall  be  paid  to  rural  carriers  in 
accordance  with  this  schedule. 


Rural  Carrier  Schedule 


Per  annum  rates  and  steps 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

Carrier  In  rural  delivery 
service:  Fixed  com¬ 
pensation  per  annum.  _ . 

$2, 301 

$2,412 

$2,  523 

$2,634 

$2, 745 

$2, 856 

$2, 967 

$3,  078 

$3, 189 

$3,300 

$3,411 

$3, 522 

Compensation  per  mile 
per  annum  for  each 
mile  up  to  30  miles  of 
route _  _ 

86 

88 

90 

92 

94 

96 

98 

100 

102 

104 

106 

108 

For  each  mile  of  route 
over  30  miles _  . 

25 

25 

25 

25 

25 

25 

25 

25 

25 

25 

25 

25 
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RURAL  CARRIER  SCHEDULE 


Per  annum  rates  and  steps 


1 

2 

S 

i 

6 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

Carrier  in  rural  delivery 
service: 

Fixed  compensation 
per  annum _ 

22,  S91 

82,607 

82,  62S 

82, 7 $9 

82, 866 

82, 971 

23, 087 

83,  20S 

88, 319 

83, 435 

83, 651 

23, 667 

Compensation  per 
mile  per  annum  for 
each  mile  up  to  SO 
miles  of  route - 

88 

90 

92 

94 

96 

98 

100 

102 

104 

106 

108 

110 

For  each  mile  of  route 
over  SO  miles . 

26 

26 

26 

26 

25 

26 

25 

25 

25 

25 

26 

25 

******* 


§  3544.  Fourth  Class  Office  Schedule 

(a)  There  is  established  a  basic  compensation  schedule  which  shall 
be  known  as  the  Fourth  Class  Office  Schedule  and  for  which  the  symbol 
shall  be  “FOS”,  for  postmasters  in  post  offices  of  the  fourth  class  which 
is  based  on  the  revenue  units  of  the  post  office  for  the  preceding  fiscal 
year.  Basic  compensation  shall  be  paid  to  postmasters  in  post  offices 
of  the  fourth  class  in  accordance  with  this  schedule. 


Fourth  Class  Office  Schedule 


Per  annum  rates  and  steps 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

30  but  fewei  than  36. .  ... 

$3, 906 

$4,035 

$4, 164 

$4,293 

$4,422 

$4,551 

$4,680 

$4,809 

$4,938 

$5,067 

$5,196 

$5,325 

24  but  fewer  than  30 _ 

3, 610 

3, 729 

3, 848 

3, 967 

4,086 

4,205 

4,324 

4,443 

4,562 

4,681 

4,800 

4,919 

18  but  fewer  than  24  .  . 

2,978 

3, 079 

3, 180 

3, 281 

3,382 

3, 483 

3,584 

3, 685 

3,786 

3,887 

3,988 

4,  089 

12  but  fewer  than  18  ... 

2,339 

2,415 

2,491 

2,567 

2, 643 

2,719 

2, 795 

2,871 

2,947 

3,023 

3,099 

3, 175 

6  but  fewer  than  12.  ...  _ 

1,687 

1,741 

1,795 

1,849 

1,903 

1,957 

2,  011 

2, 065 

2,119 

2, 173 

2,227 

2, 281 

Fewer  than  6.. . . 

1,359 

1,403 

1,447 

1,491 

1,535 

1,579 

1,623 

1,667 

1, 711 

1,755 

1,799 

1,843 

FOURTH  CLASS  OFFICE  SCHEDULE 


) 


Per  annum  rates  and  steps 


i 

2 

S 

4 

6 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

24, 019 
S,  715 
S,  064 
2,407 
1,736 
1,398 

24, 152 
3, 837 

24. 285 

24, 418 

24, 651 

24,  684 

*4,  81 7 

24, 950 

25, 083 

25,  216 

25, 349 

25, 482 

S If  but, fewer  than  SO... _ 

8, 959 

4,081 

4, 203 

4,325 

4,569 

4,691 

4, 813 

4,935 

5,057 

3,168 

3, 272 

S,  376 

3,480 

3, 684 

3,688 

3,792 

3. 896 

4,000 

4,104 

4, 208 

2,485 

2,563 

2,641 

2,  719 

2,797 

2.875 

2,953 

3,031 

3, 109 

3,187 

S,  266 

1,791 

1,846 

1,901 

1,956 

2,011 

2,066 

2.121 

2,176 

2,  231 

2,286 

2,341 

1,443 

1,488 

1.633 

1,678 

1,623 

1,668 

1,713 

1,758 

1,803 

1,848 

1,893 

*  *  * 


*  *  *  * 


Salary  Steps  and  Promotions 

******* 

§  3551.  Appointments  to  positions  in  the  postal  field  service 

(a)  The  Postmaster  General  may  appoint  any  person  who  has  been 
employed  in  a  civilian  capacity  in  any  branch  of  the  Government  to 
any  position  in  a  regional  or  district  office  or  to  any  professional  or 
scientific  position  and  may  place  him  in  any  step  in  the  salary  level 
of  the  Postal  Field  Service  Schedule  which  is  less  than  one  full  step 
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above  the  highest  basic  salary  which  he  received  from  the  United 
States. 

(b)  The  Postmaster  General  may  appoint  any  employee  of  the 
legislative  branch  whose  compensation  is  disbursed  by  the  Secretary 
of  the  Senate  or  the  Clerk  of  the  House  of  Representatives,  and  who 
has  completed  two  or  more  years  of  service  as  such  an  employee, 
and  any  Member  of  the  Senate  or  House  of  Representatives  who  has 
completed  two  or  more  years  of  service  as  such  a  Member,  to 
any  position  in  the  postal  field  service  and  may  fix  his  initial  rate  of 
compensation  at  the  minimum  rate  of  the  appropriate  level  of  the 
basic  salary  schedule  applicable  to  the  position,  or  at  any  step  of  that 
level  that  does  not  exceed  the  highest  previous  rate  of  compensation 
received  by  him  during  his  service  in  the  legislative  branch. 

(c)  The  Postmaster  General  may  appoint  or  advance  any  Federal 
employee  who,  together  with  this  junction,  is  transjerred,  prior  to,  on, 
or  after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  subsection,  to  a  post  office  or  other 
postal  installation  at  or  to  (Jf)  the  minimum  rate  for  his  position,  or  (2) 
any  higher  rate  for  his  position  which  is  less  than  one  full  step  above  the 
highest  rate  of  compensation  received  by  him  immediately  prior  to  such 
transfer. 

§  3552.  Automatic  advancement  by  step  increases 

*****  *  * 

[(d)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  subsections  (a),  (b), 
and  (c)  of  this  section,  the  Postmaster  General  is  authorized  to  ad¬ 
vance  any  employee  in  PFS  level  9  or  below  who— 

[(1)  was  promoted  to  a  higher  level  between  July  9,  1960, 
and  October  13,  1962;  and 

[(2)  is  senior  with  respect  to  total  postal  service  to  an  em¬ 
ployee  in  his  own  post  office  promoted  to  the  same  position 
since  October  13,  1962,  and  is  at  a  step  in  the  level  below  the 
step  of  the  junior  employee. 

Any  increase  under  the  provisions  of  this  subsection  shall  not  constitute 
an  equivalent  increase  and  credit  earned  prior  to  adjustment  under 
this  subsection  for  advancement  to  the  next  step  shall  be  retained. 3 

( d )  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  this  section,  the  Postmaster 
General  shall  advance  any  employee  in  the  postal  field  service  who — 

(1)  was  promoted  to  a  higher  level  between  July  9,  1960,  and 
October  IS,  1962;  and 

(2)  is  senior  with  respect  to  total  postal  service  to  an  employee  in 
the  same  post  office  promoted  to  the  same  level  on  or  after  October  IS, 
1962,  and  is  in  a  step  in  the  same  level  below  the  step  of  the  junior 
employee. 

Such  advancement  by  the  Postmaster  General  shall  be  to  the  highest  step 
which  is  held  by  any  such  junior  employee.  Any  increase  under  the 
provisions  of  this  subsection  shall  not  constitute  an  equivalent  increase 
and  credit  earned  prior  to  adjustment  under  this  subsection  for  advance¬ 
ment  to  the  next  step  shall  be  retained. 

******* 

§  3573.  Compensatory  time,  overtime,  and  holidays 

(a)  In  emergencies  or  if  the  needs  of  the  service  require,  the  Post¬ 
master  General  may  require  employees  to  perform  overtime  work  or 
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to  work  on  holidays.  Overtime  work  is  any  work  officially  ordered  or 
approved  which  is  performed  by — 

(1)  an  annual  rate  regular  employee  in  excess  of  his  regular 
work  schedule, 

(2)  an  hourly  rate  regular  employee  in  excess  of  eight  hours 
in  a  day  or  forty  hours  in  a  week,  and 

(3)  a  substitute  employee  in  excess  of  forty  hours  in  a  week. 
The  Postmaster  General  shall  determine  the  day  and  week  used  in 
computing  overtime  work. 

(b)  For  each  hour  of  overtime  work  the  Postmaster  General  ghall 
compensate  an  employee  in  the  “PFS”  Schedule  as  follows: 

(1)  He  shall  pay  each  employee  in  or  below  salary  level  [PFS- 
7]  PFS-10  compensation  at  the  rate  of  150  per  centum  of  the 
hourly  rate  of  basic  compensation  for  his  level  and  step  computed 
by  dividing  the  scheduled  annual  rate  of  basic  compensation  by 
two  thousand  and  eighty. 

I  (2)  He  shall  grant  each  employee  in  or  above  salary  level 

[PFS-8]  PFS-11  compensatory  time  equal  to  the  overtime 
worked,  or  in  his  discretion  in  lieu  thereof  pay  such  employee 
compensation  at  the  rate  of  150  per  centum  of  the  hourly  rate  of 
basic  compensation  of  the  employee  or  of  the  hourly  rate  of  the 
basic  compensation  for  the  highest  step  of  salary  level  [PFS-7] 
PFS-10,  whichever  is  the  lesser. 

(c)  For  officially  ordered  or  approved  time  worked  on  a  day 
referred  to  as  a  holiday  in  the  Act  of  December  26,  1941  (55  Stat. 
862;  5  U.S.C.  87b),  or  on  a  day  designated  by  Executive  order  as  a 
holiday  for  Federal  employees,  under  regulations  prescribed  by  the 
Postmaster  General,  an  employee  in  the  PFS  schedule  shall  receive 
extra  compensation,  in  addition  to  any  other  compensation  provided 
for  by  law,  as  follows: 

(1)  Each  regular  employee  in  or  below  salary  level  [PFS-7] 
PFS-10  shall  be  paid  extra  compensation  at  the  rate  of  100  per 
centum  of  the  hourly  rate  of  basic  compensation  for  his  level  and 
step  computed  by  dividing  the  scheduled  annual  rate  of  basic  com¬ 
pensation  by  two  thousand  and  eighty. 

(2)  Each  regular  employee  in  or  above  salary  level  [PFS-8] 
)  PFS-11  shall  be  granted  compensatory  time  in  an  amount  equal 

to  the  tune  worked  on  such  holiday  within  thirty  working  days 
thereafter  or,  in  the  discretion  of  the  Postmaster  General,  in  lieu 
thereof  shall  be  paid  extra  compensation  for  the  time  so  worked 
at  the  rate  of  1 00  per  centum  of  the  hourly  rate  of  basic  com¬ 
pensation  for  his  level  and  step  computed  by  dividing  the  sched¬ 
uled  annual  rate  of  basic  compensation  by  two  thousand  and 
eighty. 

(3)  For  work  performed  on  Christmas  Day  (A)  each  regular 
employee  shall  be  paid  extra  compensation  at  the  rate  of  150 
per  centum  of  the  hourly  rate  of  basic  compensation  for  his  level 
and  step,  computed  by  dividing  the  scheduled  annual  rate  of  basic 
compensation  by  two  thousand  and  eighty,  and  (B)  each  sub¬ 
stitute  employee  shall  be  paid  extra  compensation  at  the  rate  of 
50  per  centum  of  the  hourly  rate  of  basic  compensation  for  his 
level  and  step. 
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§  3575.  Exemptions 

[(a)  Sections  3571,  3573  and  3574  of  this  title  do  not  apply  to  post¬ 
masters,  rural  carriers,  postal  inspectors,  and  employees  in  salary  level 
PFS-15  and  above.] 

(a)  Sections  3571,  3573,  and  357 4  of  this  title  do  not  apply  to  post¬ 
masters,  rural  carriers,  and  postal  inspectors. 


SECTION  4107  OF  TITLE  38,  UNITED  STATES  CODE 
§  4107.  Grades  and  pay  scales 

(a)  The  per  annum  full-pay  scale  or  ranges  for  positions  provided 
in  section  4103  of  this  title,  other  than  Chief  Medical  Director  and 
Deputy  Chief  Medical  Director,  shall  be  as  follows: 

SECTION  4103  SCHEDULE 

Assistant  Chief  Medical  Director,  [$25,382]  $25,890. 

Medical  Director,  [$22,217]  $22,760  minimum  to  [$25,325] 
$25,800  maximum. 

Director  of  Nursing  Service,  [$17,055]  $17,550  minimum  to 
[$22,365]  $23,013  maximum. 

Director  of  Chaplain  Service,  [$17,055]  $17,550  minimum  to 
[$22,365]  $23,013  maximum. 

Chief  Pharmacist,  [$17,055]  $17,550  minimum  to  [$22,365] 
$23,013  maximum. 

Chief  Dietitian,  [$17,055]  $17,550  minimum  to  [$22,365]  $23,013 
maximum. 

(b)  (1)  The  grades  and  per  annum  full-pay  ranges  for  positions  pro¬ 
vided  in  paragraph  (1)  of  section  4104  of  this  title  shall  be  as  follows: 

PHYSICIAN  AND  DENTIST  SCHEDULE 

Director  grade,  [$19,619]  $20,075  minimum  to  [$25,043]  $25,435 
maximum. 

Executive  grade,  [$18,291]  $18,730  minimum  to  [$24,024]  $24,355 
maximum. 

Chief  grade,  [$17,055]  $17,550  minimum  to  [$22,365]  $23,013 
maximum. 

Senior  grade,  [$14,680]  $15,106  minimum  to  [$19,252]  $19,813 
maximum. 

Intermediate  grade,  [$12,510]  $12,873  minimum  to  '[$16,425] 
$16,905  maximum. 

Full  grade,  [$10,619]  $10,927  minimum  to  [$13,931]  $14,338 
maximum. 

Associate  grade,  [$8,961]  $9,221  minimum  to  [$11,715]  $12,056 
maximum. 

NURSE  SCHEDULE 

Assistant  Director  grade,  [$14,680]  $15,106  minimum  to  [$19,252] 
$19,813  maximum. 

Chief  grade,  [$12,510]  $12,873  minimum  to  [$16,425]  $16,905 
maximum. 
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Senior  grade,  [$10,619]  $10,927  minimum  to  [$13,931]  $14,338 
maximum. 

Intermediate  grade,  [$8,961]  $9,221  minimum  to  [$11,715] 
$12,056  maximum. 

Full  grade,  [$7,479]  $7,696  minimum  to  [$9,765]  $10,045  maxi¬ 
mum. 

Associate  grade,  [$6,540]  $6,730  minimum  to  [$8,502]  $8,749 
maximum. 

Junior  grade,  [$5,702]  $5,867  minimum  to  [$7,430]  $7,649  max¬ 
imum. 

(2)  No  person  may  hold  the  director  grade  unless  he  is  serving  as 
a  director  of  a  hospital,  domiciliary,  center,  or  outpatient  clinic  (inde¬ 
pendent).  No  person  may  hold  the  executive  grade  unless  he  holds 
the  position  of  chief  of  staff  at  a  hospital,  center,  or  outpatient  clinic 
(independent),  or  the  position  of  clinic  director  at  an  outpatient  clinic, 
or  comparable  position. 


SECTIONS  412  AND  415(a)  OF  THE  FOREIGN  SERVICE  ACT 
OF  1946  (22  U.S.C.  867  AND  870(a)) 

FOREIGN  SERVICE  OFFICERS 


Sec.  412.  There  shall  be  ten  classes  of  Foreign  Service  officers,  in¬ 
cluding  the  classes  of  career  ambassador  and  of  career  minister.  The 
per  annum  salary  of  a  career  ambassador  shall  be  at  the  rate  provided 
by  law  for  level  IV  of  the  Federal  Executive  Salary  Schedule.  The 
per  annum  salary  of  a  career  minister  shall  be  at  the  rate  provided  by 
law  for  level  V  of  such  schedule.  The  per  annum  salaries  of  Foreign 
Service  officers  within  each  of  the  other  classes  shall  be  as  follows: 


— 

*9.3 

$24, 284 
19, 612 

$25,382 
20,  270 

Class  2-  _ 

18, 954 

$20, 928 

$21, 586 

$22,244 

Class  3..  _  .  .  . 

15, 395 

15, 929 

16, 463 

16, 997 

17,  531 

18,065 

Class  4 _  _ 

12, 510 

12, 945 

13,380 

13,815 

14, 250 

14, 685 

Class  5...  .  _ 

10,303 

10,  661 

11,  019 

11,377 

11, 735 

12,093 

Class  6.  ....  . 

8,594 

8,889 

9, 184 

9, 479 

9, 774 

10,069 

Class  7.  .  . 

7,262 

7,506 

7,750 

7,994 

8,238 

8, 482 

Class  8 _  .  . . 

. 

6,269 

6,476 

6,683 

6,890 

7, 097 

7, 304 

\ 


$22, 902 
18,599 
15, 120 
12, 451 
10, 364 
8,726 
7, 511 


$92  Q25 

$9.t,  770 

$25, 890 
20, 858 

Class  2 _ _ 

19,  501, 

20, 181 

$21, 536 

$22,212 

$22, 889 

$23, 666 

Class  3 _ _ 

15,  U  'l 

16, 391 

16, 941 

17,491 

18, 041 

18, 591 

19, 141 

12, 873 

IS,  321 

IS,  769 

14,217 

14, 665 

15,  US 

16, 6bl 

10, 602 

10, 970 

11, 338 

11,706 

12, 074 

12,442 

12, 810 

8,81,3 

9,147 

9,451 

9,755 

10, 059 
8, 477 

10, 363 

10, 667 

7, 1,73 

7,7 24 

7,975 

8.226 

8,728 

8,979 

Class  8 _ _ 

6,1,51 

6,664 

6, 877 

7,090 

7,303 

7,516 

7,729 

*  *  *  *  * 


FOREIGN  SERVICE  STAFF  OFFICERS  AND  EMPLOYEES 

Sec.  415.  (a)  There  shall  be  ten  classes  of  Foreign  Service  staff  offi¬ 
cers  and  employees,  referred  to  hereafter  as  staff  officers  and  employees. 
The  per  annum  salaries  of  such  staff  officers  and  employees  within 
each  class  shall  be  as  follows: 
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[Class  1. 
Class  2. 
Class  3. 
Class  4. 
Class  5. 
Class  6. 
Class  7. 
Class  8.. 
Class  9. 
Class  10 


$15, 395 

$15, 929 

$16,  463 

$16, 997 

$17, 531 

$18, 065 

$18, 599 

$19, 133 

$19, 667 

12,  510 

12, 945 

13, 380 

13, 815 

14,  250 

14, 685 

15, 120 

15, 555 

15,990 

10, 303 

10, 661 

11, 019 

11, 377 

11,735 

12,093 

12, 451 

12,809 

13, 167 

8,594 

8,889 

9,184 

9,479 

9,  774 

10,069 

10,  364 

10, 659 

10,954 

7,749 

8, 013 

8,277 

8, 541 

8, 805 

9,069 

9, 333 

9,597 

9,861 

6,998 

7, 231 

7,464 

7,697 

7,930 

8, 163 

8,396 

8,629 

8,862 

6,428 

6,640 

6,852 

7,064 

7,276 

7,488 

7, 700 

7,912 

8, 124 

5,688 

5, 880 

6,  072 

6,264 

6, 456 

6,648 

6,840 

7, 032 

7,224 

5,190 

5,  361 

5,532 

5,703 

5, 874 

6,045 

6, 216 

6,387 

6,558 

4,641 

4,797 

4,953 

5, 109 

5,265 

5,  421 

5,577 

5, 733 

5,889 

$20, 201 
16,425 
13, 525 
11,249 
10,125 
9,095 
8,336 
7, 416 
6,729 
6,045 


Class  1. 
Class  2. 
Class  3. 
Class  4. 
Class  5. 
Class  6.. 
Class  7. 

•  Class  8. 
Class  9. 
Class  10. 


$16,  841 

$16, 891 

$16, 941 

$17,491 

$ 18,041 

$18,  691 

$19, 141 

$ 19,691 

$ 20,241 

12,  873 

IS,  821 

IS,  769 

14, 217 

14, 666 

15,113 

15, 561 

16,009 

16, 457 

10, 602 

10,  970 

11,338 

11,706 

12,074 

12,442 

12,  810 

IS,  178 

IS,  646 

8,848 

9,147 

9,451 

9,766 

10,069 

10, 368 

10,667 

10,971 

11,275 

7,974 

8,246 

8, 618 

8,790 

9,062 

9,884 

9,606 

9,878 

10, 160 

7,201 

7,441 

7,681 

7,921 

8, 161 

8,401 

8,641 

8,881 

9, 121 

6,614 

6,882 

7,060 

7,268 

7,486 

7,704 

7,922 

8,140 

8,358 

6,868 

6,061 

6,249 

6,447 

6,645 

6,848 

7M1 

7,289 

7,437 

6,341 

6,617 

6,693 

6,869 

6,045 

6,221 

6,897 

6,673 

6,749 

4,776 

4,986 

6,096 

6,266 

5,416 

6,676 

6,786 

6,896 

6,066 

$20,  791 
16, 90S 
18,911, 
11,679 
10, 4 22 
9,861 
8,576 
7,686 
6,926 
6,216 


( 


SECTIONS  201,  202,  TITLE  III,  AND  SECTION  401  OF  THE 
FEDERAL  EMPLOYEES  PAY  ACT  OF  1945  (5  U.S.C.  911,  912, 
921  AND  FOLLOWING,  AND  926) 

Sec.  201.  All  hours  of  work  officially  ordered  or  approved  in  excess 
of  forty  hours  in  any  administrative  workweek  or  in  excess  of  eight 
hours  m  a  day  performed  by  officers  and  employees  to  whom  this 
title  applies  shall  be  considered  to  be  overtime  work  and  compensation 
for  such  overtime  work,  except  as  otherwise  provided  for  in  this  Act, 
shall  be  at  the  following  rates: 

(1)  For  each  officer  and  employee  whose  basic  compensation  is 
at  a  rate  which  does  not  exceed  the  minimum  scheduled  rate  of 
basic  compensation  provided  for  grade  [GS-9]  GS-10  in  the 
Classification  Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  the  overtime  hourly  rate 
of  compensation  shall  be  an  amount  equal  to  one  and  one-half 
times  the  hourly  rate  of  basic  compensation  of  such  officer  or 
employee,  and  all  of  such  amount  shall  be  considered  premium 
compensation. 

(2)  For  each  officer  and  employee  whose  basic  compensation 
is  at  a  rate  which  exceeds  the  minimum  scheduled  rate  of  basic 
compensation  provided  for  grade  [GS-9J  GS-10  in  the  Classi¬ 
fication  Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  the  overtime  hourly  rate  of 
compensation  shall  be  an  amount  equal  to  one  and  one-half  times 
the  hourly  rate  of  such  minimum  scheduled  rate  of  basic  com¬ 
pensation,  and  all  of  such  amount  shall  be  considered  premium 
compensation. 

Sec.  202.  (a)  The  head  of  any  department,  independent  establish¬ 
ment,  or  agency,  including  Government-owned  or  controlled  corpora¬ 
tions,  or  of  the  municipal  government  of  the  District  of  Columbia, 
or  the  head  of  any  legislative  or  judicial  agency  to  which  this  title 
applies,  (1)  may,  at  the  request  of  any  officer  or  employee,  grant  such 
officer  or  employee  compensatory  time  off  from  his  scheduled  tour  of 
duty  in  lieu  of  payment  for  an  equal  amount  of  time  spent  in  irregular 
or  occasional  overtime  work,  and  (2)  may,  at  his  own  discretion, 
provide  that  any  officer  or  employee,  whose  rate  of  basic  compensation 
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is  in  excess  of  the  maximum  scheduled  rate  of  basic  compensation 
provided  for  grade  [GS-9]  6S-10  in  the  Classification  Act  of  1949, 
as  amended,  shall  be  compensated  for  irregular  or  occasional  overtime 
work  for  which  compensation  would  be  due  under  this  Act  with  an 
equal  amount  of  compensatory  time  off  from  his  scheduled  tour  of 
duty  in  lieu  of  such  compensation. 

(b)  The  Architect  of  the  Capitol  may,  in  his  discretion,  grant 
per  annum  employees  compensatory  time  off  from  duty  in  lieu  of 
overtime  compensation  for  any  work  in  excess  of  forty  hours  in  any 
regularly  scheduled  administrative  workweek. 

******* 


TITLE  III— COMPENSATION  FOR  [NIGHT  AND]  NIGHT, 
SUNDAY,  AND  HOLIDAY  WORK 


NIGHT  PAY  DIFFERENTIAL 

Sec.  301.  (a)  Any  regularly  scheduled  work  between  the  hours  of 
six  o’clock  postmeridian  and  six  o’clock  antemeridian  (including 
periods  of  absence  with  pay  during  such  hours  due  to  holidays,  and 
any  such  hours  within  periods  of  leave  with  pay  if  such  periods  total 
less  than  eight  hours  during  any  pay  period)  shall  be  considered  night- 
work,  except  as  provided  in  subsection  (b) ,  and  any  officer  or  employee 
performing  such  sork  to  whom  this  title  applies  shall  be  compen¬ 
sated  for  such  work  at -  his  rate  of  basic  compensation  plus  premium 
compensation  amounting  to  10  per  centum  of  such  rate,  unless  other¬ 
wise  provided  in  title  IV  of  this  Act.  This  section  shall  not  operate 
to  modify  the  provisions  of  the  Act  of  July  1,  1944  (Public  Law  Num¬ 
bered  394,  Seventy-eighth  Congress),  or  any  other  law  authorizing 
additional  compensation  for  nightwork. 

(b)  The  head  of  any  department,  independent  establishment,  or 
agency,  including  Government-owned  or  controlled  corporations,  may 
designate  any  time  after  six  o’clock  postmeridian  and  any  time  before 
six  o’clock  antemeridian  as  the  beginning  and  end,  respectively,  of 
nightwork  for  the  prupose  of  subsection  (a)  at  any  post  outside  the 
several  States  and  the  District  of  Columbia  where  customary  hours  of 
business  extend  into  the  hours  of  nightwork  provided  by  such 
subsection. 


COMPENSATION  FOR  SUNDAY  WORK 


Sec.  302.  All  work  not  exceeding  eight  hours  which  is  not  overtime 
work  as  defined  in  section  201  of  this  Act  and  which  is  performed  within 
the  period  commencing  at  midnight  Saturady  and  ending  at  midnight 
Sunday  shall  be  compensated  at  the  rate  of  basic  compensation  of  the 
officer  or  employee  performing  such  work  on  Sunday  plus  premium 
compensation  at  a  rate  egual  to  25  per  centum  of  his  rate  of  basic 
compensation. 

COMPENSATION  FOR  HOLIDAY  WORK 


Sec.  [302]  303.  (a)  All  work  not  exceeding  eight  hours,  which  is 
not  overtime  work  as  defined  in  section  201  of  this  Act  and  which  is 
performed  on  a  holiday  designated  by  Federal  statute  or  Executive 
order,  shall  be  compensated  at  the  rate  of  basic  compensation  of  the 
officer  or  employee  performing  such  work  on  a  holiday  plus  premium 
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compensation  at  a  rate  equal  to  the  rate  of  basic  compensation  of  such 
officer  or  employee. 

(b)  Any  officer  or  employee  who  is  required  to  perform  any  work 
on  such  a  holiday  shall  be  compensated  for  at  least  two  hours  of  such 
work,  and  any  such  premium  compensation  due  under  the  provisions 
of  this  section  shall  be  in  addition  to  any  premium  compensation 
which  may  be  due  for  the  same  work  under  the  provisions  of  section 
301  of  this  Act  providing  premium  compensation  for  nightwork. 

(c)  Overtime  work,  as  defined  in  section  201  of  this  Act,  on  Sun¬ 
days  and  such  holidays  shall  be  compensated  in  accordance  with  the 
provisions  of  such  section  201. 

TITLE  IV— SPECIAL  PROVISIONS  FOR  CERTAIN  TYPES  OF 

WORK 

Sec.  401.  The  head  of  any  department,  independent  establishment, 
or  agency,  including  Government-owned  or  controlled  corporations,  or 
of  the  municipal  government  of  the  District  of  Columbia  may,  with 
the  approval  of  the  Civil  Service  Commission,  provide  that — 

(1)  any  officer  or  employee  in  a  position  requiring  him  regu¬ 
larly  to  remain  at,  or  within  the  confines  of,  his  station  during 
longer  than  ordinary  periods  of  duty,  a  substantial  part  of  which 
consists  of  remaining  in  a  standby  status  rather  than  performing 
work,  shall  receive  premium  compensation  for  such  duty  on  an 
annual  basis  in  lieu  of  premium  compensation  provided  by  any 
other  provisions  of  this  Act.  Premium  compensation  under  this 
paragraph  shall  be  determined  as  an  appropriate  percentage  (not 
in  excess  of  25  per  centum)  of  such  part  of  the  rate  of  basic 
compensation  for  any  such  position  as  does  not  exceed  the  mini¬ 
mum  scheduled  rate  of  basic  compensation  provided  for  grade 
GS-9  in  the  Classification  Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  by  taking 
into  consideration  the  number  of  hours  of  actual  work  required  in 
such  position,  the  number  of  hours  required  in  a  standby  status 
at  or  within  the  confines  of  the  station,  the  extent  to  which  the 
duties  of  such  position  are  made  more  onerous  by  [night  or]  night , 
Sunday,  or  holiday  work,  or  by  being  extended  over  periods  of 
more  than  forty  hours  a  week,  and  any  other  relative  factors;  or 
}  (2)  any  officer  or  employee  in  a  position  in  which  the  hours  of 
duty  cannot  be  controlled  administratively,  and  which  requires 
substantial  amounts  of  irregular,  unscheduled,  overtime  duty  and 
duty  at  [night  and]  night,  on  Sundays,  and,  on  holidays  with  the 
officer  or  employee  generally  being  responsible  for  recognizing, 
without  supervision,  circumstances  which  require  him  to  remain 
on  duty,  shall  receive  premium  compensation  for  such  duty  on 
an  annual  basis  in  lieu  of  premium  compensation  provided  by 
any  other  provisions  of  this  Act,  except  for  regularly  scheduled 
overtime  duty.  Premium  compensation  under  this  paragraph 
shall  be  determined  as  an  appropriate  percentage  (not  in  excess 
of  15  per  centum)  of  such  part  of  the  rate  of  basic  compensation 
for  any  such  position  as  does  not  exceed  the  minimum  scheduled 
rate  of  basic  compensation  provided  for  grade  GS-9  in  the 
Classification  Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  by  taking  into  considera¬ 
tion  the  frequency  and  duration  of  night,  holiday,  and  un¬ 
scheduled  overtime  duty  required  in  such  position. 
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FIRST  PARAGRAPH  OF  SECTION  23  OF  THE  INDEPENDENT 
OFFICES  APPROPRIATION  ACT,  1935,  AS  AMENDED  (5 
U.S.C.  673c) 

Sec.  23.  The  weekly  compensation,  minus  any  general  percent¬ 
age  reduction  which  may  be  prescribed  by  Act  of  Congress,  for  the 
several  trades  and  occupations,  which  is  set  by  wage  boards  or  other 
wage-fixing  authorities,  shall  be  reestablished  and  maintained  at 
rates  not  lower  than  necessary  to  restore  the  full  weekly  earnings 
of  such  employees  in  accordance  with  the  full-time  weekly  earnings 
under  the  respective  wage  schedules  in  effect  on  June  1,  1932 :  Provided, 
That  the  regular  hours  of  labor  are  hereby  established  at  not  more 
than  eight  per  day  or  forty  per  week,  but  work  in  excess  of  such 
hours  shall  be  permitted  when  administratively  determined  to  be  in 
the  public  interest:  Provided  further,  That  overtime  work  in  excess  of 
eight  hours  per  day  or  in  excess  of  forty  hours  per  week  shall  be 
)  compensated  for  at  not  less  than  time  and  one-half  the  basic  rate  of 
compensation,  except  that  employees  subject  to  this  section  who  are 
regularly  required  to  remain  at  or  within  the  confines  of  their  post  of 
duty  in  excess  of  eight  hours  per  day  in  a  standby  or  on-call  status 
shall  be  paid  overtime  rates  only  for  hours  of  duty,  exclusive  of  eating 
and  sleeping  time,  in  excess  of  forty  per  week:  Provided  further ,  That 
employees  subject  to  this  section  whose  regular  work  schedule  includes  an 
eight-hour  period  of  service  any  part  of  which  is  within  the  period  com¬ 
mencing  at  midnight  Saturday  and  ending  at  midnight  Sunday  shall  be 
paid  extra  compensation  at  the  rate  of  25  per  centum  of  his  hourly  rate 
of  basic  compensation  for  each  hour  of  work  performed  during  such 
eight-hour  period  of  service. 


SECTION  6  OF  THE  FEDERAL  EMPLOYEES’  GROUP  LIFE 
INSURANCE  ACT  OF  1954,  AS  AMENDED  (5  U.S.C.  2095) 

Sec.  6.  (a)  Each  policy  purchased  under  this  Act  shall  contain  a 
provision,  in  terms  approved  by  the  Commission,  to  the  effect  that  any 
insurance  thereunder  on  any  employee  shall  cease  upon  his  separation 
from  the  service  or  twelve  months  after  discontinuance  of  his  salary 
payments,  whichever  first  occurs,  subject  to  a  provision  which  shall  be 
contained  in  the  policy  for  temporary  extension  of  coverage  and  for 
conversion  to  an  individual  policy  of  fife  insurance  under  conditions 
approved  by  the  Commission. 

(b)  If  upon  such  date  as  the  insurance  would  otherwise  cease  the 
employee  retires  on  an  immediate  annuity  and  (1)  his  retirement  is 
for  disability  or  (2)  he  has  completed  twelve  years  of  creditable  serv¬ 
ice,  as  determined  by  the  Commission,  his  life  insurance  only  may , 
under  conditions  determined  by  the  Commission,  be  continued  without 
cost  to  him,  but  the  amount  of  such  insurance  shall  be  reduced  by  2 
per  centum  thereof  at  the  end  of  each  full  calendar  month  following 
the  date  the  employee  attains  age  sixty-five  or  retires,  whichever  is 
later,  subject  to  minimum  amounts  prescribed  by  the  Commission,  but 
not  less  than  25  per  centum  of  the  insurance  in  force  preceding  the 
first  such  reduction.  Periods  of  honorable  active  service  in  the  Army , 
Navy,  Air  Force,  Marine  Corps,  or  Coast  Guard  of  the  United  States 
shall  be  credited  toward  the  required  twelve  years  provided  the  em¬ 
ployee  has  completed  at  least  five  years  of  civilian  service. 
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(c)  If  upon  such  date  as  the  insurance  would  otherwise  cease  the 
employee  is  receiving  benefits  under  the  Federal  Employees’  Com¬ 
pensation  Act  because  of  disease  or  injury  to  himself,  his  life  insurance 
may,  as  provided  in  subsection  (b),  be  continued  during  the  period  he 
is  in  receipt  of  such  benefits  and  held  by  the  United  States  Department 
of  Labor  to  be  unable  to  return  to  duty. 

(d)  Notwithstanding  the  foregoing,  an  officer  or  employee  who  enters 
on  approved  leave  without  pay  to  serve  as  a  full-time  officer  or  employee 
of  an  organization  composed  primarily  of  employees,  as  defined  in  section 
2  of  this  Act,  may,  within  sixty  days  after  entering  on  such  leave  without 
pay,  elect  to  continue  his  insurance  and  arrange  to  pay  currently  into 
the  fund,  through  his  employing  agency,  both  employee  and  agency 
contributions.  If  he  does  not  so  elect,  his  insurance  will  continue  during 
nonpay  status  and  terminate  as  provided  in  subsection  (a)  of  this  section. 
The  employing  agency  shall  forward  the  premium  payments  to  the  fund 
established  by  section  5  of  this  Act. 


SECTION  7  (a)  AND  (b)  OF  THE  FEDERAL  EMPLOYEES 
HEALTH  BENEFITS  ACT  OF  1959,  AS  AMENDED  (5  U.S.C. 

3006  (a)  AND  (b)) 

CONTRIBUTIONS 

[Sec.  7.  (a)(1)  Except  as  provided  in  paragraph  (2)  of  this  sub¬ 
section,  the  Government  contribution  for  health  benefits  for  em¬ 
ployees  or  annuitants  enrolled  in  health  benefits  plans  under  this  Act, 
in  addition  to  the  contributions  required  by  paragraph  (3),  shall  be 
50  per  centum  of  the  lowest  rates  charged  by  a  carrier  for  a  level  of 
benefits  offered  by  a  plan  under  paragraph  (1)  or  paragraph  (2)  of 
section  4,  but  (A)  not  less  than  $1.25  or  more  than  $1.75  biweekly 
for  an  employee  or  annuitant  who  is  enrolled  for  self  alone  and  (B)  not 
less  than  $3  or  more  than  $4.25  biweekly  for  an  employee  or  annuitant 
who  is  enrolled  for  self  and  family. 

[(2)  For  an  employee  or  annuitant  enrolled  in  a  plan  described 
under  section  4  (3)  or  (4)  for  which  the  biweekly  subscription  charge 
is  less  than  twice  the  Government  contribution  established  under  para¬ 
graph  (1)  of  this  subsection,  the  Government  contribution  shall  be 
50  per  centum  of  the  subscription  charge. 

[(3)  There  shall  be  withheld  from  the  salary  of  each  enrolled  em¬ 
ployee  and  the  annuity  of  each  enrolled  annuitant,  and  there  shall  be 
contributed  by  the  Government,  amounts  (in  the  same  ratio  as  the 
contributions  of  such  employee  or  annuitant  and  the  Government 
under  paragraphs  (1)  and  (2))  which  are  necessary  for  the  admin¬ 
istrative  costs  and  the  reserves  provided  for  by  section  8(b). 

[(4)  There  shall  be  withheld  from  the  salary  of  each  enrolled  em¬ 
ployee  or  annuity  of  each  enrolled  annuitant  so  much  as  is  necessary, 
after  deducting  the  contribution  of  the  Government,  to  pay  the  tctal 
charge  for  his  enrollment.  The  amount  withheld  from  the  annuity 
of  an  annuitant  shall  be  equal  to  the  amount  withheld  from  the 
salary  of  an  employee  when  both  are  enrolled  in  the  same  plan  pro¬ 
viding  the  same  health  benefits.] 

Sec.  7.  (a)  ( 1 )  Except  as  provided  in  paragraph  (2)  of  this  subsection, 
the  biweekly  Government  contribution  for  health  benefits  for  employees 
or  annuitants  enrolled  in  health  benefits  plans  under  this  Act,  in  addition 
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to  the  contributions  required  by  paragraph  ( 3 ) ,  shall  be  $1 .62  ij  the  enroll¬ 
ment  is  jor  self  alone  or  $3.94  if  the  enrollment  is  jor  self  and  family 
commencing  with  the  first  pay  period  beginning  on  or  after  July  1,  1966. 

( 2 )  For  an  employee  or  annuitant  enrolled  in  a  plan  for  which  the 
biweekly  subscription  charge  is  less  than  twice  the  Government  contribu¬ 
tion  established  under  paragraph  ( 1 )  of  this  subsection,  the  Government 
contribution  shall  be  50  per  centum  of  the  subscription  charge,  commencing 
with  the  first  pay  period  beginning  on  or  after  July  1,  1966. 

(b)  ( 1 )  An  employee  enrolled  in  a  health  benefits  plan  under  this  Act 
who  is  placed  in  a  leave  without  pay  status  may  have  his  coverage  and 
the  coverage  of  members  of  his  family  continued  under  such  plan  for 
a  period  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  accordance  with  regulations  pre¬ 
scribed  by  the  Commission.  Such  regulations  may  provide  for  the 
waiving  of  contributions  by  the  employee  and  the  Government. 

(2)  An  employee  who  enters  on  approved  leave  without  pay  to  serve 
as  a  full-time  officer  or  employee  of  an  organization  composed  primarily 
I  W  employees,  as  defined  in  section  2  of  this  Act,  may,  within  sixty  days 
I  ' after  entering  on  such  leave  without  pay,  file  with  his  employing  agency  an 
election  to  continue  his  health  benefits  coverage  and  arrange  to  pay  cur¬ 
rently  into  the  fund,  through  his  employing  agency,  both  employee  and 
agency  contributions.  If  he  does  not  so  elect,  his  coverage  will  terminate  as 
specified  in  paragraph  ( 1 )  and  implementing  regulations.  The  employ¬ 
ing  agency  shall  forward  the  enrollment  charges  so  paid  to  the  fund. 


THE  FEDERAL  EMPLOYEES  UNIFORM  ALLOWANCE  ACT 
(TITLE  IV  OF  THE  ACT  OF  SEPTEMBER  1,  1954;  PUBLIC 
LAW  763,  EIGHTY-THIRD  CONGRESS;  5  U.S.C.  2131-2133) 

TITLE  IV— UNIFORM  ALLOWANCES 

Sec.  401.  This  title  may  be  cited  as  the  “Federal  Employees 
Uniform  Allowance  Act”. 

Sec.  402.  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  annually 
to  each  agency  of  the  Government  of  the  United  States  or  of  the 
District  of  Columbia  (including  Government-owned  corporations) , 
*upon  a  showing  of  the  necessity  or  desirability  thereof,  an  amount 
not  to  exceed  $125  multiplied  by  the  number  of  the  employees  of 
such  agency  who  are  required  by  regulation  or  by  law  to  wear  a 
prescribed  uniform  in  the  performance  of  his  or  her  official  duties  and 
who  are  not  being  furnished  with  such  uniform.  The  head  of  any 
agency  to  which  any  such  appropriation  is  made  shall,  out  of  funds 
made  available  by  such  appropriation,  (1)  furnish  to  each  such  em¬ 
ployee  such  uniform  at  a  cost  not  to  exceed  $125  per  annum,  or 
(2)  pay  to  each  such  employee  an  allowance  for  defraying  the  expenses 
of  acquisition  of  such  uniform  at  such  times  and  in  such  amounts, 
not  to  exceed  $125  per  annum,  as  may  be  prescribed  in  accordance 
with  rules  and  regulations  promulgated  pursuant  to  section  404. 
Where  the  furnishing  of  a  uniform  or  the  payment  of  a  uniform 
allowance  is  authorized  under  any  other  provision  of  law  or  regula¬ 
tion  existing  on  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act,  the  head  of  the 
agency  may  in  his  discretion  continue  the  furnishing  of  such  uniform 
or  the  payment  of  such  allowance  under  such  law  or  regulation,  but 
where  a  uniform  is  furnished  or  allowance  paid  under  any  such  law  or 
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regulation  no  uniform  shall  be  furnished  or  allowance  paid  under 
this  section. 

Sec.  403.  Allowances  paid  under  this  title  shall  not  be  considered 
as  pay,  salary,  or  compensation  within  the  meaning  of  the  Civil 
Service  Retirement  Act  of  May  29,  1930,  as  amended,  or  as  wages 
within  the  meaning  of  section  209  of  the  Social  Security  Act,  as 
amended,  or  chapters  21  and  24  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954. 

Sec.  404.  The  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  is  authorized 
and  directed  to  promulgate  such  rules  and  regulations  as  may  be 
necessary  to  provide  for  the  uniform  administration  of  this  title. 

Sec.  405.  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  this  title,  each  of 
the  respective  maximum  uniform  allowances  in  effect  on  April  1,  1966, 
for  the  respective  categories  of  employees  to  whom  uniform  allowances  are 
paid  under  this  title  are  hereby  increased,  subject  to  the  maximum  allow¬ 
ance  authorized  by  this  title,  as  follows: 

(1)  If  the  maximum  uniform  allowance  is  $100  or  more,  such 
allowance  shall  be  increased  by  25  per  centum. 

(2)  If  the  maximum  uniform  allowance  is  $75  or  more  but  less 
than  $100,  such  allowance  shall  be  increased  by  30  per  centum. 

(3)  If  the  maximum  uniform  allowance  is  $50  or  more  but  less 
than  $75,  such  allowance  shall  be  increased  by  35  per  centum. 

( 4 )  If  the  maximum  uniform  allowance  is  less  than  $50,  such 
allowance  shall  be  increased  by  40  per  centum. 

Such  maximum  uniform  allowances,  as  in  effect  on  April  1,  1966,  and  as 
increased  by  this  section,  shall  not  be  reduced. 


CIVIL  SERVICE  RETIREMENT  ACT  (5  U.S.C.  2251  (j);  2253; 
2256  (a),  (b),  (f);  2259  (c),  (d) ;  2260  (a)-(e)) 

DEFINITIONS 

Section  1.  Wherever  used  in  this  Act — 

******* 

[(j)  The  term  “child”,  for  purposes  of  section  10,  shall  mean  an  un¬ 
married  child,  including  (1)  an  adopted  child,  and  (2)  a  stepchild  or 
recognized  natural  child  who  received  more  than  one-half  his  support 
from  and  lived  with  the  Member  or  employee  in  a  regular  parent- 
child  relationship,  under  the  age  of  eighteen  years,  or  such  unmarried 
child  regardless  of  age  who  because  of  physical  or  mental  disability 
incurred  before  age  eighteen  is  incapable  of  self-support,  or  such 
unmarried  child  between  eighteen  and  twenty-one  years  of  age  who 
is  a  student  regularly  pursuing  a  full-time  course  of  study  or  training 
in  residence  in  a  high  school,  trade  school,  technical  or  vocational 
institute,  junior  college,  college,  university,  or  comparable  recognized 
educational  institution.  A  child  whose  twenty-first  birthday  occurs 
prior  to  July  1  or  after  August  31  of  any  calendar  year,  and  while 
he  is  regularly  pursuing  such  a  course  of  study  or  training,  shall 
be  deemed  for  the  purposes  of  this  paragraph  and  section  10(d)  to 
have  attained  the  age  of  twenty-one  on  the  first  day  of  July  following 
such  birthday.  A  child  who  is  a  student  shall  not  be  deemed  to  have 
ceased  to  be  a  student  during  any  interim  between  school  years  if 
the  interim  does  not  exceed  four  months  and  if  he  shows  to  the  satis¬ 
faction  of  the  Commission  that  he  has  a  bona  fide  intention  of  con- 
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tinuing  to  pursue  a  course  of  study  or  training  in  the  same  or  different 
school  during  the  school  semester  (or  other  period  into  which  the 
school  year  is  divided)  immediately  following  the  interim.] 

(j)  The  term  “child”,  for  purposes  of  section  10(d),  shall  mean  an 
unmarried  child,  including  ( 1 )  an  adopted  child,  and  (2)  a  stepchild  or 
recognized  natural  child  who  lived  with  the  employee  or  Member  in  a 
regular  parent-child  relationship,  under  the  age  of  eighteen  years,  or  such 
unmarried  child  regardless  of  age  who  because  of  physical  or  mental 
disability  incurred  before  age  eighteen  is  incapable  of  self-support,  or 
such  unmarried  child  between  eighteen  and  twenty-two  years  of  age  who 
is  a  student  regularly  pursuing  a  full-time  course  of  study  or  training  in 
residence  in  a  high  school,  trade  school,  technical  or  vocational  institute, 
junior  college,  college,  university,  or  comparable  recognized  educational 
institution.  A  child  who  is  a  student  shall  not  be  deemed  to  have  ceased 
to  be  a  student  during  any  interim  between  school  years,  semesters,  or 
terms  if  the  interim,  or  other  period  of  nonattendance,  does  not  exceed 
four  calendar  months  and  if  he  shows  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Commission 
that  he  has  a  bona  fide  intention  of  continuing  to  pursue  such  course 
during  the  school  year,  semester,  or  term  immediately  following  the 
interim.  The  term  “child” ,  for  purposes  of  section  11,  shall  include  an 
adopted  child  and  a  natural  child,  but  shall  not  include  a  stepchild. 

*  *  *  *  :Jc  *  * 

CREDITABLE  SERVICE 

Sec.  3.  (a)  An  employee’s  service  for  the  purposes  of  this  Act 
including  service  as  a  substitute  in  the  postal  service  shall  be  credited 
from  the  date  of  original  employment  to  the  date  of  the  separation 
upon  which  title  to  annuity  is  based  in  the  civilian  service  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment.  Credit  shall  similarly  be  allowed  for  service  in  the  Pan 
American  Sanitary  Bureau.  No  credit  shall  be  allowed  for  any  period 
of  separation  from  the  service  in  excess  of  three  calendar  days. 

(b)  An  employee  or  Member  shall  be  allowed  credit  for  periods  of 
military  service  prior  to  the  date  of  the  separation  upon  which  title 
to  annuity  is  based;  however,  if  an  employee  or  Member  is  awarded 
retired  pay  on  account  of  military  service,  his  military  service  shall 
not  be  included,  unless  such  retired  pay  is  awarded  on  account  of  a 
service-connected  disability  (1)  incurred  in  combat  with  an  enemy  of 
the  United  States  or  (2)  caused  by  an  instrumentality  of  war  and 
incurred  in  line  of  duty  during  a  period  of  war  (as  that  term  is  used  in 
chapter  11  of  title  38,  United  States  Code),  or  is  awarded  under  title 
III  of  Public  Law  810,  Eightieth  Congress,  except  that  for  purposes  of 
section  9(c)(1),  a  Member  (A)  shall  be  allowed  credit  only  for  periods 
of  military  service  not  exceeding  five  years,  plus  any  military  service 
performed  by  the  Member  upon  leaving  his  office,  for  the  purpose  of 
performing  such  service,  during  any  war  or  national  emergency  pro¬ 
claimed  by  the  President  or  declared  by  the  Congress  and  prior  to  his 
final  separation  from  service  as  Member  and  (B)  may  not  receive  credit 
for  military  service  for  which  credit  is  allowed  for  the  purposes  of  re¬ 
tired  pay  under  any  other  provision  of  law.  Nothing  in  this  Act  shall 
affect  the  right  of  an  employee  or  a  Member  to  retired  pay,  pension, 
or  compensation  in  addition  to  the  annuity  herein  provided. 

(c)  Credit  shall  be  allowed  for  leaves  of  absence  granted  an  em¬ 
ployee  while  performing  military  service  or  while  receiving  benefits 
under  the  Federal  Employees’  Compensation  Act  of  September  7, 
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1916,  as  amended.  Except  for  a  substitute  in  the  postal  service,  there 
shall  be  excluded  from  credit  so  much  of  any  other  leaves  of  absence 
without  pay  as  may  exceed  six  months  in  the  aggregate  in  any  calendar 
year. 

(d)  An  employee  who  during  the  period  of  any  war,  or  of  any 
national  emergency  as  proclaimed  by  the  President  or  declared  by  the 
Congress,  has  left  or  leaves  his  position  to  enter  the  military  service 
shall  not  be  considered,  for  the  purposes  of  this  Act,  as  separated  from 
his  civilian  position  by  reason  of  such  military  service,  unless  he  shall 
apply  for  and  receive  a  lump-sum  benefit  under  this  Act:  Provided, 
That  such  employee  shall  not  be  considered  as  retaining  his  civilian 
position  beyond  December  31,  1956,  or  the  expiration  of  five  years  of 
such  military  service,  whichever  is  later. 

(e)  The  total  service  of  an  employee  or  Member  shall  be  the  full 
years  and  twelfth  parts  thereof,  excluding  from  the  aggregate  the 
fractional  part  of  a  month,  if  any. 

(f)  An  employee  must  have  completed  at  least  five  years  of  civilian 
service  before  he  shall  be  eligible  for  annuity  under  this  Act. 

(g)  An  employee  or  Member  must  have,  within  the  two-year 
period  preceding  any  separation  from  service,  other  than  a  separation 
by  reason  of  death  or  disability,  completed  at  least  one  year  of 
creditable  civilian  service  during  which  he  was  subject  to  this  Act 
before  he  or  his  survivors  shall  be  eligible  for  annuity  under  this  Act 
based  on  such  separation.  If  any  employee  or  Member,  other  than  an 
employee  or  Member  separated  from  the  service  by  reason  of  death 
or  disability,  fails  to  meet  the  service  requirement  of  the  preceding 
sentence,  the  amounts  deducted  from  his  salary  during  his  period  of 
service  for  which  no  eligibility  for  annuity  is  established  based  on 
such  separation  shall  be  returned  to  him  upon  such  separation.  Fail¬ 
ure  to  meet  this  service  requirement  shall  not  deprive  the  individual 
or  his  survivors  of  any  annuity  rights  which  attached  upon  a  previous 
separation. 

(h)  An  employee  who  (1)  has  at  least  five  years’  Member  service 
and  (2)  has  served  as  a  Member  at  any  time  after  August  2,  1946,  shall 
not  be  allowed  credit  for  any  service  which  is  used  in  the  computation 
of  an  annuity  under  section  9(c). 

(i)  In  the  case  of  each  United  States  Commissioner  who  comes! 
within  the  purview  of  this  Act  pursuant  to  section  2(g)  of  this  Act, 
service  rendered  prior  to,  on,  or  after  the  effective  date  of  the  Civil 
Service  Retirement  Act  Amendments  of  1956  as  United  States  Com¬ 
missioner  shall  be  credited  for  the  purposes  of  this  Act  on  the  basis  of 
one  three-hundred-and-thirteenth  of  a  year  for  each  day  prior  to 
July  1,  1945,  and  one  two-hundred-and-sixtieth  of  a  year  for  each  day 
after  June  30,  1945,  on  which  such  United  States  Commissioner 
renders  service  in  such  capacity  and  which  is  not  credited  for  the 
purposes  of  this  Act  for  service  performed  by  him  in  any  capacity 
other  than  United  States  Commissioner.  Such  credit  shall  not  be 
granted  for  service  rendered  as  United  States  Commissioner  for  more 
than  three  hundred  and  thirteen  days  in  any  one  year  prior  to  July  1, 
1945,  or  for  more  than  two  hundred  and  sixty  days  in  any  one  year 
after  June  30,  1945. 

(j)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  this  section  or  section 
5(f)  of  the  Peace  Corps  Act,  any  military  service  (other  than  military 
service  covered  by  military  leave  with  pay  from  a  civilian  position) 
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performed  by  an  individual  after  December  1956  and  any  period  of 
service  by  an  individual  as  a  volunteer  under  the  Peace  Corps  Act,  shall 
be  excluded  in  determining  the  aggregate  period  of  service  upon  which 
an  annuity  payable  under  this  chapter  to  such  individual  or  to  his 
widow  or  child  is  to  be  based,  if  such  individual  or  widow  or  child  is 
entitled  (or  would  upon  proper  application  be  entitled)  at  the  time  of 
such  determination,  to  monthly  old-age  or  survivors  benefits  under 
section  202  of  the  Social  Security  Act,  as  amended  (42  U.S.C.  402), 
based  on  such  individual’s  wages  and  self-employment  income.  If  in 
the  case  of  the  individual  or  widow  such  military  service  or  service 
under  the  Peace  Corps  Act  is  not  excluded  under  the  preceding  sen¬ 
tence,  but  upon  attaining  age  sixty-two,  he  or  she  becomes  entitled  (or 
would  upon  proper  application  be  entitled)  to  such  benefits,  the  Com¬ 
mission  shall  redetermine  the  aggregate  period  of  service  upon  which 
such  annuity  is  based,  effective  as  of  the  first  day  of  the  month  in  which 
.  he  or  she  attains  such  age,  so  as  to  exclude  such  service.  The  Secretary 
)of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  shall,  upon  the  request  of  the 
7  Commission,  inform  the  Commission  whether  or  not  any  such  individ¬ 
ual  or  widow  or  child  is  entitled  at  any  specified  time  to  such  benefits. 

( Jc )  (1)  An  employee  who  enters  on  approved  leave  without  pay  to  sevre 
as  a  full-time  officer  or  employee  of  an  organization  composed  primarily 
of  employees,  as  defined  in  section  1(a)  of  this  Act,  may,  within  sixty  days 
after  entering  on  such  leave  without  pay,  file  with  his  employing  agency 
an  election  to  receive  full  retirement  credit  for  his  periods  of  such  leave 
without  pay  and  arrange  to  pay  currently  into  the  fund,  through  his 
employing  agency,  amounts  equal  to  the  retirement  deductions  which 
would  be  applicable  if  he  were  in  pay  status.  An  employee  who  is  on 
approved  leave  without  pay  and  serving  as  a  full-time  officer  or  employee 
of  such  an  organization  on  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  subsection  may 
similarly  elect  within  sixty  days  after  such  date  of  enactment.  If  the 
election  provided  by  this  paragraph  is  not  made,  the  employee  shall 
receive  credit  for  such  periods  of  leave  without  pay  as  provided  in  the 
second  sentence  of  section  3(c)  of  this  Act. 

(2)  An  employee  may  deposit  with  interest  an  amount  equal  to  retire¬ 
ment  deductions  representing  periods  of  approved  leave  without  pay  while 
. serving ,  prior  to  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  subsection,  as  a  full-time 
)  officer  or  employee  of  an  organization  composed  primarily  of  employees, 
as  defined  in  section  1(a)  of  this  Act,  and  may  receive  full  retirement 
credit  for  such  periods  of  leave  without  pay.  In  the  event  of  his  death,  a 
survivor  as  defined  in  section  l(o)  of  this  Act  may  make  such  deposit.  If 
the  deposit  described  in  this  paragraph  is  not  made,  retirement  credit  shall 
be  allowed  in  accordance  with  the  second  sentence  of  section  3(c)  of  this 
Act. 

******* 
IMMEDIATE  RETIREMENT 

Sec.  6.  (a)  Any  employee  who  attains  the  age  of  [sixty]  fifty-five 
years  and  completes  thirty  years  of  service  shall,  upon  separation  from 
the  service,  be  paid  an  annuity  computed  as  provided  in  section  9. 

[(b)  Any  employee  who  attains  the  age  of  fifty-five  years  and  com¬ 
pletes  thirty  years  of  service  shall,  upon  separation  from  the  service 
prior  to  attainment  of  the  age  of  sixty  years,  be  paid  a  reduced  annuity 
computed  as  provided  in  section  9.] 
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(b)  Any  employee  who  attains  the  age  of  sixty  years  and  completes 
twenty  years  of  service  shall,  upon  separation  from  the  service,  be  paid 
an  annuity  computed  as  provided  in  section  9. 

*  *  *  *  *  *  * 

(f)  Any  Member  who  attains  the  age  of  sixty-two  years  and  com¬ 
pletes  five  years  of  civilian  service,  or  who  attains  the  age  of  sixty 
years  and  completes  ten  years  of  Member  service,  shall,  upon  separa¬ 
tion  from  the  service,  be  paid  an  annuity  computed  as  provided  in 
section  9.  Any  Member  who  attains  the  age  of  fifty-five  years  and 
completes  thirty  years  of  service  shall,  upon  separation  from  the 
service  prior  to  attainment  of  the  age  of  sixty  years,  be  paid  a  reduced 
annuity  computed  as  provided  in  section  9.  Any  Member  or  former 
Member  who  completes  twenty-five  years  of  service,  or  who  attains 
the  age  of  fifty  years  and  (1)  completes  twenty  years  of  service  or  (2) 
shall  have  served  in  nine  Congresses,  shall,  upon  separation  from  the 
service  (other  than  separation  by  resignation  or  expulsion),  be  paid  d 
a  reduced  annuity  computed  as  provided  in  section  9.  For  the  pur-  ™ 
poses  of  the  immediately  preceding  sentence,  service  in  an  office  or  position 
in  the  executive  branch  of  the  Government  of  the  United  States,  including 
each  corporation  owned  or  controlled  by  such  Government,  which  termi¬ 
nates  after  March  31,  1966,  shall  be  held  and  considered  to  be  Member 
service.  No  Member  or  survivor  of  a  Member  shall  be  entitled  to 
receive  an  annuity  under  this  Act  unless  there  shall  have  been  deducted 
or  deposited  the  amounts  specified  in  section  4  with  respect  to  his 
last  five  years  of  civilian  service. 

*  *  *  *  *  *  * 

COMPUTATION  OF  ANNUITY 

Sec.  9.  (a)  *  *  * 

*  *****  * 

(c)  The  annuity  of  a  Member,  or  of  a  former  Member  with  title  to 
Member  annuity,  retiring  under  this  Act  shall  be  computed  as  pro¬ 
vided  in  subsection  (a),  except  that  if  he  has  had  at  least  five  years’ 
service  as  a  Member  or  a  congressional  employee,  or  any  combination 
of  such  service  the  annuity  shall  be  computed,  with  respect  to  (1)  his^ 
service  as  a  Member  and  so  much  of  his  military  service  as  is  creditable  ™ 
for  the  purposes  of  this  clause,  and  (2)  so  much  of  his  congressional 
employee  service  as  does  not  exceed  fifteen  years,  by  multiplying  2% 
per  centum  of  the  average  salary  by  the  years  of  such  service.  In  no 
case  shall  an  annuity  computed  under  this  subsection  exceed  80  per 
centum  of  the  basic  salary  that  he  is  receiving  at  the  time  of  such 
separation  [from  the  service]  or,  if  he  elects  to  have  his  annuity  com¬ 
puted  or  recomputed  pursuant  to  section  13(c)  of  this  Act  following  service 
in  an  appointive  position  which  terminates  after  March  31,  1966,  the 
basic  salary  he  is  receiving  at  the  time  of  separation  from  such  appointive 
position,  whichever  is  the  greater,  and  in  no  case  shall  the  annuity  of  a 
Member  retiring  under  section  7  be  less  than  (A)  40  per  centum  of  the 
average  salary  or  (B)  the  sum  obtained  under  this  subsection  after 
increasing  his  Member  service  by  the  period  elapsing  between  the  date 
of  separation  and  the  date  he  attains  the  age  oi  sixty  years,  whichever 

is  the  lesser,  but  this  provision  shall  not  increase  the  annuity  of  any 
survivor. 
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[(d)  The  annuity  as  hereinbefore  provided,  for  an  employee  retir¬ 
ing  under  section  6(b)  or  6(d)  or  a  Member  retiring  under  the  second 
or  third  sentence  of  section  6(f)  or  the  third  sentence  of  section  8(b), 
shall  be  reduced  by  one-twelfth  of  1  per  centum  for  each  full  month 
not  in  excess  of  sixty,  and  one-sixth  of  1  per  centum  for  each  full 
month  in  excess  of  sixty,  such  employee  or  Member  is  under  the  age 
of  sixty  years  at  date  of  separation.] 

(d)  The  annuity  as  hereinbefore  provided,  for  an  employee  retiring 
under  section  6(d),  shall  be  reduced  by  one-sixth  of  1  per  centum  for  each 
full  month  such  employee  is  under  the  age  of  fifty-five  years  at  date  of 
separation.  The  annuity  as  hereinbefore  provided,  for  a  Member  retiring 
under  the  second  or  third  sentence  of  section  6(f)  or  the  third  sentence  of 
section  8(b),  shall  be  reduced  by  one-twelfth  of  1  per  centum  for  each  full 
month  not  in  excess  of  sixty,  and  one-sixth  of  1  per  centum  for  each  full 
month  in  excess  of  sixty,  such  Member  is  under  the  age  of  sixty  years  at 
. date  of  separation. 

)  *  *  *  *  *  *  * 


SURVIVOR  ANNUITIES 


Sec.  10.  (a)(1)  If  an  employee  or  Member  dies  after  having  retired 
under  any  provision  of  this  Act  and  is  survived  by  a  wife  or  husband 
to  whom  the  employee  or  Member  was  married  at  the  time  of  retire¬ 
ment,  such  wife  or  husband  shall  be  paid  an  annuity  equal  to  55  per 
centum  of  an  annuity  computed  as  provided  in  subsections  (a),  (b), 
(c),  (d),  (e),  and  (f)  of  section  9,  as  may  apply  with  respect  to  the 
annuitant,  or  of  such  portion  thereof  as  may  have  been  designated  in 
writing  for  such  purpose  by  the  employee  or  Member  at  the  time  of 
retirement,  unless  the  employee  or  Member  has  notified  the  Com¬ 
mission  in  writing  at  the  time  of  retirement  that  he  does  not  desire 
his  wife  or  husband  to  receive  such  annuity. 

[(2)  An  annuity  computed  under  this  subsection  shall  commence 
on  the  day  after  the  retired  employee  or  Member  dies,  and  such 
annuity  or  any  right  thereto  shall  terminate  on  the  last  day  of  the 
month  before  the  survivor’s  death  or  remarriage.] 

(2)  An  annuity  computed  under  this  subsection  shall  commence  on  the 
day  after  the  retired  employee  dies,  and  such  annuity  or  any  right  thereto 
shall  terminate  on  the  last  day  of  the  month  before  (A)  in  the  case  of  the 
survivor  of  a  retired  employee,  the  survivor’s  remarriage  prior  to  attaining 
age  sixty,  or  death  or  (B)  in  the  case  of  the  survivor  of  a  Member,  the 
survivor’s  death  or  remarriage. 

(b)  The  annuity  of  a  survivor  designated  under  section  9(h)  shall 
be  55  per  centum  of  the  reduced  annuity  computed  as  provided  in 
subsections  (a),  (b),  (c),  (d),  (e),  (f),  and  (h)  of  section  9  as  may 
apply  with  respect  to  the  annuitant.  The  annuity  of  such  survivor 
shall  commence  on  the  day  after  the  retired  employee  or  Member 
dies,  and  such  annuity  or  any  right  thereto  shall  terminate  on  the 
last  day  of  the  month  before  the  survivor’s  death. 

(c)  If  an  employee  or  a  Member  dies  after  completing  at  least 
five  years  of  civilian  service,  the  widow  or  dependent  widower  of  such 
employee  or  Member  shall  be  paid  an  annuity  equal  to  55  per  centum 
of  an  annuity  computed  as  provided  in  subsections  (a),  (b),  (c),  (e), 
and  (f)  of  section  9  as  may  apply  with  respect  to  the  employee  or 
Member.  [The  annuity  of  such  widow  or  dependent  widower  shall 
commence  on  the  day  after  the  employee  or  Member  dies,  and  such 
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annuity  or  any  right  thereto  shall  terminate  on  the  last  day  of  the 
month  before  (1)  death  or  remarriage  of  the  widow  or  widower  or 
(2)  the  widower’s  becoming  capable  of  self-support.]  The  annuity 
oj  such  widow  or  dependent  widower  shall  commence  on  the  day  after  the 
employee  or  Member  dies,  and  an  annuity  under  this  subsection  or  any 
right  thereto  shall  terminate  on  the  last  day  of  the  month  bejore  ( 1 )  the 
death  oj  the  widow  or  widower,  ( 2 )  remarriage  oj  the  widow  or  widower 
oj  an  employee  prior  to  attaining  age  sixty,  (3)  remarriage  oj  the  widow  or 
widower  oj  a  Member  regardless  oj  age,  or  (Jf)  the  widower's  becoming 
capable  oj  selj-support. 

[(d)  If  an  employee  or  a  Member  dies  after  completing  at  least  five 
years  of  civilian  service,  or  an  employee  or  a  Member  dies  after  having 
retired  under  any  provision  of  the  Act,  and  is  survived  by  a  wife  or  by  a 
husband,  each  surviving  child  who  received  more  than  one-half  of  his 
support  from  such  employee  or  Member  shall  be  paid  an  annuity  equal 
to  the  smallest  of  (1)  40  per  centum  of  the  employee’s  or  Member’s 
average  salary  divided  by  the  number  of  children,  (2)  $600,  or  (3)' 
$1,800  divided  by  the  number  of  children.  If  such  employee  or 
Member  is  not  survived  by  a  wife  or  husband,  each  surviving  child  shall 
be  paid  an  annuity  equal  to  the  smallest  of.(l)  50  per  centum  of  the 
employee’s  or  Member’s  average  salary  divided  by  the  number  of 
children,  (2)  $720,  or  (3)  $2,160  divided  by  the  number  of  children. 
The  child’s  annuity  shall  commence  on  the  day  after  the  employee  or 
Member  dies,  and  such  annuity  granted  under  this  Act  or  under  the 
Act  of  May  29,  1930,  as  amended  from  and  after  February  28,  1948,  or 
any  right  thereto  shall  terminate  on  the  last  day  of  the  month  before 
(1)  his  attaining  age  eighteen  unless  incapable  of  self-support,  (2)  his 
becoming  capable  of  self-support  after  age  eighteen,  (3)  his  marriage, 
or  (4)  his  death,  except  that  the  annuity  of  a  child  who  is  a  student  as 
described  in  section  l(j)  shall  terminate  on  the  last  day  of  the  month 
before  (1)  his  marriage,  (2)  his  death,  (3)  his  ceasing  to  be  such  a 
student,  or  (4)  his  attaining  age  twenty-one.  Upon  the  death  of  the 
surviving  wife  or  husband  or  termination  of  the  annuity  of  the  child, 
the  annuity  of  any  other  child  or  children  shall  be  recomputed  and  paid 
as  though  such  wife,  husband,  or  child  had  not  survived  the  employee 
or  Member.] 

(d)  Ij  an  employee  or  a  Member  dies  ajter  completing  at  least  jivei 
years  oj  civilian  service,  or  an  employee  or  a  Member  dies  after  having 
retired  under  any  provision  oj  this  Act,  and  is  survived  by  a  wije  or  by 
a  husband,  each  surviving  child  shall  be  paid  an  annuity  equal  to  the 
smallest  oj  ( 1 )  J+0  per  centum  oj  the  employee’s  or  Member’s  average 
salary  divided  by  the  number  of  children,  (2)  $600,  or  (3)  $1,800  divided 
by  the  number  oj  children,  subject  to  the  provisions  oj  section  18.  Ij  such 
employee  or  Member  is  not  survived  by  a  wije  or  husband,  each  surviving 
child  shall  be  paid  an  annuity  equal  to  the  smallest  oj  ( 1 )  50  per  centum 
oj  the  employee’s  or  Member’s  average  salary  divided  by  the  number  oj 
children,  ( 2 )  $720,  or  {3s)  $2,160  divided  by  the  number  oj  children, 
subject  to  the  provisions  oj  section  18.  The  child’s  annuity  shall  com¬ 
mence  on  the  day  ajter  the  employee  or  Member  dies  or  the  jirst  day  oj 
the  month  in  which  the  child  later  becomes  or  again  becomes  a  student  as 
described  in  section  1  (j),  provided  the  lump-sum  credit,  ij  paid,  is  returned 
to  the  jund.  Such  annuity  granted  under  this  Act  or  under  the  Act  oj 
May  29,  1930,  as  amended  jrom  and  ajter  February  28,  1948,  or  any 
right  thereto  shall  terminate  on  the  last  day  oj  the  month  bejore  ( 1 )  the 
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child’s  attaining  age  eighteen  unless  he  is  then  a  student  as  described  or 
incapable  oj  self-support,  (2)  his  becoming  capable  of  self-support  after 
attaining  age  eighteen  unless  he  is  then  such  a  student,  (3)  his  attaining 
age  twenty -two  if  he  is  then  such  a  student  and  not  incapable  of  self- 
support;  (4)  his  ceasing  to  be  such  a  student  after  attaining  age  eighteen 
unless  he  is  then  incapable  of  self-support,  (5)  his  marriage,  or  ( 6 )  his 
death,  whichever  first  occurs.  Upon  the  death  of  the  surviving  wife  or 
husband  or  termination  of  the  child’s  annuity,  the  annuity  of  any  other 
child  or  children  shall  be  recomputed  and  paid  as  though  such  wife, 
husband,  or  child  had  not  survived  the  employee  or  Member. 

(e)  In  case  a  Member  separated  from  service  with  title  to  a  deferred 
annuity  under  this  Act,  either  prior  to,  on,  or  after  the  effective  date 
of  the  Civil  Service  Retirement  Act  Amendments  of  1956,  shall  here¬ 
after  die  before  having  established  a  valid  claim  for  annuity  and  is 
survived  by  a  wife  or  husband  to  whom  married  at  date  of  separation, 
such  surviving  wife  or  husband  (1)  shah  be  paid  an  annuity  equal  to 
1 55  per  centum  of  the  Member’s  deferred  annuity  commencing  on  the 
day  after  the  Member’s  death  and  terminating  on  the  last  day  of  the 
month  before  death  or  remarriage  of  such  surviving  wife  or  husband 
or  (2)  may  elect  to  receive  a  lump-sum  credit  In  lieu  of  annuity  if  such 
wife  or  husband  is  the  person  who  would  be  entitled  to  the  lump-sum 
credit  and  hies  application  therefor  with  the  Commission  prior  to  the 
award  of  such  annuity. 

(J)  In  the  case  of  a  surviving  spouse  whose  annuity  under  this  section 
is  hereafter  terminated  because  of  remarriage  before  attaining  age  sixty, 
annuity  at  the  same  rate  shall  be  restored  commencing  on  the  day  such 
remarriage  is  dissolved  by  death,  annulment,  or  divorce:  Provided,  That 
( 1 )  said  surviving  spouse  elects  to  receive  such  annuity  in  lieu  of  any 
survivor  benefit  to  which  he  or  she  may  be  entitled,  under  this  or  any  other 
retirement  system  established  for  employees  of  the  Government,  by  reason 
of  the  remarriage  and  (2)  any  lump  sum  paid  upon  termination  of  the 
annuity  is  returned  to  the  fund. 


SUPPLEMENTAL  VIEWS  OF  HON.  EDWARD  J.  DERWINSKI 
ON  H.R.  14122,  FEDERAL  PAY  RAISE 

This  bill  is  a  far  cry  from  a  perfect  piece  of  legislation,  but  under  the 
circumstances,  it  must  be  accepted.  It  might  more  properly  be 
entitled  “The  White  House  Federal  Salary  Increase  Dictates  of 
1966.” 

The  most  intriguing  thing  to  me  in  the  legislative  processing  of  this 
1966  Federal  salary  bill  is  the  complete  acquiescence  of  the  majority 
party  members  on  the  committee  and  evidently  in  the  full  House  to 
the  major  items  dictated  by  the  administration.  All  pretense  of  A 
independence  of  the  legislative  branch  is  waived.  4 

As  a  bit  of  legislative  history,  let  us  recall  that  the  same  House  Post 
Office  and  Civil  Service  Committee  played  a  leading  role  in  deliberately 
passing  a  Federal  salary  bill  in  1960  in  order  to  draw  a  veto  from 
President  Eisenhower  as  a  campaign-year  gimmick  for  the  Democrat 
Party.  The  majority  however,  are  very  carefully  protecting  their 
political  skirts  and  those  of  President  Johnson  by  complete  silence  on 
this  measure. 

Mention  must  be  made  of  a  very  dangerous  precedent  which  this 
bill  may  set.  Executive  branch  officials  have  stated  that  any  pay 
increase  for  servicemen  must  follow  the  basic  pattern  in  this  bill.  I 
wonder  aloud  if  my  colleagues  on  the  House  Armed  Services  Committee 
recognize  that  they,  too,  will  find  their  military  pay  bill  completely 
drawn  at  the  White  House? 

This  bill  really  does  not  satisfy  anyone,  but  since  we  recognize  that 
the  Nation  is  at  war  and  further  recognize  the  tremendous  inflation 
sweeping  the  country,  to  which  a  direct  contributor  is  excessive  spend¬ 
ing  by  the  Federal  Government,  it  is  practical  that  Congress  not  ex¬ 
ceed  the  figures  in  this  bill.  But  there  is  no  excuse  for  the  fact  that 
the  legislative  branch  merely  is  rubber  stamping  an  Executive  order,  j 
The  initiative  and  leadership  for  all  legislation  should  rest  in  the  Con-^ 
gress.  This  bill  is  an  example  of  the  majority’s  willingness  to  make 
Congress  subservient  to  the  dictates  of  the  Executive. 

However,  since  the  total  cost  of  this  bill  is  $593.6  million  of  which 
$170.7  million  is  applied  to  the  postal  field  service,  it  is  proper  to  ask  on 
behalf  of  the  citizens  suffering  from  inefficient  mail  service  whether  or 
not  the  Post  Office  Department  has  any  plans  to  alleviate  the  de¬ 
terioration  in  efficiency  of  the  Department. 

When  will  the  Post  Office  Department,  wallowing  further  in  the 
red,  demand  an  increase  in  postal  rates  or  will  an  effort  be  made  to 
produce  some  efficiency  in  postal  service? 

I  would  also  like  to  call  attention  to  a  feature  of  this  legislation 
which  expands  an  already  questionable  practice  of  the  Government. 
Presently,  persons  who  leave  their  Federal  jobs  to  take  employment 
with  a  labor  union  are  carried  by  their  agencies  in  a  leave  without  pay 
status;  this  entitles  them  to  benefits  under  the  Civil  Service  Retire¬ 
ment  Act.  Currently,  such  persons  are  credited  with  6  months’ 
service  for  each  year  of  leave  without  pay.  This  bill  would  grant 
32 
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them  a  full  credit  toward  the  accumulation  of  Federal  retirement 
annuities. 

I  wonder  if,  in  such  cases,  the  Federal  Government  is  not  assuming 
a  responsibility  which  belongs  with  the  union  and  is  thus  encouraging 
a  conflict  of  interest,  particularly  since  the  administration  claims  that 
the  Federal  employee  must  consider  retirement  benefits  as  part  of 
his  compensation  pay  package. 

It  seems  to  me  that  unions  have  the  obligation  of  providing  adequate 
pension  programs  to  meet  the  needs  of  their  officers.  I  believe  that 
a  serious  question  arises  when  we  permit  the  Government  to  fund  the 
retirement  of  individuals  who  have  left  Government  service  and  who 
are  in  the  employ  of  agencies  outside  the  Government. 

There  is  much  more  that  I  could  say  if  we  were  in  a  normal  legis¬ 
lative  environment,  but  since  the  bill  will  be  jammed  through  the 
House  next  week  without  amendments,  there  is  no  point  in  writing 
extended  views  that  would  affect  floor  consideration.  However,  some 
(mention  had  to  be  made  of  the  defects  and  obvious  inconsistencies  here. 

Edward  J.  Derwinski. 
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A  BILL 

To  adjust  the  rates  of  basic  compensation  of  certain  employees 
of  the  Federal  Government,  and  for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  this  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Federal  Salary  and 

4  Fringe  Benefits  Act  of  1966”. 

5  Title  I— Executive  Branch 

6  SHORT  TITLE 

7  Sec.  101.  This  title  may  be  cited  as  the  “Federal  Em- 

8  ployees  Salary  Act  of  1966”. 


I 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 


2 


EMPLOYEES  SUBJECT  TO  CLASSIFICATION  ACT  OF  194  9 

Sec.  102.  (a)  Section  603  (b)  of  the  Classification  Act 
of  1949,  as  amended  (79  Stat.  1111;  5  U.S.C.  1113  (b)  ), 
is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“(b)  The  compensation  schedule  for  the  General 
Schedule  shall  be  as  follows: 


“Grade 

Per  annum  rates  and  steps 

1 

2 

3 

4 

6 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

GS-l _ 

$3, 009 

$3, 731 

$3, 853 

$3, 975 

$4, 097 

$4,  219 

$4, 341 

$4, 463 

$4, 585 

$4, 707 

GS-2 _ _ 

3, 925 

4,058 

4, 191 

4,324 

4,  457 

4,590 

4, 723 

4, 856 

4,989 

5,122 

GS-3 . 

4,269 

4,  413 

4, 557 

4,  701 

4, 845 

4,  989 

5, 133 

5,  277 

5,  421 

5,565 

GS^ _ 

4,  776 

4,  936 

5,096 

5,  256 

5,416 

5,  576 

5,  736 

5, 896 

6,  056 

6,216 

GS-5.  . . . 

5,  331 

5,  507 

5,  683 

5,  859 

6,  035 

6,211 

6,387 

6, 563 

6, 739 

6,915 

GS-6 _ _ _ 

5, 867 

6,  065 

6, 263 

6, 461 

6,659 

6, 857 

7,055 

7, 253 

7, 451 

7,  649 

GS-7 _ 

6,  451 

6,664 

6,877 

7,  090 

7,303 

7,516 

7,  729 

7, 942 

8,155 

8, 368 

GS-8 _ _ _ 

7,  068 

7,  303 

7, 538 

7, 773 

8,008 

8,243 

8, 478 

8,713 

8, 948 

9,183 

GS-9 _ 

7,696 

7, 957 

8,  218 

8, 479 

8, 740 

9,  001 

9,  262 

9,  523 

9, 784 

10,  045 

GS-10 _ 

8, 421 

8,  709 

8,997 

9, 285 

9,  573 

9,861 

10,  149 

10,437 

10, 725 

11,013 

GS-11 _ 

9, 221 

9, 636 

9, 851 

10, 166 

10,  481 

10,  796 

11,  111 

11,426 

11,741 

12, 056 

GS-12 _ _ _ 

10, 927 

11,306 

11,685 

12, 064 

12,  443 

12, 822 

13,  201 

13,  580 

13, 959 

14,  338 

GS-13 _ 

12, 873 

13, 321 

13,  769 

14,217 

14,  665 

15, 113 

15,  561 

16,  009 

16, 457 

16,  905 

GS-14 _ _ 

15, 106 

15,  629 

16, 152 

16,  675 

17, 198 

17,  721 

18,  244 

18,  767 

19,  290 

19,813 

GS-15 . . 

17,  550 

18,157 

18,  764 

19, 371 

19, 978 

20,  585 

21, 192 

21, 799 

22, 406 

23,  013 

GS-16 _ 

20, 075 

20,  745 

21,415 

22,  085 

22, 755 

23,425 

24, 095 

24, 765 

25, 435 

GS-17 

22, 760 

23,  520 

24, 280 

25, 040 

25, 800 

GS-18.. 

25;  890 

(b)  Except  as  provided  in  section  504  (d)  of  the  Federal 
Salary  Reform  Act  of  1962  (78  Stat.  412;  5  U.S.C.  1173 
(d)),  the  rates  of  basic  compensation  of  officers  and  em¬ 
ployees  to  whom  the  compensation  schedule  set  forth  in  sub¬ 
section  (a)  of  this  section  applies  shall  be  initially  adjusted 
as  of  the  effective  date  of  this  section,  as  follows : 


(1)  If  the  officer  or  employee  is  receiving  basic 
compensation  immediately  prior  to  the  effective  date  of 
this  section  at  one  of  the  rates  of  a  grade  in  the  General 
Schedule  of  the  Classification  Act  of  1949,  as  amended, 
he  shall  receive  a  rate  of  basic  compensation  at  the  cor¬ 
responding  rate  in  effect  on  and  after  such  date. 
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(2)  If  the  officer  or  employee  is  receiving  basic 
compensation  immediately  prior  to  the  effective  date  of 
this  section  at  a  rate  between  two  rates  of  a  grade  in  the 
General  Schedule  of  the  Classification  Act  of  1949,  as 
amended,  he  shall  receive  a  rate  of  basic  compensation 
at  the  higher  of  the  two  corresponding  rates  in  effect  on 
and  after  such  date. 

(3)  If  the  officer  or  employee  is  receiving  basic 
compensation  immediately  prior  to  the  effective  date  of 
this  section  at  a  rate  in  excess  of  the  maximum  rate  for 
his  grade,  he  shall  receive  (A)  the  maximum  rate  for 
his  grade  in  the  new  schedule,  or  (B)  his  existing  rate 
of  basic  compensation  if  such  existing  rate  is  higher. 

(4)  If  the  officer  or  employee,  immediately  prior 
to  the  effective  date  of  this  section,  is  receiving,  pursuant 
to  section  2  (b)  (4)  of  the  Federal  Employees  Salary 
Increase  Act  of  1955,  an  existing  aggregate  rate  of  com¬ 
pensation  determined  under  section  208(b)  of  the  Act 
of  September  1,  1954  (68  Stat.  1111) ,  plus  subsequent 
increases  authorized  by  law,  lie  shall  receive  an  aggre¬ 
gate  rate  of  compensation  equal  to  the  sum  of  his  existing 
aggregate  rate  of  compensation,  on  the  day  preceding  the 
effective  date  of  this  section,  plus  the  amount  of  increase 
made  by  this  section  in  the  maximum  rate  of  his  grade, 
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until  (i)  he  leaves  his  position,  or  (ii)  he  is  entitled  to 
receive  aggregate  compensation  at  a  higher  rate  by  rea¬ 
son  of  the  operation  of  this  Act  or  any  other  provision 
of  law;  but,  when  such  position  becomes  vacant,  the 
aggregate  rate  of  compensation  of  any  subsequent  ap¬ 
pointee  thereto  shall  be  fixed  in  accordance  with  appli¬ 
cable  provisions  of  law.  Subject  to  clauses  (i)  and  (ii) 
of  the  immediately  preceding  sentence  of  this  para¬ 
graph,  the  amount  of  the  increase  provided  by  this  sec¬ 
tion  shall  be  held  and  considered  for  the  purposes  of 
section  208(b)  of  the  Act  of  September  1,  1954,  to 
constitute  a  part  of  the  existing  rate  of  compensation 
of  the  employee. 

NEW  APPOINTMENTS  UNDER  CLASSIFICATION  ACT  OF  194  0 
Sec.  103.  Section  801  of  the  Classification  Act  of  1949, 
as  amended  (78  Stat.  401 ;  5  U.S.C.  1131) ,  relating  to  new 
appointments,  is  amended  by  striking  out  “grade  13”  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “grade  11”. 

POSTAL  FIELD  SERVICE  EMPLOYEES 

Sec.  104,  (a)  Section  3542(a)  of  title  39,  United 
States  Code,  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“  (a)  There  is  established  a  basic  compensation  schedule 
for  positions  in  the  postal  field  service  which  shall  be  known 
as  the  Postal  Field  Service  Schedule  and  for  which  the  sym¬ 
bol  shall  be  ‘PFS’.  Except  as  provided  in  sections  3543  and 
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3544  of  this  title,  basic  compensation  shall  be  paid  to  all 
employees  in  accordance  with  such  schedule. 

“POSTAL  FIELD  SERVICE  SCHEDULE 


“PFS 


Per  annum  rates  and  steps 


i 

2 

3 

4 

S 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

1 _ 

$4,204 

$4, 343 

$4, 482 

$4, 621 

$4, 760 

$4, 899 

$5,038 

$5, 177 

$5,  316 

$5, 455 

$5, 594 

$5,733 

2 _ 

4,  552 

4,  701 

4,850 

4, 999 

5, 148 

5, 297 

5,  446 

5,595 

5,744 

5,893 

6, 042 

6, 191 

3 _ 

4,919 

5,085 

5, 251 

5,417 

5,583 

5,  749 

5,  915 

6,081 

6,247 

6, 413 

6,  579 

6;  745 

4 _ 

5, 331 

5,507 

5,683 

5, 859 

6,  035 

6, 211 

6, 387 

6,563 

6,739 

6, 915 

7, 091 

7,  267 

5 _ 

5,697 

5,888 

6,079 

6,270 

6, 461 

6,  652 

6,843 

7, 034 

7,225 

7,416 

7, 607 

7,798 

6 _ 

6,113 

6,316 

6,  519 

6,722 

6,  925 

7, 128 

7,331 

7,534 

7,737 

7,940 

8;  143 

8, 346 

7 _ 

6,  545 

6,763 

6,981 

7, 199 

7,417 

7,  635 

7, 853 

8,  071 

8,289 

8, 507 

8,725 

8 _ 

7,  088 

7, 323 

7,  558 

7,793 

8,028 

8, 263 

8,  498 

8,733 

8i  968 

9,  203 

9 _ 

7,665 

7, 920 

8, 175 

8, 430 

8,  685 

8,  940 

9,195 

9;  450 

9,  705 

9,  960 

10 _ 

8, 345 

8,628 

8, 911 

9,194 

9, 477 

9,760 

10,  043 

10, 326 

10,609 

10, 892 

11 _ 

9,221 

9,536 

9,851 

10, 166 

10,  481 

10,  796 

11,  111 

11,  426 

11,  741 

12,  056 

12 _ 

10,  202 

10,  549 

10,  896 

11,  243 

11.  590 

11,  937 

12,  284 

12,631 

12,  978 

13, 325 

13 _ 

11,  274 

11,  663 

12,  052 

12,  441 

12,  830 

13,  219 

13.  608 

13,  997 

14,  386 

14,  775 

14 _ 

12,  427 

12,  859 

13,  291 

13,  723 

14.  155 

14,  587 

15.  019 

15, 451 

15.  883 

16,  315 

15 _ 

13.  736 

14,  210 

14,  684 

15, 158 

15,632 

16,  106 

16,  580 

17,  054 

17,528 

18,  002 

16 _ 

15, 179 

15.  707 

16,  235 

16,763 

17,  291 

17,  819 

18, 347 

18,  875 

19,  403 

19,  931 

17 _ 

16,  793 

17.  380 

17,  967 

18,  554 

19, 141 

19,  728 

20,  315 

20,  902 

21,  489 

22,  076 

18 _ 

18,  530 

19,  115 

19,  760 

20,  375 

20,  990 

21,  605 

22,  220 

22,  835 

23,  450 

24,  065 

19 _ 

20,525 

21,  210 

21,  895 

22,580 

23,265 

23,  950 

24,  635 

25,320 

20 _ 

22,760 

23,  520 

24,  280 

25,040 

25,  800 

» 

(b)  Section  3543  (a)  of  title  39,  United  States  Code, 
is  amended  to  read  as  follows : 

“  (a)  There  is  established  a  basic  compensation  schedule 
which  shall  be  known  as  the  Rural  Carrier  Schedule  and  for 
which  the  symbol  shall  be  TICS’.  Compensation  shall  be 
paid  to  rural  earners  in  accordance  with  this  schedule. 


“RURAL  CARRIER  SCHEDULE 


“Per  annum  rates  and  steps 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

Carrier  In  rural  delivery 
service: 

Fixed  compensation  per 
annum  _  -  .  - 

$2, 391 

$2, 507 

$2, 623 

$2, 739 

$2, 855 

$2, 971 

$3, 087 

$3, 203 

$3,319 

$3, 435 

$3, 551 

$3, 667 

Compensation  per  mile 
per  annum  for  each  mile 
up  to  30  miles  of  route  _ 

88 

90 

92 

94 

96 

98 

100 

102 

104 

106 

108 

110 

For  each  mile  of  route 
over  30  miles . 

25 

25 

25 

26 

25 

25 

25 

25 

25 

25 

25 

25”. 

(c)  Section  3544  (a)  of  title  39,  United  States  Code, 
is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“  (a)  There  is  established  a  basic  compensation  sched¬ 
ule,  which  shall  be  known  as  the  Fourth  Class  Office  Schedule 
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and  for  which  the  symbol  shall  be  ‘EOS’,  for  postmasters  in 
post  offices  of  the  fourth  class,  which  is  based  on  the  revenue 
units  of  the  post  office  for  the  preceding  fiscal  year.  Basic 
compensation  shall  he  paid  to  postmasters  in  post  offices  of 
the  fourth  class  in  accordance  with  this  schedule. 


“FOURTH  CLASS  OFFICE  SCHEDULE 


Per  annum  rates  and  steps 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12  . 

30  but  fewer  than  36 . 

$4,  019 

$4, 152 

$4, 285 

$4,418 

$4,  551 

$4,684 

$4, 817 

$4, 950 

$5, 083 

$5,  216 

$5, 349 

$5, 482 

24  but  fewer  than  30 _ _ 

3,  715 

3,  837 

3, 959 

4,081 

4,  203 

4, 325 

4,  447 

4,  569 

4, 691 

4,813 

4,935 

5, 057 

18  but  fewer  than  24. . 

3,  064 

3, 108 

3, 272 

3, 376 

3,  480 

3,  584 

3,  688 

3,  792 

3,  896 

4,  000 

4,104 

4,208 

12  but  fewer  than  18. .  . 

2, 407 

2,  485 

2, 563 

2, 641 

2,719 

2, 797 

2, 875 

2,  953 

3,031 

3, 109 

3, 187 

3, 265 

6  but  fewer  than  12 _ _ 

1,736 

1,791 

1,846 

1,901 

1,956 

2,  011 

2, 066 

2, 121 

2,176 

2,  231 

2,286 

2, 341 

Fewer  than  6 _ _ 

1,398 

1,443 

1,488 

1,533 

1,578 

1,623 

1, 668 

1, 713 

1,758 

1,803 

1,848 

1,893” 

c 


(d)  The  basic  compensation  of  each  employee  subject 


to  the  Postal  Field  Service  Schedule,  the  Rural  Carrier 


Schedule,  or  the  Fourth  Class  Office  Schedule  immediately 


prior  to  the  effective  date  of  this  section  shall  be  determined 
as  follows: 

(1)  Each  employee  shall  be  assigned  to  the  same 
numerical  step  for  his  position  which  he  had  attained 
immediately  prior  to  such  effective  date.  If  changes  in 
levels  or  steps  would  otherwise  occur  on  such  effective 
date  without  regard  to  enactment  of  this  Act,  such 
changes  shall  be  deemed  to  have  occurred  prior  to  con¬ 
version. 

(2)  If  the  existing  basic  compensation  is  greater 
than  the  rate  to  which  the  employee  is  converted  under 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 


7 


paragraph  ( 1 )  of  this  subsection,  the  employee  shall  be 
placed  in  the  lowest  step  which  exceeds  his  basic  com¬ 
pensation.  If  the  existing  basic  compensation  exceeds 
the  maximum  step  of  his  position,  his  existing  basic  com¬ 
pensation  shall  be  established  as  his  basic  compensation. 
EMPLOYEES  IN  THE  DEPARTMENT  OF  MEDICINE  AND 
SURGERY  OF  THE  VETERANS’  ADMINISTRATION 

Sec.  105.  Section  4107  of  title  38,  United  States  Code, 
relating  to  grades  and  pay  scales  for  certain  positions  within 
the  Department  of  Medicine  and  Surgery  of  the  Veterans’ 
Administration,  is  amended  to  read  as  follows : 

“§4107.  Grades  and  pay  scales 

“  (a)  The  per  annum  full-pay  scale  or  ranges  for  posi¬ 
tions  provided  in  section  4103  of  this  title,  other  than  Chief 
Medical  Director  and  Deputy  Chief  Medical  Director,  shall 
be  as  follows: 

“SECTION  410  3  SCHEDULE 

“Assistant  Chief  Medical  Director,  $25,890. 

“Medical  Director,  $22,760  minimum  to  $25,800 
maximum. 

“Director  of  Nursing  Service,  $17,550  minimum  to 


$23,013  maximum. 
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“Director  of  Chaplain  Service,  $17,550  minimum  to 
$23,013  maximum. 

“Chief  Pharmacist,  $17,550  minimum  to  $23,013 
maximum. 

“Chief  Dietitian,  $17,550  minimum  to  $23,013  maxi¬ 
mum. 

“(b)  (1)  The  grades  and  per  annum  full-pay  ranges  for 
positions  provided  in  paragraph  (1)  of  section  4104  of  this 
title  shall  be  as  follows : 

“physician  and  dentist  schedule 

“Director  grade,  $20,075  minimum  to  $25,435  maxi¬ 
mum. 

“Executive  grade,  $18,730  minimum  to  $24,355  maxi¬ 
mum. 

“Chief  grade,  $17,550  minimum  to  $23,013  maximum. 

“Senior  grade,  $15,106  minimum  to  $19,813  maximum. 

“Intermediate  grade,  $12,873  minimum  to  $16,905 
maximum. 

“Full  grade,  $10,927  minimum  to  $14,338  maximum. 

“Associate  grade,  $9,221  minimum  to  $12,056  maxi¬ 
mum. 

“nuese  schedule 

“Assistant  Director  grade,  $15,106  minimum  to  $19,813 
maximum. 


“Chief  grade,  $12,873  minimum  to  $16,905  maximum. 
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“Senior  grade,  $10,927  minimum  to  $14,338  maximum. 

“Intermediate  grade,  $9,221  minimum  to  $12,056 
maximum. 

“Full  grade,  $7,696  minimum  to  $10,045  maximum. 

“Associate  grade,  $6,730  minimum  to  $8,749  maximum. 

“Junior  grade,  $5,867  minimum  to  $7,649  maximum. 

“(2)  No  person  may  hold  the  director  grade  unless  he 
is  serving  as  a  director  of  a  hospital,  domiciliary,  center, 
or  outpatient  clinic  (independent) .  No  person  may  hold 
the  executive  grade  unless  he  holds  the  position  of  chief  of 
staff  at  a  hospital,  center,  or  outpatient  clinic  (independent) , 
or  the  position  of  clinic  director  at  an  outpatient  clinic,  or 
comparable  position.” 

FOREIGN  SERVICE  OFFICERS ;  STAFF  OFFICERS  AND 


EMPLOYEES 


Sec.  106.  (a)  The  fourth  sentence  of  section  412  of  the 
Foreign  Service  Act  of  1946,  as  amended  (22  U.S.O.  867) , 
is  amended  to  read  as  follows:  “The  per  annum  salaries  of 
Foreign  Service  officers  within  each  of  the  other  classes  shall 
be  as  follows: 


“P.laQQ  1 

$23, 935 
19,  504 

$24, 770 
20, 181 

$25, 890 
20, 858 

$21, 535 

$22, 212 

$22, 889 

$23,  566 

15, 841 

16, 391 

10, 941 

17, 491 

18, 041 

18, 691 

19,141 

12, 873 

13, 321 

13,  769 

14,  217 

14, 665 

15,113 

15, 561 

10, 602 

10, 970 

11,338 

11,706 

12, 074 

12,  442 

12,810 

8, 843 

9, 147 

9, 451 

9,  755 

10,059 

10,  363 

10,  667 

7, 473 

7,  724 

7, 975 

8, 226 

8,  477 

8, 728 

8, 979 

6, 451 

6, 664 

6, 877 

7,090 

7,303 

7,  516 

7,729" 
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(b)  The  second  sentence  of  subsection  (a)  of  section 
415  of  suck  Act  (22  U.S.C.  870  (a)  )  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows:  “The  per  annum  salaries  of  such  staff  officers  and 
employees  within  each  class  shall  be  as  follows: 


“Class  1 _  _ 

$15, 841 

$16, 391 

$16, 941 

$17, 491 

$18, 041 

$18, 691 

$19, 141 

$19, 691 

$20,  241 

$20, 791 

Class  2 _ 

12, 873 

13, 321 

13,  769 

14,  217 

14, 665 

15, 113 

15,  561 

16,  009 

16, 457 

16, 905 

Class  3 . 

10,  602 

10, 970 

11,338 

11,706 

12,  074 

12, 442 

12,810 

13, 178 

13, 546 

13,914 

Class  4 _ 

8, 843 

9,147 

9, 451 

9,  765 

10,  059 

10, 363 

10, 667 

10,971 

11,275 

li:579 

Class  5—  - 

7,  974 

8,  246 

8,518 

8,790 

9,  062 

9, 334 

9, 606 

9, 878 

10, 160 

10,  422 

Class  6 . 

7,  201 

7,  441 

7, 681 

7, 921 

8,161 

8, 401 

8,641 

8,881 

9,121 

9;361 

Class  7 _ 

6,  614 

6,832 

7,050 

7,  268 

7,486 

7,  704 

7, 922 

8,140 

8, 358 

8, 576 

Class  8— 

5, 853 

6,051 

6,  249 

6, 447 

6,645 

6,843 

7,041 

7,239 

7, 437 

i,  635 

(’lass  9 _ 

5, 341 

5,517 

5,693 

5,869 

6,  045 

6,221 

6, 397 

6,  573 

6,749 

6, 926 

Class  10.  _ 

4, 776 

4,936 

5,096 

5, 256 

5,416 

5,  576 

5,736 

5,890 

6,056 

6i  216”. 

(c)  Foreign  Service  officers,  Reserve  officers,  and  For¬ 
eign  Service  staff  officers  and  employees  who  are  entitled  to 
receive  basic  compensation  immediately  prior  to  the  effective 
date  of  this  section  at  one  of  the  rates  provided  by  section 
412  or415  of  the  Foreign  Service  Act  of  1946  shall  receive 
basic  compensation,  on  and  after  such  effective  date,  at  the 
rate  of  their  class  determined  to  be  appropriate  by  the 
Secretary  of  State. 

AGRICULTURAL  STABILIZATION  AND  CONSERVATION 
COUNTY  COMMITTEE  EMPLOYEES 
Sec.  107.  The  rates  of  compensation  of  persons  em¬ 
ployed  by  the  comity  committees  established  pursuant  to 
section  8(b)  of  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allot¬ 
ment  Act  (16  U.S.C.  590h(b))  shall  be  increased  by 
amounts  equal,  as  nearly  as  may  be  practicable,  to  the 
increases  provided  by  section  102(a)  of  this  title  for  cor¬ 
responding  rates  of  compensation. 
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SALARY  RATES  FIXED  BY  ADMINISTRATIVE  ACTION 

Sec.  108.  (a)  The  rates  of  basic  compensation  of  assist¬ 
ant  United  States  attorneys  whose  basic  salaries  are  fixed 
pursuant  to  section  508  of  title  '28,  United  States  Code,  shall 
be  increased,  effective  on  the  effective  date  of  section  102 
of  this  title,  by  amounts  equal,  as  nearly  as  may  be  prac¬ 
ticable,  to  the  increases  provided  by  section  102  (a)  of  this 
title  for  corresponding  rates  of  compensation. 

(b)  Notwithstanding  section  3679  of  the  Revised 
Statutes,  as  amended  (31  U.S.C.  665) ,  the  rates  of  com¬ 
pensation  of  officers  and  employees  of  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  and  of  the  municipal  government  of  the  District  of 
Columbia  whose  rates  of  compensation  are  fixed  by  adminis¬ 
trative  action  pursuant  to  law  and  are  not  otherwise  increased 
by  this  Act  are  hereby  authorized  to  be  increased,  effective 
on  the  effective  date  of  section  102  of  this  title,  by  amounts 
not  to  exceed  the  increases  provided  by  this  title  for  cor¬ 
responding  rates  of  compensation  in  the  appropriate  schedule 
or  scale  of  pay. 

(c)  Nothing  contained  in  this  section  shall  be  held  or 
considered  to  authorize  any  increase  in  the  rates  of  com¬ 
pensation  of  officers  and  employees  whose  rates  of  compen¬ 
sation  are  fixed  and  adjusted  from  time  ,to  time  as  nearly 
as  is  consistent  with  the  public  interest  in  accordance  with 
prevailing  rates  or  practices. 
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(d)  Nothing  contained  in  this  section  shall  affect  the 
authority  contained  in  any  law  pursuant  to  which  rates  of 
compensation  may  he  fixed  by  administrative  action. 

effective  dates 

Sec.  109.  This  title  shall  become  effective  as  follows: 

(1)  This  section  and  sections  101,  103,  and  108 
shall  become  effective  on  the  date  of  enactment  of  this 
Act. 

(2)  Sections  102,  104,  105,  100,  and  107  shall  ( 
become  effective  on  the  first  day  of  the  first  pay  period 
which  begins  on  or  after  July  1,  1906. 

Title  II— Judicial  Branch 

SHORT  TITLE 

Sec.  201.  This  title  may  be  cited  as  the  “Federal  Judi¬ 
cial  Salary  Act  of  1966”. 

JUDICIAL  BRANCH  EMPLOYEES 
Sec.  202.  (a)  The  rates  of  basic  compensation  of  offi¬ 
cers  and  employees  in  or  under  the  judicial  branch  of  the 
Government  whose  rates  of  compensation  are  fixed  by  or 
pursuant  to  paragraph  (2)  of  subdivision  a  of  section  62  of 
the  Bankruptcy  Act  (11  U.S.C.  102  (a)  (2)  ) ,  section  3656 
ot  title  18,  United  States  Code,  the  third  sentence  of  section 
603,  sections  671  to  675,  inclusive,  or  section  604(a)  (5), 
of  title  28,  United  States  Code,  insofar  as  the  latter  section 
applies  to  graded  positions,  are  hereby  increased  by  amounts 
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reflecting  the  respective  applicable  increases  provided  by  sec¬ 
tion  102  (a)  of  title  1  of  this  Act  in  corresponding  rates  of 
compensation  for  officers  and  employees  subject  to  the  Classi¬ 
fication  Act  of  1949,  as  amended.  The  rates  of  basic  com¬ 
pensation  of  officers  and  employees  bolding  ungraded  posi¬ 
tions  and  whose  salaries  are  fixed  pursuant  to  such  section 
604(a)  (5)  may  be  increased  by  the  amounts  reflecting  the 
respective  applicable  increases  provided  by  section  102(a) 
of  title  I  of  this  Act  in  corresponding  rates  of  compensation 
for  officers  and  employees  subject  to  the  Classification  Act 
of  1949,  as  amended. 

(b)  The  limitations  provided  by  applicable  law  on 
the  effective  date  of  this  section  with  respect  to  the  aggregate 
salaries  payable  to  secretaries  and  law  clerks  of  circuit  and 
district  judges  are  hereby  increased  by  amounts  which  re¬ 
flect  the  respective  applicable  increases  provided  by  section 
102  (a)  of  title  I  of  this  Act  in  corresponding  rates  of  com¬ 
pensation  for  officers  and  employees  subject  to  the  Classifica¬ 
tion  Act  of  1949,  as  amended. 

(c)  Section  753  (e)  of  title  28,  United  States  Code  (re¬ 
lating  to  the  compensation  of  court  reporters  for  district 
courts) ,  is  amended  by  striking  out  the  existing  salary  limi¬ 
tation  contained  therein  and  inserting  a  new  limitation 
which  reflects  the  respective  applicable  increases  provided  by 
section  102  (a)  of  title  I  of  this  Act  in  corresponding  rates 
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of  compensation  for  officers  and  employees  subject  to  the 
Classification  Act  of  1949,  as  amended. 

EFFECTIVE  DATES 

Sec.  203.  This  title  shall  become  effective  as  follows: 

(1)  This  section  and  section  201  shall  become 
effective  on  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act. 

(2)  Section  202  shall  become  effective  on  the  first 
day  of  the  first  pay  period  which  begins  on  or  after 
July  1,  1966. 

Title  III— Legislative  Branch 

SHORT  TITLE 

Sec.  301.  This  title  may  he  cited  as  the  “Federal  Legis¬ 
lative  Salary  Act  of  1966”. 

LEGISLATIVE  BRANCH  EMPLOYEES 

Sec.  302.  (a)  Except  as  otherwise  provided  in  this  title, 
each  officer  or  employee  in  or  under  the  legislative  branch  of 
the  Government,  whose  rate  of  compensation  is  increased  by 
section  5  of  the  Federal  Employees  Pay  Act  of  1946,  shall 
be  paid  additional  compensation  at  the  rate  of  2.9  per  centum 
of  his  gross  rate  of  compensation  (basic  compensation  plus 
additional  compensation  authorized  by  law) . 

(b)  The  total  annual  compensation  in  effect  immediately 
prior  to  the  effective  date  of  this  section  of  each  officer  or 
employee  of  the  House  of  Representatives,  whose  compensa¬ 
tion  is  disbursed  bv  the  Clerk  of  the  House  of  Representatives 
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and  is  not  increased  by  reason  of  any  other  provision  of  this 
section,  shall  be  increased  by  2.9  per  centum.  Notwithstand¬ 
ing  section  303  of  this  title  or  any  other  provision  of  this 
section,  the  total  annual  compensation  of  the  Clerk  of  the 
House  of  Eepresentatives  and  the  Sergeant  at  Arms  of  the 
House  of  Representatives,  respectively,  shall  be  an  amount 
which  is  equal  to  the  total  annual  compensation  of  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Senate  and  the  Sergeant  at  Arms  of  the  Senate, 
respectively. 

(c)  The  rates  of  compensation  of  employees  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  whose  compensation  is  fixed  by 
the  House  Employees  Schedule  under  the  House  Emplo}mes 
Position  Classification  Act  (78  Stat.  1079-1084;  Public 
Law  88-652;  2  U.S.C.  291-803),  including  each  employee 
subject  to  such  Act  whose  compensation  is  fixed  at  a  saved 
rate,  are  hereby  increased  by  amounts  equal,  as  nearly  as 
may  be  practicable,  to  the  increases  provided  by  subsection 
(a)  of  this  section. 


-fd-)-  Tire  hasie  compensation  of  each  employee  on  the 
rolls  on  duly  At  4966 ?  whose  compensation  is  paid  from  the 
clerk  hire  of  a  Member  of  the  House  of  Representatives  or 
the  Resident  Commissioner  from  Puerto  Rico  is  hereby  ad- 
jestedj  effective  on  duly  At  4R667  to  the  lowest  multiple  of 
$5  which  will  provide  a  gross  rate  of  compensation  not  less 
than  the  gross  rate  such  employee  was  receiving 
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prior  4e  soek  4fttey  exeept  that-  Ike  foregoing  precision  of 
4kio  sentence  skil  net  apply  -with  respect  to  an  employee 
ily  on  or  before  dudy  4-Qj  444447  44a  Member  or  Resident 
Gennnissiener  by  whom  seek  employee  is  employed  trans¬ 
mits  4a  the  Clerk  al  the  -Haase  el  Representatives  written 


4a  the  effect  that  he  dees  ae4  wish  seek 
4a  apply  4a  saak  empinyeer  34j  before  4ke  expiration  al  4ka 
period  within  whiek  saak  notice  may  ke  given7  saak  Member 
or  Resident  Commissioner  dies  without  having  transmitted 
saak  notice^  saak  aa4iaa  skad  ka  considered  4a  have  kaaa 


-(af  (d)  The  additional  compensation  provided  by  this 
section  shall  be  considered  a  part  of  basic  compensation  for 
the  purposes  of  the  Civil  Service  Retirement  Act  (5  U.S.C. 
2251  and  following) . 

-(f)-  (e)  This  section  shall  not  apply  with  respect  to  the 
compensation  of  student  congressional  interns  authorized  by 
House  Resolution  416,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  and  the  com¬ 
pensation  of  employees  whose  compensation  is  fixed  by  the 
House  Wage  Schedule  under  the  House  Employees  Position 
Classification  Act. 

SALARY  INCREASE  LIMITATION 
Sec.  303.  No  rate  of  compensation  shall  be  increased, 
by  reason  of  the  enactment  of  this  title,  to  an  amount  in 
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excess  of  the  salary  rate  now  or  hereafter  in  effect  for 
level  V  of  the  Federal  Executive  Salary  Schedule. 

EFFECTIVE  DATES 

Sec.  304.  This  title  shall  become  effective  as  follows: 

(1)  This  section  and  section  301  shall  become  effec¬ 
tive  on  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act. 

(2)  Sections  302  and  303  shall  become  effective  on 
the  first  day  of  the  first  pay  period  which  begins  on  or 
after  July  1,  1966. 

Title  IV— Miscellaneous  Provisions 

SALARY  STERS  FOR  CERTAIN  EMPLOYEES  TRANSFERRED  TO 

POSTAL  FIELD  SERVICE 

Sec.  401.  Section  3551  of  title  39,  United  States  Code, 
is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new 
subsection : 

“(c)  The  Postmaster  General  may  appoint  or  advance 
any  Federal  employee  who,  together  with  his  function,  is 
transferred,  prior  to,  on,  or  after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this 
subsection,  to  a  post  office  or  other  postal  installation  at  or 
to  (1 )  the  minimum  rate  for  his  position,  or  (2)  any  higher 
rate  for  his  position  which  is  less  than  one  full  step  above  the 
highest  rate  of  compensation  received  by  him  immediately 
prior  to  such  transfer.”. 

H.R.  14122 - 3 
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POSTAL  SENIORITY  ADJUSTMENTS 

Sec.  402.  Section  3552(d)  of  title  39,  United  States 
Code,  is  amended  to  read  as  follows : 

“(d)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  this  sec¬ 
tion,  the  Postmaster  General  shall  advance  any  employee  in 
the  postal  field  service  who — 

“(1)  was  promoted  to  a  higher  level  between  July 
9,  1960,  and  October  13,  1962;  and 

“(2)  is  senior  with  respect  to  total  postal  service 
to  an  employee  in  the  same  post  office  promoted  to  the 
same  level  on  or  after  October  13,  1962,  and  is  in  a 
step  in  the  same  level  below  the  step  of  the  junior 
employee. 

Such  advancement  by  the  Postmaster  General  shall  be  to  the 
highest  step  which  is  held  by  any  such  junior  employee. 
Any  increase  under  the  provisions  of  this  subsection  shall  not 
constitute  an  equivalent  increase  and  credit  earned  prior  to 
adjustment  under  this  subsection  for  advancement  to  (lie 
next  step  shall  be  retained.”. 

SPECIAL  DELIVERY  MESSENGERS 

Sec.  403.  Section  3542(c)  of  title  39,  United  States 


Code,  is  amended — 
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(1)  by  striking  out  “7  cents  per  mile  or  major 
fraction  thereof”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “10  cents 
per  mile  or  major  fraction  thereof”;  and 

(2)  by  striking  out  “90  cents  per  hour”  and  insert¬ 
ing  in  lieu  thereof  “$1.25  per  hour”. 

OVERTIME 


Sec.  404.  (a)  Section  201  of  the  Federal  Employees 
Pay  Act  of  1945,  as  amended  (5  U.S.C.  911) ,  is  amended — 
( 1 )  by  inserting  “or  in  excess  of  eight  hours  in  a 
day”  immediately  following  “in  excess  of  forty  hours 
in  any  administrative  workweek”;  and 


(2)  by  striking  out  “grade  GS-9”,  wherever  occur¬ 
ring  therein,  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “grade 
GrS-10”. 

(b)  Section  202  of  such  Act,  as  amended  (5  TT.S.C. 
912) ,  is  amended  by  striking  out  “grade  GS-9”  and  insert¬ 
ing  in  lieu  thereof  “grade  GS-10”. 

(c)  Subsections  (1))  and  (c)  of  section  3573  of  title  39, 
United  States  Code,  are  amended  by  striking  out  “level 
PFS-7”  and  “level  PFS-8”,  wherever  appearing  therein, 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “level  PFS-10”  and  “level 


PFS-11”,  respectively. 
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(d)  Subsection  (a)  of  section  3575  of  title  39,  United 
States  Code,  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“  (a)  Sections  3571,  3573,  and  3574  of  this  title  do  not 
apply  to  postmasters,  rural  carriers,  and  postal  inspectors.” 

SUNDAY  PREMIUM  PAY 

Sec.  405.  (a)  The  heading  of  title  III  of  the  Federal 
Employees  Pay  Act  of  1945,  as  amended,  is  amended  to 
read  as  follows: 

“TITLE  III— COMPENSATION  FOR  NIGHT, 
SUNDAY,  AND  HOLIDAY  WORK” 

(b)  Section  302  of  such  Act,  as  amended  (5  U.S.C. 
922 ) ,  is  redesignated  as  section  303  of  such  Act. 

(c)  Title  III  of  such  Act,  as  amended  (5  U.S.C.  921 
and  following) ,  is  amended  by  inserting  immediately  follow¬ 
ing  section  301  thereof  the  following: 

“COMPENSATION  FOR  SUNDAY  WORK 

“Sec.  302.  All  work  not  exceeding  eight  hours  which 
is  not  overtime  work  as  defined  in  section  201  of  this  Act 
and  which  is  performed  within  the  period  commencing  at 
midnight  Saturday  and  ending  at  midnight  Sunday  shall  be 
compensated  at  the  rate  of  basic  compensation  of  the  officer 
or  employee  performing  such  work  on  Sunday  plus  premium 
compensation  at  a  rate  equal  to  25  per  centum  of  his  rate 
of  basic  compensation.” 

(d)  Section  401  (1)  of  such  Act,  as  amended  (5 
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U.S.C.  926(1)  ),  is  amended  by  inserting  Sunday,”  im¬ 
mediately  following  the  word  “night”. 

(e)  Section  401  (2)  of  such  Act,  as  amended  (5  U.S.C. 
926(2)  ),  is  amended  by  inserting  “,  on  Sundays,”  imme¬ 
diately  following  the  words  “duty  at  night”. 

(f)  The  first  paragraph  of  section  23  of  the  Independent 
Offices  Appropriation  Act,  1935,  as  amended  (5  U.S.C. 
673c) ,  is  amended  by  inserting  immediately  before  the  period 
at  the  end  thereof  the  following:  “:  Provided  further,  That 
employees  subject  to  this  section  whose  regular  work  sched¬ 
ule  includes  an  eight-hour  period  of  service  any  part  of  which 
is  within  the  period  commencing  at  midnight  Saturday  and 
ending  at  midnight  Sunday  shall  be  paid  extra  compensation 
at  the  rate  of  25  per  centum  of  his  hourly  rate  of  basic  com¬ 
pensation  for  each  hour  of  work  performed  during  such 
eight-hour  period  of  service”. 

HEALTH  AND  INSURANCE  COVERAGE  FOR  CERTAIN  EM¬ 
PLOYEES  ON  LEAVE  WITHOUT  PAY 

Sec.  406.  (a)  Section  6  of  the  Federal  Employees’ 
Group  Life  Insurance  Act  of  1954,  as  amended  (5  U.S.C. 
2095) ,  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  follow¬ 
ing  new  subsection: 

“(d)  Notwithstanding  the  foregoing,  an  officer  or  em¬ 
ployed  who  enters  on  approved  leave  without  pay  to  serve 
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authorized  to  issue  regulations  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of 
this  section  and  ,the  amendments  made  by  this  section. 

INCREASE  IN  UNIFORM  ALLOWANCES 

Sec.  407.  The  Federal  Employees  Uniform  Allowance 
Act,  as  amended  (5  U.S.C.  2131-2133)  ,  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  section: 

“Sec.  405.  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  Offs 
title,  each  of  the  respective  maximum  uniform  allowances  in 
effect  on  April  1,  1966,  for  the  respective  categories  of  em¬ 
ployees  to  whom  uniform  allowances  are  paid  under  this 
title  are  hereby  increased,  subject  to  the  maximum  allow¬ 
ance  authorized  by  this  title,  as  follows : 

“(1)  If  the  maximum  uniform  allowance  is  $100 
or  more,  such  allowance  shall  be  increased  by  25  per 
centum. 

“  (2)  If  the  maximum  uniform  allowance  is  $75  or 
more  but  less  than  $100,  such  allowance  shall  be  in¬ 
creased  by  30  per  centum. 

“  (3)  If  the  maximum  uniform  allowance  is  $50  or 
more  but  less  than  $75,  such  allowance  shall  be  increased 
by  35  per  centum. 

“(4)  If  the  maximum  uniform  allowance  is  less 
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than  $50,  such  allowance  shall  be  increased  by  40  per 
centum. 

Such  maximum  uniform  allowances,  as  in  effect  on  April  1, 
1966,  and  as  increased  by  this  section,  shall  not  be  reduced.”. 

EFFECTIVE  DATES 

Sec.  408.  This  title  shall  become  effective  as  follows: 

(1)  This  section  and  sections  401,  402,  406,  and 
407  shall  become  effective  on  the  date  of  enactment  of 
this  Act. 

(2)  Sections  403,  404,  and  405  shall  become  ef¬ 
fective  on  the  first  day  of  the  first  pay  period  which 
begins  on  or  after  July  1,  1966. 

Title  V— Civil  Service  Retirement 

SHORT  TITLE 

Sec.  501.  This  title  may  be  cited  as  the  “Civil  Service 
Retirement  Act  Amendments  of  1966”. 

DEFINITIONS 

Sec.  502.  -{af  Section  1  (j)  of  the  Civil  Service  Retire¬ 
ment  Act  (5  U.S.C.  2251  (j)  )  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows : 

“(j)  The  term  ‘child’,  for  purposes  of  section  10(d), 
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shall  mean  an  unmarried  child,  including  (1)  an  adopted 
child,  and  (2)  a  stepchild  or  recognized  natural  child  who 
lived  with  the  employee  or  Member  in  a  regular  parent-child 
relationship,  under  the  age  of  eighteen  years,  or  such  un¬ 
married  child  regardless  of  age  who  because  of  physical  or 
mental  disability  incurred  before  age  eighteen  is  incapable 
of  self-support,  or  such  unmarried  child  between  eighteen 
and  twenty-two  years  of  age  who  is  a  student  regularly  pur¬ 
suing  a  full-time  course  of  study  or  training  in  residence  in  a 
high  school,  trade  school,  technical  or  vocational  institute, 
junior  college,  college,  university,  or  comparable  recognized 
educational  institution.  A  child  who  is  a  student  shall  not  be 
deemed  to  have  ceased  to  be  a  student  during  any  interim 
between  school  years,  semesters,  or  terms  if  the  interim,  or 
other  period  of  nonattendance,  does  not  exceed  four  calendar 
months  and  if  he  shows  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Commission 
that  he  has  a  bona  fide  intention  of  continuing  to  pursue  such 
course  during  the  school  year,  semester,  or  term  immediately 
following  the  interim.  The  term  ‘child’,  for  purposes  of  sec¬ 
tion  11,  shall  include  an  adopted  child  and  a  natural  child, 
but  shall  not  include  a  stepchild.” 

-fbf  Section  I  of  suck  A-e-t  -{b  U. SAT  2251-)-  is  further 
amended  by  adding  a-t  the  end  thereof  the  folio-wing  new 
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P“TABLE  FOR  DETERMINING  MINIMUM  ANNUITY  BASE  AND  MAXIMUM  GUARANTEED 


I 

II 

III 

(Average  salary) 

(Minimum  annuity  base) 

(Maximum  guarantee) 

If  an  employee's  average  salary  (as  determined  under 

The  amount  referred  to  in 

And  the  maximum  guar- 

subsection  (e))  is — 

the  preceding  paragrapli 

antee  (as  provided  in 

of  this  subsection  shall 

section  9(m))  shall  be — 

be— 

At  least — 

But  less  than — 

$816 

$528 

$792 

$816 

840 

540 

816 

840 

852 

552 

828 

852 

876 

564 

852 

876 

900 

576 

864 

900 

924 

588 

888 

924 

948 

600 

900 

948 

972 

612 

924 

972 

984 

624 

936 

984 

1,  008 

63(5 

960 

1.008 

1,032 

648 

972 

1,032 

1,  056 

660 

996 

1,  056 

1,  080 

672 

1,008 

1,080 

1.  092 

084 

1,  032 

1, 092 

1,  116 

696 

1,044 

1.  116 

1,  140 

708 

1.068 

1, 140 

1. 164 

720 

1,080 

1.  164 

1,176 

732 

1,104 

1,  176 

1,200 

744 

1, 116 

1,200 

1,  224 

756 

1,140 

1,224 

1,236 

768 

1, 152 

1,236 

1,260 

780 

1, 176 

1,  260 

1, 284 

792 

1,200 

1,  284 

1,  296 

S16 

1,212 

1, 296 

1, 320 

828 

1,  236 

1,320 

1,  368 

840 

1,  248 

1,368 

1,428 

852 

1, 272 

1,428 

1,476 

864 

1,296 

1,476 

1.  536 

876 

1.308 

1,536 

1.  596 

888 

1, 332 

1,  596 

1,  644 

900 

1,344 

1,644 

1,704 

912 

1, 368 

1,704 

1,  764 

924 

1,404 

1,764 

1.812 

936 

1,440 

1,812 

1,872 

948 

1, 488 

1,872 

1,932 

960 

1,  536 

1,932 

1,980 

972 

1,572 

1,  980 

2,  040 

984 

1,620 

2.040 

2,100 

1,008 

1,668 

2,100 

2, 148 

1,020 

1,  704 

2, 148 

2,  208 

1,032 

1,752 

2, 208 

2,  268 

1,044 

1.800 

2. 268 

2. 328 

1,  056 

1.848 

2, 328 

2, 376 

1,  068 

1,896 

2, 370 

2,  436 

1.080 

1,944 

2,  436 

2, 496 

1,  092 

1,  992 

2, 496 

2,  544 

1.  104 

2.  028 

2,544 

2,  604 

1.  116 

2,076 

2.  604 

2, 664 

1,  128 

2, 124 

2,  664 

2,  712 

1,  140 

2,  160 

2,712 

2,  772 

1.  152 

2,  208 

2,  772 

2.832 

1,  164 

2,  256 

2,832 

2,880 

1,  188 

2,  292 

2,880 

2,940 

1,200 

2,  340 

2,  940 

3,  000 

1,212 

2,388 

3.000 

3,048 

1,224 

2,  424 

3,048 

3. 108 

1.236 

2.472 

3. 108 

3, 168 

1,248 

2,  520 

3, 168 

3. 216 

1,260 

2,  568 

3, 216 

3,  276 

1,272 

2,  616 

3, 276 

3,336 

1,  284 

2,  664 

3,336 

3, 384 

1,  296 

2,  700 

3, 384 

3,  444 

1,308 

2,  748 

3,  444 

3,  504 

1,  320 

2,  796 

3.  504 

3,  552 

1,332 

2,832 

3, 552 

3,612 

1,344 

2,880 

3.  612 

3, 672 

1,368 

2,  928 

3,672 

3,  720 

1,380 

2,  964 

3, 720 

3,  780 

1,392 

3,  012 

3,  780 

3, 840 

1,404 

3,  060 

3, 840 

3,888 

1,416 

3, 090 

3,888 

3,948 

1,  428 

3,144 

3,948 

4, 008 

1.  440 

3,  192 

4,008 

4, 056 

1,  452 

3, 240 

4, 056 

4,116 

1,464 

3, 288 

4,116 

4, 176 

1,476 

3, 336 

4, 176 

4,224 

1,488 

3, 372 

4,224 

4,284 

1,500 

3,  420 

4,284 

4, 344 

1,512 

3,  468 

4,344 

4,392 

1,524 

3,  504 

l 
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‘TABLE  FOR  DETERMINING  MINIMUM  ANNUITY  BASE  AND  MAXIMUM  GUARANTEE- 

Continued 


I 

n 

III 

(Average  salary) 

(Minimum  annuity  base) 

(Maximum  guarantee) 

If  an  employee's  average  salary  (as  determined  under 

The  amount  referred  to  in 

And  the  maximum  guar- 

subsection  (e))  is— 

the  preceding  paragraph 

antee  (as  provided  in 

of  this  subsection  shall 

section  9(m))  shall  be — 

be— 

At  least— 

But  less  than — 

$4, 392 

$4, 452 

$1,  536 

$3,  552 

4, 452 

4,512 

1,560 

3,  576 

4,512 

4,  560 

1,572 

3,  600 

4,  560 

4,620 

1,584 

3,  624 

4,620 

4,  680 

1,596 

3,  648 

4,680 

4,728 

1,608 

3,  660 

4,  728 

4,  788 

1,  620 

3,  684 

4,  788 

4,  848 

1,  632 

3,  708 

4, 848 

4,896 

1,644 

3,  732 

4,896 

4,  956 

1,  656 

3,  756 

4,956 

5,  016 

1,668 

3,  780 

5,  016 

5,  064 

1,680 

3,  792 

5,064 

5, 124 

1,692 

3,816 

5,124 

5, 184 

1,704 

3,840 

5,  184 

5,  244 

1,  716 

3,  864 

5,  244 

5,  292 

1,728 

3, 888 

5,292 

5,  352 

1,740 

3,912 

5,  352 

5,  412 

1.  752 

3, 936 

5,  412 

5,460 

1,  764 

3,960 

5,  460 

5,  520 

1,  776 

3,984 

5,  520 

5,580 

1,788 

4,008 

5,580 

5,  628 

1,  800 

4,020 

5,  628 

5,  688 

1,812 

4,044 

5,  688 

5,  748 

1,824 

4,  068 

5,  748 

5,796 

1,836 

4,092 

5,796 

5,  856 

1,848 

4,116 

5,856 

5,  916 

1,  860 

4,140 

5,  916 

5,  964 

1,  872 

4,152 

5, 964 

6,  024 

1,884 

4,176 

6, 024 

6,  084 

1,896 

4,  200 

6, 084 

6, 132 

1,908 

4,  224 

6, 132 

6, 192 

1.  920 

4,  248 

6.192 

6,252 

1,932 

4,  272 

6,252 

6,  300 

1,944 

4,  296 

6,300 

6, 360 

1,956 

4,  320 

6,360 

6,  420 

1,968 

4,  344 

6,420 

6,  468 

1,980 

4,  356 

6,  468 

6,  528 

1,992 

4,  380 

6,  528 

6,  588 

2,  004 

4,  404 

6,588 

2,016 

4,  416” 

RETIREMENT  COVERAGE  FOR  CERTAIN  EMPLOYEES  ON 


LEAVE  WITHOUT  PAY 


3 

4 


Sec.  503.  Section  3  of  the  Civil  Service  Retirement 
Act  (5  U.S.C.  2253)  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end 

5  thereof  the  following  new  subsection: 

6  “(h)(1)  An  employee  who  enters  on  approved  leave 

7  without  pay  to  serve  as  a  full-time  officer  or  employee  of  an 

8  organization  composed  primarily  of  employees,  as  defined  in 

9  section  1  (a)  of  this  Act,  may,  within  sixty  days  after  enter- 

10  ing  on  such  leave  without  pay,  file  with  his  employing 

11  agency  an  election  to  receive  full  retirement  credit  for  his 
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periods  of  such  leave  without  pay  and  arrange  to  pay  cur¬ 
rently  into  the  fund,  through  his  employing  agency,  amounts 
equal  to  the  retirement  deductions  which  would  be  applicable 
if  he  were  in  pay  status.  An  employee  who  is  on  approved 
leave  without  pay  and  serving  as  a  full-time  officer  or  em¬ 
ployee  of  such  an  organization  on  the  date  of  enactment  of 
this  subsection  may  similarly  elect  within  sixty  days  after 
such  date  of  enactment.  If  the  election  provided  by  this 
paragraph  is  not  made,  the  employee  shall  receive  credit 
for  such  periods  of  leave  without  pay  as  provided  in  the  sec¬ 
ond  sentence  of  section  3  (c)  of  this  Act. 

“  (2)  An  employee  may  deposit  with  interest  an  amount 
equal  to  retirement  deductions  representing  periods  of  ap¬ 
proved  leave  without  pay  while  serving,  prior  to  the  date 
of  enactment  of  this  subsection,  as  a  full-time  officer  or 
employee  of  an  organization  composed  primarily  of  em¬ 
ployees,  as  defined  in  section  1  (a)  of  this  Act,  and  may 
receive  full  retirement  credit  for  such  periods  of  leave  with¬ 


out  pay.  In  the  event  of  his  death,  a  survivor  as  defined  in 
section  1  (o)  of  this  Act  may  make  such  deposit.  If  the 
deposit  described  in  this  paragraph  is  not  made,  retirement 
credit  shall  be  allowed  in  accordance  with  the  second  sen¬ 
tence  of  section  3  (e)  of  this  Act.” 
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I M  MEDIATE  RETIREMENT 

Sec.  504.  (a)  Section  6(a)  of  the  Civil  Service  Retire¬ 
ment  Act  (5  U.S.O.  2256(a))  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows : 

“  (a)  Any  employee  who  attains  the  age  of  fifty-five 
years  and  completes  thirty  years  of  service  shall,  upon  sep¬ 
aration  from  the  service,  be  paid  an  annuity  computed  as 
provided  in  section  9.” 

(b)  Section  6(b)  of  such  Act  (5  U.S.C.  2256(b))  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows : 

“(b)  Any  employee  who  attains  the  age  of  sixty  years 
and  completes  twenty  years  of  service  shall,  upon  separation 
from  the  service,  be  paid  an  annuity  computed  as  provided 
in  section  9.” 

(c)  Section  6(f)  of  such  Act  (5  U.S.C.  2256(f)  )  is 
amended — 

(1)  by  inserting  in  the  third  sentence  thereof  im¬ 
mediately  following  the  words  “Any  Member”  the 
words  “or  former  Member” ;  and 

(2)  by  adding  immediately  following  the  third  sen¬ 
tence  thereof  the  following  new  sentence:  “For  the  pur¬ 
poses  of  the  immediately  preceding  sentence,  service  in 
an  office  or  position  in  the  executive  branch  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  of  the  United  States,  including  each  corpora- 
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lion  owned  or  controlled  by  suoli  Government,  which 
terminates  after  March  31,  I960,  shall  he  held  and  con¬ 
sidered  to  he  Member  service.”. 

ANNUITY  COMPUTATION 

Sec.  505.  (a)  Section  9  (c)  of  the  Civil  Service  Retire¬ 
ment  Act  (5  U.S.C.  2259(c)  )  is  amended  by  striking  out 
in  the  second  sentence  thereof  the  words  “from  the  service” 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “or,  if  he  elects  to  have  his 
annuity  computed  or  recomputed  pursuant  to  section  13  (c) 
of  this  xYct  following  service  in  an  appointive  position  which 
terminates  after  March  31,  1966,  the  basic  salary  he  is  re¬ 
ceiving  at  the  time  of  separation  from  such  appointive  posi¬ 
tion,  whichever  is  the  greater”. 

(b)  Section  9(d)  of  such  Act  (5  U.S.C.  2259(d)  )  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows : 

“(d)  The  annuity  as  hereinbefore  provided,  for  an  em¬ 
ployee  retiring  under  section  6(d),  shall  be  reduced  by  one- 
sixth  of  1  per  centum  for  each  full  month  such  employee  is 
under  the  age  of  fifty-five  years  at  date  of  separation.  The 
annuity  as  hereinbefore  provided,  for  a  Member  retiring 
under  the  second  or  third  sentence  of  section  6  (f)  or  the 
third  sentence  of  section  8(b),  shall  be  reduced  by  one- 
twelfth  of  1  per  centum  for  each  full  month  not  in  excess  of 
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sixty,  and  one-sixth  of  1  per  centum  for  each  full  month  in 
excess  of  sixty,  such  Member  is  under  the  age  of  sixty  years 
at  date  of  separation.” 

-(e)-  Section  ft  of  such  Act  -fo  U.S.C.  2259-)-  is  amended 
by  tedding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  subsections-; 

^j)-  bf  after  494444  an  employee  retires  under  section 
44  or  7-  bis  annuity  shaft  be  at  least  the  smallest  of  -ft-)-  the 
minimum  annuity  base  -fas  determined  under  section  4-(u) ) 
or  -(A)-  the  sum  necessary  to  increase  to  such  minimum  au- 
nuity  base  the  product  of  twelve  times  any  monthly  Social 
Security  Act  benefit  to  which  be  is  entitled  or  to  which  be 
would  be  entitled  upon  proper  application,-  or  --(44)-  89  per 
centum  of  the  average  salary-^  boweveg-  for  an  employee 
retiring  under  section  4p  this  proviso  sbab  not  apply  to  bis 
annuity  for  any  month  prior  to  the  month  in  which  be  attains 
age  44m 

o 

—-(A)-  4f  after  44)644  an  employee  dies  after  completing  at 
least  five  vears  of  eivdien  service  or  dies;  having  retired  after 
494444  under  section  6  or  7-  fbe  annuity  granted  to  the  widow 
m  dependent  widower  of  such  employee  under  section  49-fe}- 
or  to  the  surviving  wife  or  husband  under  section  49-fa)-  shall 
be  at  least  the  smallest  of  -f4)-  7o  per  centum  of  the  minimum 
annuity  base^  for  any  month  prior  to  the  month  in  which 
such  survivor  attains  the  age  of  62-  and  82-)  per  centum  of 
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the  minimum  annuity  bascj  for  any  month  thereafter,  or  -fOf 
the  sum  necessary  to  increase  to  sunk  amount  the  product  ot 
twelve  times  any  monthly  Social  Security  Act  beneht  to 
which  sack  survivor  is  entitled  or  to  which  he  or  she  would  he 


entitled  upon  proper  appbeottem  or  -(h)-  80  jar  centum  ot 
the  average  salaryr  4bis  suksection  shall  not  apply  to  the 
annuity  ot  any  survivor  of  any  employee  for  any  month 
prior  to  the  month  in  which  he  or  she  attains  age  OOy  unless 
for  that  month  an  annuity  is  payable  to  at  least  one  child 


of  the  employee  under  section  1-0-fd) and  unless  the  youngest 
such  child  has  not  attained  the  age  of  48  prior  to  that  mouthy 
except  that  this  subsection  shah  apply  if  for  that  month  an 
annuity  is  payable  to  at  least  one  unmarried  child  of  the 
employee  under  section  40 "(d)  who  had  attained  age  48  prior 
to  that  month  hut  is  incapable  of  self-support  because  of 
physical  or  mental  disability  incurred  before  age  48t  4bis 
shall  not  apply  in  the  ease  of  a  surviving  wife  or 


husband  under  section  40  (a)  (1-)-  where  the  retired  em¬ 
ployee  did  not  elect  to  provide  a  survivor  annuity  or  elected 


one  based  on  less  than  the  full  amount  of  his  annuity? 

--(1)-  4f  after  4000  an  employee  dies  after  completing 
at  least  five  years  of  civilian  servicer  or  an  employee  who 
retired  after  4000  under  section  0  or  7-  diesT  the  annuity 
granted  to  each  surviving  child  under  section  144(d)-  shah 
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1  be  at  least  the  smallest  el  -ft-)-  4h  pee  centum  el  Ike  minimum 

2  annuity  base?  er  -(2-)-  Ike  sum  necessary  le  increase  te  seek 

3  amount,  Ike  produel  el  twelve  times  any  monthly  Social 

4  Security  Act  benefit  te  -wkiek  seek  child  is  entitled  er  te 

5  -which  ke  would  be  entitled  upon  peeper  application,  ee  -fhf 

6  SO  pee  centum  el  the  average  salary? 

7  £1-{m)-  -Whenever  the  tetal  el  annuities  payable  te  all 

8  survivors  el  an  employee  ee  annuitant  is  greater  than  -f4f 


9  the  amount  appearing  in 


544  el  Ike  table  in  s 


10  l-(-u)  en  Ike  fine  en  which  appears  in  column  4  kis 

11  salary?  minus  -(2f  the  product  el  twelve  times  the  sum  el  all 

12  monthly  Social  Security  Act  benefits  te  wkiek  all  suck  sur- 

13  Avers  are  entitled  er  te  which  they  would  be  entitled  upon 

14  proper  application?  Ike  annuities  payable  under  subsections 

15  and  -{!)-  shah  be  reduced  proportionately  te  suck 

16  amounts-  howrever?  this  subsection  shall  net  act  te  red-uee  the 

17  annuity  el  any  survivor  payable  without  regard  te  subsec- 

18  tiens  -(h)-  and-{l)- 

19  --(ft)-  Subsections  -(j)-?  -(h)-?  -(!)-?  and  (an)-  el  this  sectien 

20  shall  net  apply  in  the  ease  el  any  alien 

21  a  State  el  the  Dnited  States?  the  District  el 

22  Paerte  Hice?  the  Virgin  Islands?  Guam?  and 

23  Samoa-4- 
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SURVIVOR  ANNUITIES 

Sec.  506.  (a)  Section  10(a)  (2)  of  the  Civil  Service 
Retirement  Act  (5  U.S.C.  2260  (a)  (2)  )  is  amended  to  read 
as  follows: 

“(2)  An  annuity  computed  under  this  subsection  shall 
commence  on  the  day  after  the  retired  employee  dies,  and 
such  annuity  or  any  right  thereto  shall  terminate  on  the  last 
day  of  the  month  before  (A)  in  the  case  of  the  survivor  of 
a  retired  employee,  the  survivor’s  remarriage  prior  to  attain¬ 
ing  age  sixty,  or  death  or  (B)  in  the  case  of  the  survivor  of 
a  Member,  the  survivor’s  death  or  remarriage.” 

(b)  The  last  sentence  of  section  10(c)  of  such  Act  (5 
U.S.C.  2260(c)  )  is  amended  to  read  as  follows:  “The  an¬ 
nuity  of  such  widow  or  dependent  widower  shall  commence 
on  the  day  after  the  employee  or  Member  dies,  and  an 
annuity  under  this  subsection  or  any  right  thereto  shall 
terminate  on  the  last,  day  of  the  month  before  ( 1 )  the  death 
of  the  widow  or  widower,  (2)  remarriage  of  the  widow  or 
widower  of  an  employee  prior  to  attaining  age  sixty,  ( 3 )  re¬ 
marriage  of  the  widow  or  widower  of  a  Member  regardless 
of  age,  or  (4)  the  widower’s  becoming  capable  of  self- 
support.” 
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(c)  Section  10(d)  of  such  Act  (5  U.S.C.  2260(d)  ) 
is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“(d)  If  an  employee  or  a  Member  dies  after  complet¬ 
ing  at  least  five  years  of  civilian  service,  or  an  employee  or  a 
Member  dies  after  having  retired  under  any  provision  of  this 
Act,  and  is  survived  by  a  wife  or  by  a  husband,  each  sur¬ 
viving  child  shall  be  paid  an  annuity  equal  to  the  smallest 
of  ( 1 )  40  per  centum  of  the  employee’s  or  Member’s  aver¬ 
age  salary  divided  by  the  number  of  children,  (2)  $600,  or 
(3)  $1,800  divided  by  the  number  of  children,  subject  to 
the  provisions  of  section  18.  If  such  employee  or  Member 
is  not  survived  by  a  wife  or  husband,  each  surviving  child 
shall  be  paid  an  annuity  equal  to  the  smallest  of  ( 1 )  50  per 
centum  of  the  employee’s  or  Member’s  average  salary 
divided  by  the  number  of  children,  (2)  $720,  or  (3)  $2,160 
divided  by  the  number  of  children,  subject  to  the  provisions 
of  section  18.  The  child’s  annuity  shall  commence  on  the 
day  after  the  employee  or  Member  dies  or  the  first  day  of 
the  month  in  which  the  child  later  becomes  or  again  becomes 
a  student  as  described  in  section  1  ( j ) ,  provided  the  lump¬ 
sum  credit,  if  paid,  is  returned  to  the  fund.  Such  annuity 
granted  under  this  Act  or  under  the  Act  of  May  29,  1930, 
as  amended  from  and  after  February  28,  1948,  or  any  right 
thereto  shall  terminate  on  the  last  day  of  the  month  lief  ore 
(1)  the  child's  attaining  age  eighteen  unless  he  is  then  a 
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student  as  described  or  incapable  of  self-support,  (2)  his 
becoming  capable  of  self-support  after  attaining  age  eighteen 
unless  he  is  then  such  a  student,  (3)  his  attaining  age 
twenty-two  if  he  is  then  such  a  student  and  not  incapable 
of  self-support,  (4)  his  ceasing  to  be  such  a  student  after 
attaining  age  eighteen  unless  he  is  then  incapable  of  self- 
support,  (5)  his  marriage,  or  (6)  his  death,  whichever  first 
occurs.  Upon  the  death  of  the  surviving  wife  or  husband 
or  termination  of  the  child’s  annuity,  the  annuity  of  any 
other  child  or  children  shall  be  recomputed  and  paid  as 
though  such  wife,  husband,  or  child  had  not  survived  the 
employee  or  Member/’ 

(d)  Section  10  of  such  Act  (5  U.S.C.  2260)  is  amended 
by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  subsection : 

“(f)  In  the  case  of  a  surviving  spouse  whose  annuity 
under  this  section  is  hereafter  terminated  because  of  remar¬ 
riage  before  attaining  age  sixty,  annuity  at  the  same  rate 
shall  be  restored  commencing  on  the  day  such  remarriage 
is  dissolved  by  death,  annulment,  or  divorce:  Provided,  That 
(1)  said  surviving  spouse  elects  to  receive  such  annuity 

in  lieu  of  any  survivor  benefit  to  which  he  or  she  may  be 
\ 

entitled,  under  this  or  any  other  retirement  system  established 
for  employees  of  the  Government,  by  reason  of  the  remarriage 
and  (2)  any  lump  sum  paid  upon  termination  of  the  annuity 
is  returned  to  the  fund.” 
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RECOMPUTATION  OF  CERTAIN  ANNUITIES 

Sec.  507.  Effective  July  1,  1966,  the  annuity  of — 

(1)  each  retired  employee  who  retired  under  the 
Civil  Service  Retirement  Act  on  or  after  April  1,  1948, 
and  prior  to  October  11,  1962,  and  who  elected  a  re¬ 
duction  in  his  or  her  annuity  in  order  to  provide  a  sur¬ 
vivor  annuity  for  his  or  her  spouse, 

(2)  each  survivor  designated  hy  an  individual  who 
retired  under  such  Act  as  described  in  subparagraph 
(1)  of  this  section,  and 

(3)  each  surviving  spouse  whose  entitlement  to 
annuity  under  such  Act  resulted  from  the  death  of  an 
employee  on  or  after  February  29,  1948,  and  prior  .to 
October  11,  1962, 

shall  be  recomputed  and  paid  as  if  the  formula  enacted  hy 
section  1103  of  the  Postal  Service  and  Federal  Employees 
Salary  Act  of  1962  (76  Stat.  870;  Public  Law  87-793)  had 
been  in  effect  on  the  date  of  such  retirement  or  death.  No 
decrease  shall  be  made,  by  reason  of  the  enactment  of  this 
section,  in  the  annuity  received  by  any  person  immediately 
prior  to  July  1,  1966,  or  the  annuity  which  any  person  may 
be  entitled  to  receive  immediately  prior  to  such  date.  The 
annuity  of  a  child  shall  not  be  affected  by  reason  of  the 
enactment  of  this  section.  No  annuity  shall  be  paid,  by  rea- 
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son  of  the  enactment  of  this  section,  for  any  period  prior  to 
the  date  of  such  enactment. 


EEFEETiV-E  DATES 

8-ECt  t»0&7  faf  -Except  as  otherwise  prnvidcd — 

-ft-)-  this  section,  section  nod  snhseetions  f-fjfj 
& (hfj  h  (a)  7  0-fh)  7  h-ftfj  9-fefr  O-fif^  40-f a)  -ftf7 
4-0-fefr  -l-O-fd)-?  and  4-0-fhf-  of  the  Civil  Service  Retire¬ 
ment  AcR  as  enacted  or  amended  hv  this  tithy  shah  he- 
eome  effective  on  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Aetr 
-f2f  subsection  -f+rf-  of  section  E  and  snhseetions 
-fjf7  -fhf7  -f|7  -(m)  7  and  -fnf  of  seetion  tf  of  sneh  Acf 
as  enacted  hy  this  thle7  shah  become  effective  on  J ann- 
ary  47  19#7t 

EFFECTIVE  DATES 

Sec.  508.  (a)  Except  as  otherwise  provided,  this  sec¬ 
tion,  section  507,  section  509,  and  subsections  l(j),  3(h), 
6(a),  6(b),  6(f),  9(c),  9(d),  10(a)(2),  10(c),  10(d), 
and  10(f)  of  the  Civil  Service  Retirement  Act,  as  enacted 
or  amended  by  this  title,  shall  become  effective  on  the  date 
of  enactment  of  this  Act. 

(b)  The  amendments  made  by  this  title,  except  the 
amendment  to  section  1  (j)  of  the  Civil  Service  Retirement 
Act,  shall  not  apply  in  the  cases  of  persons  retired  or  other¬ 
wise  separated  prior  to  these  respective  effective  dates,  and 
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the  rights  of  such  persons  and  their  survivors  shall  continue 
in  the  same  manner  and  to  the  same  extent  as  if  this  title 
had  not  been  enacted. 

(c)  The  amendment  made  by  this  title  to  section  1  ( j ) 
of  the  Civil  Service  Retirement  Act  shall  become  effective 
with  respect  to  the  children  of  persons  retired  or  otherwise 
separated  prior  to,  on,  or  after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this 
Act,  except  that  no  annuity  shall  be  paid  by  reason  of  this 
amendment  for  any  period  prior  to  the  date  of  its  enactment. 

MISCELLANEOUS 

Sec.  509.  The  provisions  under  the  heading  “civil 

SERVICE  RETIREMENT  AND  DISABILITY  FUND”  ill  title  I 

of  the  Independent  Offices  Appropriation  Act,  1959  (72 
Stat.  1064;  Public  Law  85-844),  shall  not  apply  with 
respect  to  benefits  resulting  from  the  enactment  of  this  Act. 

Title  VI — Federal  Employees’  Health  Benefits 

GOVERNMENT  CONTRIBUTIONS 

Sec.  601.  Subsection  (a)  of  section  7  of  the  Federal 
Employees  Health  Benefits  Act  of  1959,  as  amended  (73 
Stat.  713;  5  U.S.C.  3006(a)),  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows : 

“(a)  (1)  Except  as  provided  in  paragraph  (2)  of  this 
subsection,  the  biweekly  Government  contribution  for  health 
benefits  for  employees  or  annuitants  enrolled  in  health  bene¬ 
fits  plans  under  this  Act,  in  addition  to  the  contributions  re- 
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quired  by  paragraph  (8),  shall  be  $1.62  if  the  enrollment 
is  for  self  alone  or  $3.94  if  the  enrollment  is  for  self  and 
family,  commencing  with  the  first  pay  period  beginning  on 
or  after  July  1,  1966. 

“(2)  For  an  employee  or  annuitant  enrolled  in  a  plan 
for  which  the  biweekly  subscription  charge  is  less  than  twice 
the  Government  contribution  established  under  paragraph 
(1)  of  this  subsection,  the  Government  contribution  shall 
be  50  per  centum  of  the  subscription  charge,  commencing 
with  the  first  pay  period  beginning  on  or  after  July  1,  1966.” 
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For  action's  of  April  4,  1966 
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Animal  research. . . . 

Farm  prices . 

Milk . . 
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Appropriations . 
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Pay . . 
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Cattle  hides. . . 
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Personnel . 
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Commodity  exchanges 
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Prices. . . . 

Conservation . 

Flood  control. ,  \ 

Research . 9 

,26,33 

Defense  production. 

Food  for  Irmia... 

School  milk . 

Economic  council. . . 

Foreign  affairs.. 

Small  business . 

....22 

Economics . . 

Forestry; . 

Tire  safety . 

Electrification. . . . 
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H  l  do  s .  . 
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Unemployment 

compensation . 

Employment . 

International  education/15 

Expenditures . 

Legislation. . . . . . 

. 2\ 

Water  resources . 

rm  labor . 

. . .8.16 

Loans . 

. 22N 

\Watersheds. . 

.  .7.28 

HIGHLIGHTS:  House  ; 

passed  i 

Shod  for  India  resolution.  Housxe  debated  pay-fringe  bene- 

fits  bill.  Rep.  Findley  criticized  report  Secretary  "applauded”  drop  in  farm  prices. 
Rep.  Hamilton  criticize^  Budget  Bureau  limitation  on  watershed,  projects. 


/  HOUSE  \ 

1.  FOOD  FOR  INDIA.  Passed,  under  suspension  of  the  rules,  H.  J.  Res.  997\  endors¬ 
ing  /and  supporting  the  President's  initiative  in  organizing  substantial\Ameri- 
caii  participation  in  an  urgent  international  effort  designed  to:  Help  me^t 
India's  pressing  food  shortages  by  making  available  to  India  under  Public  uv 
/480  agricultural  commodities  to  meet  India's  normal  import  needs  plus  added 
/  quantities  of  agricultural  commodities  as  the  U.  S.  share  in  the  international 
/  response  to  the  Indian  emergency;  help  combat  malnutrition,  especially  in 
mothers  and  children,  via  a  special  program;  and  encourage  and  assist  those 


2 


measures  which  the  Government  of  India  is  planning  to  expand  India's  own  agri-, 
cultural  production.  The  Agriculture  Committee  amended  the  measure  to  urge 
that x  to  the  extent  necessary,  the  food  made  available  by  this  program  be  dis¬ 
tributed  in  such  manner  that  hungry  people  without  money  will  be  able  to  obtain 
food,  arid  to  request  the  President  to  join  India  in  pressing  on  other  nations 
the  urgenVv  of  sharing  appropriately  in  a  truly  international  response/to 
India's  critical  need.  pp.  7133-39 

Rep.  Ellsworth  commended  passage  of  the  resolution  and  urged  increased  U.  S. 
food  production  to  help  meet  increasing  world  food  needs,  pp.  7176-1 

2.  PERSONNEL;  PAY.  Debated  H.  R.  14122,  the  proposed  Federal  Salary  and  Fringe 

Benefits  Act  of  1966.  A  vote  on  the  bill  was  postponed  until  Wed.  (pp.  7120-33) 
This  bill  was  reported  with  amendments  Apr.  1,  during  adjournment  of  the  House 
(H.  Rept.  1410) 

As  reported,  the  bill  included  provisions  as  follows: 

Provides  across-the-board  pay  raises  of  2.87  to  2.9  percent,  effective  the 
first  pay  period  beginning  on  or  after  July  1,  1966,  for  classified,  ASC  county 
committee  employees,  employees  whose  salary  rates  are  fixed  by  administrative 
action,  and  certain  other  specified  employees  (except  that  increases  in  GS-16, 
17,  and  18  will  be  two  percent). 

Grants  employees  the  option  of  retiring  at  age  55  with  30  years  service,  or 
at  age  60  with  20  years  of  service,  without  any  reduction  in  annuity  because  of 
early-age  retirement.  (No  authority  is  provided  for  the  Government  to  manda- 
torily  retire  employees,  as  requested  by  the  Administration.) 

Increases  the  biweekly  Government  contributions  for  health  benefits  of  em¬ 
ployees  or  annuitants  enrolled  in  health  benefits  plans  to  $1.62  for  self-alone 
enrollment  and  $3.94  for  self  and  family  enrollment.  Provides  that  if  the  bi¬ 
weekly  subscription  charge  for  the  employee's  or  annuitant's  plan  is  less  than 
twice  the  Government  contribution  as  so  increased,  the  Government  contribution 
shall  be  50  percent  of  the  subscription  charge. 

Increases  the  maximum  uniform  allowance  for  employees  who  must  purchase  uni¬ 
forms, on  a  graduated  basis  from  25  to  40  percent,  and  makes  uniform  allowance 
mandatory  where  authorized  by  law. 

Provides  that  persons  who  retired  between  Apr.  1,  1948,  and  Oct.  10,  1962, 
with  reduced  annuity  to  provide  surviving  spouse  benefits,  and  each  survivor 
of  such  a  person  are  authorized  to  have  their  annuity  benefits  recomputed  under 
Public  Law  87-793. 

Grants  classified  employees  time  and  one-half  overtime  pay  for  work  in  ex¬ 
cess  of  8  hours  a  day,  and  increases  the  maximum  rate  of  overtime  from  grade 
GS-9  to  grade  GS-10. 

Grants  classified  and  wage  board  employees  25-percent  premium  compensation 
for  work  on  Sundays  which  is  not  subject  to  overtime  pay. 

Broadens  the  definition  of  "child"  under  the  Retirement  Act  so  as  to  extend 
entitlement  of  a  child  survivor  attending  school  until  his  22nd  birthday.  Eli¬ 
minates  the  present  "dependency"  requirement  for  surviving  children  so  that  a 
cbild  need  no  longer  have  received  over  half  his  support  from  the  decedent. 


( 


3.  TREASl 
BILL, 


,  POST  OFFICE,  EXECUTIVE  OFFICE,  AND  INDEPENDENT  AGENCIES  APPROPRI/  :0N 
967.  The  Appropriations  Committee  reported  this  bill,  H.  R.  14266  (H^ 
1412).  p.  7193 


FENSE  PRODUCTION.  The  Banking  and  Currency  Committee  reported  with  amendments 
(on  Apr.  2  during  adjournment)  H.  R.  14025,  to  extend  the  Defense  Production 
Act  (H.  Rept.  1411).  p.  7193 
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memoration  of  the  one  hundredth  annlver- 
iry  of  the  founding  of  the  United  States 
ecret  Service,  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury 
(hereinafter  referred  to  as  the  “Secretary”) 
is  authorized  and  directed  to  strike  bronze 
medais  of  a  suitable  size,  and  with  suitable 
emblems,  devices,  and  inscriptions  to  be  de¬ 
termined,  solely  by  the  Secretary. 

Sec.  2.  The  Secretary  shall  cause  such  med¬ 
als  to  be  struck  and  sold  by  the  mint,  as 
a  list  medaK  under  such  regulations  as  he 
may  prescribed  at  a  price  sufficient  to  cover 
the  cost  thereof,  including  labor,  materials, 
dies,  use  of  ma^Jiinery,  and  overhead  ex¬ 
penses. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
and  read  a  third  tim\  was  read  the  third 
time,  and  passed,  and\  niotion  to  recon¬ 
sider  was  laid  on  the  tab! 


The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  read  a  third 
time,  was  read  the  third  time,  and  passed, 
and  a  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 


ALASKA  CENTENNIAIi\MEDAL 

The  Clerk  called  the  bill  (Ek  2719)  to 
provide  for  the  striking  of  medals  in 
commemoration  of  the  100th  anniversary 
of  the  purchase  of  Alaska  by  the  United 
States  from  Russia. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection's^ 
the  present  consideration  of  the  bill? 

Mr.  HALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  reserving' 
the  right  to  object,  I  should  like  to  verify 
and  confirm  again  the  question  concern¬ 
ing  whether  the  cost  of  striking  this 
medal  will  come  out  of  the  $4.5  million 
recently  allocated  by  House-passed  ac¬ 
tion,  or  whether  there  is  an  additional 
possible  cost  to  the  American  taxpayer? 

Mrs.  SULLIVAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HALL.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
woman  from  Missouri. 

Mrs.  SULLIVAN.  The  answer  is  “no” 
to  the  gentleman.  These  medals  will 
not  cost  the  taxpayer  anything. 

Mr.  HALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  withdraw 
my  reservation. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  present  consideration  of  the  bill? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Clerk 
read  the  bill,  as  follows: 

S.  2719 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House 
of  Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled.  That  In  com¬ 
memoration  of  the  one  hundredth  anni-/ 
versary  of  the  purchase  of  Alaska  by  tl 
United  States  from  Russia  (which  anniver¬ 
sary  will  be  celebrated  in  1967),  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Treasury  is  authorized  ana  di¬ 
rected  to  strike  and  furnish  to  the/Alaska 
Centennial  Commission  not  more  rfian  two 
hundred  thousand  medals  -with  suitable  em¬ 
blems,  devices,  and  inscriptions  to  be  deter¬ 
mined  by  the  Alaska  CentenHial  Commis¬ 
sion  subject  to  the  approval  of  the  Secretary 
of  the  Treasury.  The  medals  shall  be  made 
and  delivered  at  such  times  as  may  be  re¬ 
quired  by  the  Commission  in  quantities  of 
not  less  than  two  thousand,  but  no  medals 
shall  be  made  after  December  31,  1967.  The 
medals  shall  be  considered  to  be  national 
medals  within  the/meaning  of  section  3551 
of  the  Revised  Statutes. 

Sec.  2.  The  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  shall 
cause  such  medals  to  be  struck  and  furnished 
at  not  less  thdn  the  estimated  cost  of  manu¬ 
facture;  inoluding  labor,  materials,  dies,  use 
of  machinery,  and  overhead  expenses;  and 
security /satisfactory  to  the  Director  of  the 
Mint  snail  be  furnished  to  indemnify  the 
United  States  for  full  payment  of  such  costs. 

Sac.  3.  The  medals  authorized  to  be  issued 
pq/suant  to  this  Act  shall  be  of  such  size 
sizes  and  of  such  metals  as  shall  be  de¬ 
termined  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  in 
consultation  with  such  Commission. 


SCRANTON,  PA.,  100TH  ANNIVER¬ 
SARY  COMMEMORATIVE  MEDAL 

The  Clerk  called  the  bill  (S.  2831)  to 
furnish  to  the  Scranton  Association,  Inc., 
medals  in  commemoration  of  the  100th 
anniversary  of  the  founding  of  the  city 
of  Scranton,  Pa. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Clerk 
read  the  bill,  as  follows : 

S.  2831 

Be  it  enaced  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled.  That  in  the 
commemoration  of  the  one  hundredth  an¬ 
niversary  of  the  founding  of  the  city  of  Scran¬ 
ton,  Pennsylvania,  the  Secretary  of  the  Treas¬ 
ury  is  authorized  and  directed  to  strike  and 
furnish  to  the  Scranton  Association,  Incor¬ 
porated,  not  more  than  one  hundred  and  fifty 
thousand  medals  with  suitable  emblems, 
devices,  and  inscriptions  to  be  determined  by 
the  Scranton  Association,  Incorporated,  sub/ 
ject  to  the  approval  of  the  Secretary  of  tlfe 
^Treasury.  The  medals  shall  be  made  /nd 
ielivered  at  such  times  as  may  be  required 
b\  the  association  in  quantities  of  not  less 
thak  two  thousand,  but  no  medals /Shall  be 
madikafter  December  31,  1966.  The  medals 
shall  Be  considered  to  be  national  medals 
within  t>he  meaning  of  section/3551  of  the 
Revised  Statutes  (31  U.S.C.  368b 

Sec.  2.  The  Secretary  of  the  Treausry  shall 
cause  such  medals  to  be  strjfck  and  furnished 
at  not  less  than  the  estimated  cost  of  manu¬ 
facture,  including  laboiz  materials,  dies,  use 
of  machinery,  and  overhead  expenses;  and 
security  satisfac  tory/to  the  Director  of  the 
Mint  shall  be  funalshed  to  indemnify  the 
United  States  fojAheSJull  payment  of  such 
cost. 

Sec.  3.  The  rfiedals  authorized  to  be  issued 
pursuant  to  this  Act  shall  x?e  of  such  size  or 
sizes  and  or  such  metals  akshall  be  deter¬ 
mined  byvxhe  Secretary  of  t\e  Treasury  in 
consultation  with  such  association. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  read  a  third 
time;  was  read  the  third  time,  and.  passed, 
ai^a  a  motion  to  reconsider  was  fgid  on 
le  table. 

(Mr.  McDADE  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  extend  his  remarks  at  tn^s 
point  in  the  Record.) 

Mr.  McDADE.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  a 
rare  privilege  for  me  to  take  the  floor 
today  in  behalf  of  legislation  which  will 
honor  a  great  city,  the  city  of  Scranton. 
That  city  is  observing  the  100th  anni¬ 
versary  of  its  founding,  and  I  am  proud 
to  be  the  Congressman  representing 
Scranton  in  this  auspicious  year. 

At  the  beginning  of  this  year,  after 
conferring  with  the  Banking  and  Cur¬ 
rency  Committee,  with  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget,  and  with  the  Treasury  Depart¬ 
ment,  I  drew  up  legislation  to  authorize 
the  minting  of  a  commemorative  medal 
to  honor  Scranton  in  its  100th  year.  I 
then  conferred  with  my  distinguished 
colleague  in  the  other  body,  the  junior 
Senator  from  Pennsylvania,  Senator 
Hugh  Scott.  The  distinguished  Senator 
agreed  to  sponsor  the  legislation  in  the 
Senate,  and  did  so.  It  was  reported  out 
of  the  Banking  and  Currency  Committee, 
and  was  passed  by  that  body  on  March 
14.  I  was  delighted  at  this  rapid  action 
in  the  Senate,  as  was  also  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Pennsylvania. 


In  rapid  fashion,  too,  the  bill  has  beef 
reported  out  of  the  House  Banking  and 
Currency  Committee,  and  has  been  called 
up  on  the  Consent  Calendar.  JL  am 
grateful  to  my  colleague  from  Missouri 
for  the  rapid  action  of  her  subcefmmittee 
in  this  matter.  In  the  interest  of  saving 
time,  the  distinguished  chatmian  of  the 
Banking  and  Currency  Committee  is 
substituting  the  Senate /bill,  and  I  am 
indeed  grateful  to  Die  distinguished 
chairman  for  this  fineAction. 

This  is  indeed  a  bill  eminently  worthy 
of  passage.  Scranton  is  a  city  which 
might  be  held  up  to  all  other  cities  in 
America  as  an  example  of  true  American 
initiative  and  know-how.  Over  the 
course  of  t Jfe  century  of  its  existence, 
Scranton  rose  in  prominence  as  a  great 
center  o£/the  anthracite  coal  industry  in 
American  For  many  generations,  the 
coal  Mdustry  was  the  dominant  industry 
of  Die  community,  and  the  lives  of  her 
pqdple  centered  about  the  coal  mines, 
le  collieries,  and  the  breakers.  But 
'■'time  was  unkind  to  the  coal  industry, 
and  gradually  the  coal  mining  fell  off 
and  unemployment  walked  among  us. 

But  if  the  coal  industry  was  falling 
slowly  into  a  low  place  in  the  national 
industrial  picture,  Scranton  was  not  will¬ 
ing  to  die  because  of  the  failure  of  its 
principal  industry. 

The  people  of  Scranton  set  to  work  to 
build  up  new  industries.  They  formed 
industrial  development  organizations 
which  raised  money  from  among  the 
people  of  Scranton,  then  went  out  look¬ 
ing  for  industry.  They  were  cited  by 
Look  magazine  as  one  of  the  outstand¬ 
ing  cities  in  America  for  this  program 
which  was  called  Operation  Bootstrap. 

I  might  remark  in  passing  that  in 
1962,  when  I  was  first  elected  to  Con¬ 
gress,  the  unemployment  rate  in  Scran¬ 
ton  stood  at  approximately  14  percent. 
Today  that  unemployment  rate  has  been 
cut  in  half.  In  that  same  year,  1962,  the 
men  of  Scranton  walked  the  streets  of 
the  city  and  of  nearby  cities  seeking  any 
job  they  might  find.  Today  the  indus¬ 
trial  growth  is  so  significant  that  the 
companies  are  now  out  walking  the 
streets  looking  for  the  workers  to  fill 
the  factories  to  fill  the  contracts. 

Scranton  has  begun  a  whole  new 
rowth,  and  so  this  centennial  looks  not 
or^y  to  the  past,  but  even  more  so  to  the 
future.  I  do  not  have  the  crystal  ball 
that  \night  tell  what  the  next  hundred 
years  naight  bring.  But  I  do  have  one 
piece  orCknowledge  that  is  invaluable 
in  making,  such  a  prediction.  I  know 
the  people  of  Scranton. 

They  are  the  salt  of  the  earth.  They 
are  industrious.  They  are  intelligent. 
They  are  ambitious  for  a  better  city. 
They  are  the  friendliest  people  on  earth. 
So  I  look  to  the  future  with  great  con¬ 
fidence.  I  do  not  know  who  will  be  the 
Congressman  from  that  district  when 
the  second  centennial  rolls  around.  But 
whoever  he  may  be,  I  know  that  he  will 
still  represent  a  community  Bursting  with 
a  desire  to  grow,  to  improve, N;o  lead  the 
Commonwealth  of  Pennsylvania,  and  to 
lead  the  Nation.  And  I  knowNhe  will 
still  represent  the  salt  of  the  earh 

I  would  make  one  note  of  clarification 
with  regard  to  the  paragraph  entit 
“Use  of  Precious  Metals”  on  page  2 
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H$use  Report  No.  1383.  In  advising  the 
corhpiittee,  I  make  the  inadvertent  use  of 
the  word  “strategic”  where  I  should  have 
used  the  word  “precious,”  such  as  gold  or 
silver.  ^  want  to  note  that  there  may 
well  be  the  use  of  such  a  metal  as  copper 
in  the  striking  of  this  metal,  and  copper 
is  a  strategic  metal.  The  amount  of 
copper  that  flight  be  used  in  these 
medals,  howevek  will  be  so  slight  as  to 
have  no  impact  ^whatsoever  on  our  na¬ 
tional  defense.  \ 

I  hope  my  colleagues  will  see  fit  to  pass 
this  bill  which  I  authored.  It  is  a  good 
bill  to  honor  a  great  city\ 


SEVENTY-FIFTH  ANNIVERSARY 

MEDAL  OF  THE  AMERICAN  NUMIS¬ 
MATIC  ASSOCIATION  \ 

The  Clerk  called  the  bill  (S.  2835)  to 
provide  for  the  striking  of  medals  in 
commemoration  of  the  75th  anniversary 
of  the  founding  of  the  American  Numis¬ 
matic  Association.  \ 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Clerk 
read  the  bill,  as  follows: 

S.  2835 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House 
of  Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled.  That  in  com¬ 
memoration  of  the  seventy-fifth  anniversary 
of  the  founding  in  1891  of  the  American  Nu¬ 
mismatic  Association,  which  now  holds  a 
perpetual  Federal  charter  from  the  Congress, 
the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  is  authorized 
and  directed  to  strike  and  furnish  to  the 


American  Numismatic  Association  not  more 
than  fifty  thousand  medals  with  suitable 
emblems,  devices,  and  inscriptions  to  be  de¬ 
termined  by  the  American  Numismatic  As¬ 
sociation  subject  to  the  approval  of  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  the  Treasury.  The  medals  shall  be 
made  and  delivered  at  such  times  as  may  be 
required  by  the  association  in  quantities  of 
not  less  than  two  thousand,  but  no  medals 
shall  be  made  after  December  31,  1967.  The 
medals  shall  be  considered  to  be  national 
medals  within  the  meaning  of  section  3551 
of  the  Revised  Statutes. 

Sec.  2.  The  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  shall 
cause  such  medals  to  be  struck  and  furnished 
at  not  less  than  the  estimated  cost  of  manu¬ 
facture,  including  labor,  materials,  dies,  use 
of  machinery,  and  overhead  expenses;  and  se¬ 
curity  satisfactory  to  the  Director  of  the  Mint 
shall  be  furnished  to  indemnify  the  United 
States  for  the  full  payment  of  such  costs. 

Sec.  3.  The  medals  authorized  to  be  issued 
pursuant  to  this  Act  shall  be  of  such  size  or 
sizes  and  of  such  various  metals  as  shall  be 
determined  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury 
in  consultation  with  the  American  Numis¬ 
matic  Association. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  read  a  third 
lime,  was  read  the  third  time,  and  passed, 
and  a  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
tm:  table. 

The  SPEAKER.  This  concludes  the 
call  of  the  Consent  Calendar. 


FEDERAL  SALARY  AND  FRINGE 
BENEFITS  ACT  OF  1966 

Mr.  MORRISON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
to  suspend  the  rules  and  pass  the  bill 


(H.R.  14122)  to  adjust  the  rates  of  basic 
compensation  of  certain  employees  of  the 
Federal  Government,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses,  as  amended. 

Mr.  Speaker,  my  motion  to  suspend  the 
rules  is  made  with  the  clear  understand¬ 
ing  that  it  will  establish  no  precedent 
for  similar  consideration  of  major  Fed¬ 
eral  salary  and  fringe  benefit  legislation 
in  the  future. 

The  SPEAKER.  With  that  under¬ 
standing,  the  Chair  recognizes  the  mo¬ 
tion  of  the  gentleman  from  Louisiana  to 
suspend  the  rules  and  pass  the  bill,  H.R. 
14122,  as  amended. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

H.R. 14122 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled.  That  this  Act 
may  be  cited  as  the  “Federal  Salary  and 
Fringe  Benefits  Act  of  1966". 

TITLE  I - EXECUTIVE  BRANCH 

Short  title 

Sec.  101.  This  title  may  be  cited  as  the 
“Federal  Employees  Salary  Act  of  1966”. 

Employees  subject  to  Classification  Act 
of  1949 

Sec.  102.  (a)  Section  603(b)  of  the  Classi¬ 
fication  Act  of  1949,  as  amended  (79  Stat. 
1111;  5  U.S.C.  1113(b) ) ,  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows : 

“(b)  The  compensation  schedule  for  the 
General  Schedule  shall  be  as  follows : 


“Grade 

Per  annum  rates  and  steps 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

QS-1 _ _ 

$3, 609 

$3,731 

$3,853 

$3, 975 

$4,097 

$4, 219 

$4, 341 

$4,463 

$4,585 

$4,707 

GS-2 _ _ _ 

3,925 

4,058 

4,191 

4,  324 

4,457 

4,590 

4,  723 

4,856 

4,  989 

5, 122 

GS-3 _ 

4,269 

4,413 

4,557 

4,  701 

4,845 

4,989 

5,133 

5,277 

5, 421 

6,565 

GS-4 _ _ _ 

4,776 

4,  936 

5,096 

5,256 

6,  416 

5,  576 

6,736 

5,896 

6,  056 

6,126 

GS-5 _ _ _ _ _ _ 

5, 331 

5,  507 

6,  683 

5,859 

6, 035 

6, 211 

6,387 

6, 563 

6,739 

6,915 

GS-6 _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 

5,867 

6,  065 

6,263 

6,461 

6,659 

6,857 

7,055 

7,253 

7,  451 

7,649 

GS-7 _ 

6,451 

6,664 

6,877 

7,  090 

7,303 

7,516 

7,729 

7,942 

8, 155 

8,368 

GS-8 _ _ _ 

7,068 

7, 303 

7, 538 

7, 773 

8,008 

8,243 

8,478 

8,  713 

8, 948 

9,183 

GS-9 _ _ _ 

7,696 

7,  957 

8,  218 

8,  479 

8,740 

9,  001 

9,262 

9,  523 

9,784 

10,  045 

GS-10 _ 

8,  421 

8,709 

8,997 

9,285 

9,573 

9,861 

10, 149 

10, 437 

10,  725 

11,  013 

GS-11 _ _ _ _ _ 

9,221 

9,536 

9, 851 

10,166 

10, 481 

10,  796 

11, 111 

11,426 

11,741 

12,  056 

GS-12 _ 

10, 927 

11,306 

11,685 

12,064 

12,443 

12,822 

13, 201 

13,  580 

13, 959 

14,  338 

GS-13 _ 

12, 873 

13, 321 

13,  769 

14,  217 

14,665 

15,113 

15,561 

16,009 

16,457 

16, 905 

GS-14 _ _ _ _ _ 

15, 106 

15,  269 

16, 152 

16. 675 

17, 198 

17,  721 

18,  244 

18,  767 

19, 290 

19,813 

GS-15 _ 

17, 550 

18, 157 

18,  764 

19,  371 

19,978 

20,585 

21, 192 

21,  799 

22, 406 

23,  013 

GS-16  __ 

20,  075 

20,  745 

21,415 

22,085 

22,  755 

23,425 

24,095 

24,765 

25,435 

GS-17 

22|  760 

23;  520 

24;  280 

25^040 

25,800 

GS-18___ 

25i  890 

n 

(b)  Except  as  provided  in  section  504(d) 
of  the  Federal  Salary  Reform  Act  of  1962  (78 
Stat.  412;  5  U.S.C.  1173(d) ) ,  the  rates  of  basic 
compensation  of  officers  and  employees  to 
whom  the  compensation  schedule  set  forth 
in  subsection  (a)  of  this  section  applies  shall 
be  initially  adjusted  as  of  the  effective  date 
of  this  section,  as  follows: 

(1)  If  the  officer  or  employee  is  receiving 
basic  compensation  immediately  prior  to  the 
effective  date  of  this  section  at  one  of  the 
rates  of  a  grade  in  the  General  Schedule  of 
the  Classification  Act  of  1949,  as  amended  he 
shall  receive  a  rate  of  basic  compensation  at 
the  corresponding  rate  in  effect  on  and  after 
such  date. 

(2)  If  the  officer  or  employee  is  receiving 
basic  compensation  immediately  prior  to  the 
effective  date  of  this  section  at  a  rate  be¬ 
tween  two  rates  of  a  grade  in  the  General 
Schedule  of  the  Classification  Act  of  1949,  as 
amended,  he  shall  receive  a  rate  of  basic 
compensation  at  the  higher  of  the  two  corre¬ 
sponding  rates  in  effect  on  and  after  such 
date. 


(3)  If  the  officer  or  employee  is  receiving 
basic  compensation  immediately  prior  to  the 
effective  date  of  this  section  at  a  rate  in 
excess  of  the  maximum  rate  for  his  grade, 
he  shall  receive  (A)  the  maximum  rate  for 
his  grade  in  the  new  schedule,  or  (B)  his 
existing  rate  of  basic  compensation  if  such 
existing  rate  is  higher. 

(4)  If  the  officer  or  employee,  immediately 
prior  to  the  effective  date  of  this  section,  is 
receiving,  pursuant  to  section  2(b)  (4)  of 
the  Federal  Employees  Salary  Increase  Act 
of  1955,  an  existing  aggregate  rate  of  com¬ 
pensation  determined  under  section  208(b) 
of  the  Act  of  September  1,  1954  (68  Stat. 
1111),  plus  subsequent  increases  authorized 
by  law,  he  shall  receive  an  aggregate  rate  of 
compensation  equal  to  the  sum  of  his  exist¬ 
ing  aggregate  rate  of  compensation,  on  the 
day  preceding  the  effective  date  of  this  sec¬ 
tion,  plus  the  amount  of  increase  made  by 
this  section  in  the  maximum  rate  of  his 
grade,  until  (i)  he  leaves  his  position,  or  (ii) 
he  is  entitled  to  receive  aggregate  compensa¬ 
tion  at  a  higher  rate  by  reason  of  the  opera¬ 


tion  of  this  Act  or  any  other  provision  of 
law;  but,  when  such  position  becomes  vacant, 
the  aggregate  rate  of  compensation  of  any 
subsequent  appointee  thereto  shall  be  fixed  in 
accordance  with  applicable  provisions  of  law. 
Subject  to  clauses  (i)  .and  (ii)  of  the  im¬ 
mediately  preceding  sentence  of  this  para¬ 
graph,  the  amount  of  the  increase  provided 
by  this  section  shall  be  held  and  considered 
for  the  purposes  of  section  208(b)  of  the  Act 
of  September  1,  1954,  to  constitute  a  part  of 
the  existing  rate  of  compensation  of  the 
employee. 

New  appointments  under  Classification  Act 
Of  1949 

Sec.  103.  Section  801  of  the  Classification 
Act  of  1949,  as  amended  (78  Stat.  401;  5 
U.S.C.  1131),  relating  to  new  appointments, 
is  amended  by  striking  out  “grade  13’’  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “grade  11.” 

Postal  field  service  employees 
Sec.  104.  (a)  Section  3542(a)  of  title  39, 
United  States  Code,  is  amended  to  read  a* 
follows : 
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“(a)  There  Is  established  a  basic  com¬ 
pensation  schedule  for  positions  in  the  postal 
field  service  which  shall  be  known  as  the 


Postal  Feld  Service  Schedule  and  for  which 
the  symbol  shall  be  ‘PES’.  Except  as  pro¬ 
vided  in  sections  3543  and  3544  of  this  title, 

“POSTAL  FIELD  SERVICE  SCHEDULE 


basic  compensation  shall  be  paid  to  all  em¬ 
ployees  in  accordance  with  such  schedule. 


Per  annum  rates  and  steps 


“PFS 


i 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

$4,  204 

$4, 343 

$4,  482 

$4,  621 

$4, 760 

$4,899 

$5,038 

$5, 177 

$5, 316 

$5,455 

$5,594 

$5, 733 

4,552 

4,  701 

4,850 

4,999 

5, 148 

5,  297 

5,446 

6,595 

5,744 

6,893 

6,042 

6, 191 

4,919 

6,085 

5,  261 

6,  417 

6,  683 

6,749 

5,  915 

6,081 

6,247 

6,413 

6,579 

6,  745 

6,  331 

5,  507 

5,  683 

5,  869 

6,  035 

6,  211 

6,387 

6,  563 

6,  739 

6, 915 

7,091 

7, 267 

5,697 

5,888 

6,  079 

6,270 

6,461 

6,  652 

6,843 

7,034 

7,225 

7,  416 

7,607 

7,798 

6,113 

6,316 

6,  519 

6,722 

6,925 

7, 128 

7,  331 

7,534 

7, 737 

7,  940 

8,132 

8,346 

7  _ _ _ _ 

6,545 

6,  763 

6,981 

7, 199 

7,417 

7,  635 ■ 

7,853 

8,071 

8,289 

8,  507 

8,  725 

£  _ 

7,088 

7,323 

7,558 

7,  793 

8,028 

8,263 

8,498 

8,  733 

8,968 

9,203 

Q  _ _ 

7;  665 

7,920 

8, 175 

8,430 

8,685 

8,940 

9, 195 

9,450 

9,705 

9,960 

8, 345 

8,628 

8,911 

9, 194 

9,  477 

9,  760 

10, 043 

10, 326 

10,609 

10,  892 

9!  221 

9,536 

9,851 

10, 166 

10,  481 

10,  796 

11,111 

11,  426 

11, 741 

12,  056 

1 9  _ 

10;  202 

10,  549 

10,  896 

11,  243 

11,  590 

11, 937 

12,284 

12,631 

12,  978 

13,  325 

13  _ 

lb  274 

11,  663 

12,  052 

12,441 

12, 830 

13,  219 

13,  608 

13,  997 

14,  386 

14;  775 

12,427 

12, 859 

13,  291 

13,723 

14, 155 

14,587 

15, 019 

15,  451 

15,883 

16,315 

13, 736 

14, 210 

14,  684 

16, 158 

15,  632 

16, 106 

16,  580 

17,  054 

17,528 

18,  002 

-|fi  _ _ 

15;  179 

15,  707 

16,235 

16,763 

17,  291 

17,  819 

18,  347 

18,  875 

19,  403 

19,  931 

16, 793 

17, 380 

17,967 

18,  554 

19, 141 

19,728 

20,  315 

20, 902 

21,  489 

22,  076 

18,  530 

19, 145 

19,  760 

20,  375 

20, 990 

21, 605 

22, 220 

22,835 

23,450 

24,  065 

20,  525 

21,210 

21, 895 

22,580 

23,265 

23,950 

24,635 

25,320 

22;  760 

23;  520 

24;  280 

25,040 

25,800 

rt 

(b)  Section  3543(a)  of  title  39,  United 
States  Code,  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 
"(a)  There  is  established  a  basic  compen¬ 


sation  schedule  which  shall  be  known  as  the 
Rural  Carrier  Schedule  and  for  which  the 
symbol  shall  be  ‘RCS’.  Compensation  shall 

“RURAL  CARRIER  SCHEDULE 


be  paid  to  rural  carriers  in  accordance  with 
this  schedule. 


“Per  annum  rates  and  steps 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

Carrier  in  rural  delivery  service: 

Fixed  compensation  per  annum. . 

Compensation  per  mile  per  annum  for 

each  mile  up  to  30  miles  of  route - 

For  each  mile  of  route  over  30  miles - 

$2, 391 

88 

25 

$2,507 

90 

25 

$2,623 

92 

25 

$2,739 

94 

25 

$2, 855 

96 

26 

$2,971 

98 

25 

$3,087 

100 

25 

$3,  203 

102 

25 

$3,319 

104 

25 

$3,435 

106 

25 

$3,551 

108 

25 

$3,667 

110 

25’’. 

(c)  Section  3544(a)  of  title  39,  United 
States  Code,  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“(a)  There  is  established  a  basic  compen¬ 
sation  schedule,  which  shall  be  known  as  the 


Fourth  Class  Office  Schedule  and  for  which 
the  symbol  shall  be  ‘FOS’,  for  postmasters  in 
post  offices  of  the  fourth  class,  which  is  based 
on  the  revenue  units  of  the  post  office  for  the 


preceding  fiscal  year.  Basic  compensation 
shall  be  paid  to  postmasters  in  post  offices  of 
the  fourth  class  in  accordance  with  this 
schedule. 


“FOURTH  CLASS  OFFICE  SCHEDULE 


“Revenue  units 

Per  annum  rates  and  steps 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

30  but  fewer  than  36 _ 

24  but  fewer  than  30 _ 

18  but  fewer  than  24 _ 

12  but  fewer  than  18 _ 

6  but  fewer  than  12 - - 

Fewer  than  6 _ 

$4,019 
3,715 
3,064 
2,407 
1, 736 
1,398 

$4,152 
3,837 
3,168 
2,485 
1, 791 
1,443 

$4,285 
3,  959 
3,272 
2.  663 
1,846 
1,488 

$4,418 
4,081 
3, 376 
2,641 
1,901 
1,533 

$4,551 
4,203 
3, 480 
2,719 
1, 956 
1,578 

$4,684 
4,325 
3,  684 
2,797 
2,  011 
1,623 

$4,817 

4,447 

3,688 

2,875 

2,066 

1,668 

$4,950 
4,669 
3,792 
2,953 
2,121 
1,  713 

$5,083 

4,691 

3,896 

3,031 

2,176 

1,758 

$5, 216 
4,813 
4,000 
3,109 
2,231 
1,803 

$5,349 
4,936 
4,104 
3, 187 
2,286 
1,848 

$6,482 

5,057 

4,208 

3,265 

2,341 

1, 893”. 

(d)  The  basic  compensation  of  each  em¬ 
ployee  subject  to  the  Postal  Field  Service 
Schedule,  the  Rural  Carrier  Schedule,  or 
the  Fourth  Class  Office  Schedule  immediately 
prior  to  the  effective  date  of  this  section  shall 
be  determined  as  follows: 

(1)  Each  employee  shall  be  assigned  to 
the  same  numerical  step  for  his  position 
which  he  had  attained  immediately  prior  to 
such  effective  date.  If  changes  in  levels  or 
steps  would  otherwise  occur  on  such  effective 
date  without  regard  to  enactment  of  this  Act, 
such  changes  shall  be  deemed  to  have  oc¬ 
curred  prior  to  conversion. 

(2)  If  the  existing  basic  compensation  is 
greater  than  the  rate  to  which  the  employee 
is  converted  under  paragraph  (1)  of  this 
subsection,  the  employee  shall  be  placed  in 
the  lowest  step  which  exceeds  his  basic  com¬ 
pensation.  If  the  existing  basic  compensa¬ 
tion  exceeds  the  maximum  step  of  his 
position,  his  existing  basic  compensation 


shall  be  established  as  his  basic 
compensation. 

Employees  In  the  Department  of  Medicine 
and  Surgery  of  the  Veterans’  Administration 
Sec.  105.  Section  4107  of  title  38,  United 
States  Code,  relating  to  grades  and  pay  scales 
for  certain  positions  within  the  Department 
of  Medicine  and  Surgery  of  the  Veterans’  Ad¬ 
ministration,  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 
"§  4107.  Grades  and  pay  scales 

“(a)  The  per  annum  full-pay  scale  or 
ranges  for  positions  provided  in  section  4103 
of  this  title,  other  than  Chief  Medical  Direc¬ 
tor  and  Deputy  Chief  Medical  Director,  shall 
be  as  follows: 

" Section  4103  schedule 
“Assistant  Chief  Medical  Director,  $25,890. 
“Medical  Director,  $22,760  minimum  to 
$25,800  maximum. 

“Director  of  Nursing  Service,  $17,550  mini¬ 
mum  to  $23,013  maximum. 


“Director  of  Chaplain  Service,  $17,550  mini¬ 
mum  to  $23,013  maximum. 

“Chief  Pharmacist,  $17,550  minimum  to 
$23,013  maximum. 

“Chief  Dietitian,  $17,550  minimum  to 
$23,013  maximum. 

“(b)(1)  The  grades  and  per  annum  full- 
pay  ranges  for  positions  provided  in  para¬ 
graph  (1)  of  section  4104  of  this  title  shall 
be  as  follows: 

“Physician  and  dentist  schedule 

“Director  grade,  $20,075  minimum  to 
$25,435  maximum. 

“Executive  grade,  $18,730  minimum  to 
$24,355  maximum. 

“Chief  grade,  $17,550  minimum  to  $23,013 
maximum. 

“Senior  grade,  $15,106  minimum  to  $19,813 
maximum. 

“Intermediate  grade,  $12,873  minimum  to 
$16,905  maximum. 
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“Full  grade,  $10,927  minimum  to  $14,338 
maximum. 

“Associate  grade,  $9,221  minimum  to 
$12,056  maximum. 

‘"Nurse  schedule 

“Assistant  Director  grade,  $15,106  mini¬ 
mum  to  $19,813  maximum. 

“Chief  grade,  $12,873  minimum  to  $16,905 
maximum. 

“Senior  grade,  $10,927  minimum  to  $14,338 
maximum. 


“Intermediate  grade,  $9,221  minimum  to 
$12,056  maximum. 

“Full  grade,  $7,696  minimum  to  $10,045 
maximum. 

“Associate  grade,  $6,730  minimum  to 
$8,749  maximum. 

“Junior  grade,  $5,867  minimum  to  $7,649 
maximum. 

“  (2)  No  person  may  hold  the  director  grade 
unless  he  is  serving  as  a  director  of  a  hospital, 
domiciliary,  center,  or  outpatient  clinic  (in¬ 
dependent)  .  No  person  may  hold  the  execu¬ 
tive  grade  unless  he  holds  the  position  of 
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chief  of  staff  at  a  hospital,  center,  or  out¬ 
patient  clinic  (independent),  or  the  position 
of  clinic  director  at  an  outpatient  clinic,  or 
comparable  position.” 

Foreign  Service  officers;  staff  officers  and 
employees 

Sec.  106.  (a)  The  fourth  sentence  of  sec¬ 
tion  412  of  the  Foreign  Service  Act  of  1946,  as 
amended  (22  U.S.C.  867) ,  is  amended  to  read 
as  follows:  “The  per  annum  salaries  of  For¬ 
eign  Service  officers  within  each  of  the  other 
classes  shall  be  as  follows: 


“Class  1 _ _ _ - . . 

$23,  935 

$24,  770 

$25,  890 

Class  2 _ 

19,  504 

20, 181 

20,  858 

$21,  535 

$22,  212 

$22,  889 

$23,566 

Class  3 - - - - - 

15,  841 

16,  391 

16,941 

17,  491 

18,  041 

18,  591 

19, 141 

Class  4 - - - 

12,  873 

13,  321 

13,  709 

14,  217 

14,665 

15, 113 

15,  561 

Class  5 _ _ 

10,  602 

10.  970 

11,338 

11,  706 

12,  074 

12,  442 

12,  810 

Class  6  _ 

8,843 

9,147 

9,451 

9,755 

10,  059 

10,  363 

10,  667 

Class  7 _ 

7,  473 

7,724 

7,975 

8,  226 

8,  477 

8,728 

8,979 

Class  8 _ 

6,451 

6,664 

6,877 

7,090 

7,303 

7,516 

7, 729" 

(b)  The  second  sentence  of  subsection  (a)  is  amended  to  read  as  follows:  “The  per  employees  within  each  class  shall  be  as 
of  section  415  of  such  Act  (22  U.S.C.  870(a) )  annum  salaries  of  such  staff  officers  and  follows: 


“Class  1.— . — - - - — 

$15, 841 

$16,391 

$16, 941 

$17, 491 

$18,  041 

$18,  591 

$19, 141 

$19,  691 

$20, 241 

$20, 791 

Class  2 - - - 

12,873 

13, 321 

13, 769 

14,  217 

14, 665 

15,113 

15,  561 

16,  009 

16,  457 

16, 905 

Class  3 - 

10, 602 

10, 970 

11,338 

11,706 

12,  074 

12,442 

12, 810 

13, 178 

13,  546 

13, 914 

Class  4  - 

8,843 

9,147 

9,451 

9,755 

10,  059 

10,363 

10,  667 

10, 971 

11,275 

11,579 

Class  5 - - - 

7,974 

8, 246 

8,518 

8,790 

9,062 

9,334 

9,  606 

9,878 

10, 150 

10,422 

Class  6 - 

7,201 

7, 441 

7,681 

7,921 

8,161 

8,401 

8, 641 

8,881 

9, 121 

9,361 

Class  7 - - - - - 

6,614 

6,832 

7,  050 

7,268 

7,  486 

7,704 

7,922 

8, 140 

8,358 

8,676 

Class  8 - 

5,853 

6,051 

6,249 

6,447 

6,645 

6,843 

7,041 

7, 239 

7, 437 

7,635 

Class  9. - - 

5,341 

5,  517 

6,  693 

5,869 

6,045 

6, 221 

6,397 

6,573 

6,749 

6,925 

Class  10 _ 

4,776 

4,936 

6,096 

5,256 

5,416 

5,576 

5,736 

5,896 

6,056 

6,216”. 

(c)  Foreign  Service  officers.  Reserve  offi¬ 
cers,  and  Foreign  Service  staff  officers  and 
employees  who  are  entitled  to  receive  basic 
compensation  immediately  prior  to  the  effec¬ 
tive  date  of  this  section  at  one  of  the  rates 
provided  by  section  412  or  415  of  the  Foreign 
Service  Act  of  1946  shall  receive  basic  com¬ 
pensation,  on  and  after  such  effective  date, 
at  the  rate  of  their  class  determined  to  be 
appropriate  by  the  Secretary  of  State. 
Agricultural  Stabilisation  and  Conservation 
County  Committee  employees 

Sec.  107.  The  rates  of  compensation  of  per¬ 
sons  employed  by  the  county  committees 
established  pursuant  to  section  8(b)  of  the 
Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment 
Act  (16  US.C.  590h(b))  shall  be  increased 
by  amounts  equal,  as  nearly  as  may  be  prac¬ 
ticable,  to  the  increases  provided  by  section 
102(a)  of  this  title  for  corresponding  rates 
of  compensation. 

Salary  rates  fixed  by  administrative  action 

Sec.  108.  (a)  The  rates  of  basic  compen¬ 
sation  of  assistant  United  States  attorneys 
whose  basic  salaries  are  fixed  pursuant  to 
section  508  of  title  28,  United  States  Code, 
shall  be  increased,  effective  on  the  effective 
date  of  section  102  of  this  title,  by  amounts 
equal,  as  nearly  as  may  be  practicable,  to 
the  increases  provided  by  section  102(a)  of 
this  title  for  corresponding  rates  of  compen¬ 
sation. 

(b)  Notwithstanding  section  3679  of  the 
Revised  Statutes,  as  amended  (31  U.S.C. 
665),  the  rates  of  compensation  of  officers 
and  employees  of  the  Federal  Government 
and  of  the  municipal  government  of  the  Dis¬ 
trict  of  Columbia  whose  rates  of  compensa¬ 
tion  are  fixed  by  administrative  action  pur¬ 
suant  to  law  and  are  not  otherwise  increased 
by  this  Act  are  hereby  authorized  to  be  in¬ 
creased,  effective  on  the  effective  date  of 
section  102  of  this  title,  by  amounts  not  to 
exceed  the  increases  provided  by  this  title 
for  corresponding  rates  of  compensation  in 
the  appropriate  schedule  or  scale  of  pay. 

(c)  Nothing  contained  in  this  section  shall 
be  held  or  considered  to  authorize  any  in¬ 
crease  in  the  rates  of  compensation  of  offi¬ 
cers  and  employees  whose  rates  of  compen¬ 
sation  are  fixed  and  adjusted  from  time  to 
time  as  nearly  as  is  consistent  with  the  pub¬ 
lic  interest  in  accordance  with  prevailing 
rates  or  practices. 


(d)  Nothing  contained  in  this  section 
shall  affect  the  authority  contained  in  any 
law  pursuant  to  which  rates  of  compensa¬ 
tion  may  be  fixed  by  administrative  action. 

Effective  dates 

Sec.  109.  This  title  shall  become  effective 
as  follows : 

(1)  This  section  and  sections  101,  103,  and 
108  shall  become  effective  on  the  date  of  en¬ 
actment  of  this  Act. 

(2)  Sections  102,  104,  105,  106,  and  107  shall 
become  effective  on  the  first  day  of  the  first 
pay  period  which  begins  on  or  after  July  1, 
1966. 

TITLE  H - JUDICIAL  BRANCH 

Short  title 

Sec.  201.  This  title  may  be  cited  as  the 
“Federal  Judicial  Salary  Act  of  1966”. 

Judicial  branch  employees 

Sec.  202.  (a)  The  rates  of  basic  compensa¬ 
tion  of  officers  and  employees  in  or  under  the 
judicial  brafich  of  the  Government  whose 
rates  of  compensation  are  fixed  by  or  pur¬ 
suant  to  paragraph  (2)  of  subdivision  a  of 
section  62  of  the  Bankruptcy  Act  (11  U.S.C. 
102(a)(2)),  section  3656  of  title  18,  United 
States  Code,  the  third  sentence  of  section 
603,  sections  671  to  675,  inclusive,  or  section 
604(a)(5),  of  title  675,  United  States  Code, 
insofar  as  the  latter  section  applies  to  graded 
positions,  are  hereby  increased  by  amounts 
reflecting  the  respective  applicable  increases 
provided  by  section  102  (a)  of  title  I  of  this 
Act  in  corresponding  rates  of  compensation 
for  officers  and  employees  subject  to  the 
Classification  Act  of  1949,  as  amended.  The 
rates  of  basic  compensation  of  officers  and 
employees  holding  upgraded  positions  and 
whose  salaries  are  fixed  pursuant  to  such 
section  604(a)  (5)  may  be  increased  by  the 
amounts  reflecting  the  respective  applicable 
increases  provided  by  section  102(a)  of  title  I 
of  this  Act  in  corresponding  rates  of  com¬ 
pensation  for  officers  and  employees  subject 
to  the  Classification  Act  of  1949,  as  amended. 

(b)  The  limitations  provided  by  applicable 
law  on  the  effective  date  of  this  section  with 
respect  to  the  aggregate  salaries  payable  to 
secretaries  and  law  clerks  of  circuit  and  dis¬ 
trict  judges  are  hereby  increased  by  amounts 
which  reflect  the  respective  applicable  in¬ 
creases  provided  by  section  102(a)  of  title  I 
of  this  Act  in  corresponding  rates  of  com¬ 


pensation  for  officers  and  employees  subject 
to  the  Classification  Act  of  1949,  as  amended. 

(c)  Section  753(e)  of  title  28,  United 
States  Code  (relating  to  the  compensation  of 
court  reporters  for  district  courts) ,  is 
amended  by  striking  out  the  existing  salary 
limitation  contained  therein  and  inserting 
a  new  limitation  which  reflects  the  respec¬ 
tive  applicable  increases  provided  by  sec¬ 
tion  102(a)  of  title  I  of  this  Act  in  corre¬ 
sponding  rates  of  compensation  for  officers 
and  employees  subject  to  the  Classification 
Act  of  1949,  as  amended. 

Effective  dates 

Sec.  203.  This  title  shall  become  effective 
as  follows : 

(1)  This  section  and  section  201  shall  be¬ 
come  effective  on  the  date  of  enactment  of 
this  Act. 

(2)  Section  202  shall  become  effective  on 
the  first  day  of  the  first  pay  period  which 
begins  on  or  after  July  1,  1966. 

TITLE  III - LEGISLATIVE  BRANCH 

Short  title 

Sec.  301.  This  title  may  be  cited  as  the 
“Federal  Legislative  Salary  Act  of  1966”. 

Legislative  branch  employees 

Sec.  302.  (a)  Except  as  otherwise  provided 
in  this  title,  each  officer  or  employee  in  or 
under  the  legislative  branch  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment,  whose  rate  of  compensation  is  in¬ 
creased  by  section  5  of  the  Federal  Employees 
Pay  Act  of  1946,  shall  be  paid  additional  com¬ 
pensation  at  the  rate  of  2.9  per  centum  of  his 
gross  rate  of  compensation  (basic  compensa¬ 
tion  plus  additional  compensation  authorized 
by  law) . 

(b)  The  total  annual  compensation  in 
effect  immediately  prior  to  the  effective  date 
of  this  section  of  each  officer  dr  employee  of 
the  House  of  Representatives,  whose  com¬ 
pensation  is  disbursed  by  the  Clerk  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  and  is  not  increased 
by  reason  of  any  other  provision  of  this  sec¬ 
tion,  shall  be  increased  by  2.9  per  centum. 
Notwithstanding  section  303  of  this  title  or 
any  other  provision  of  this  section,  the  total 
annual  compensation  of  the  Clerk  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  and  the  Sergeant  at 
Arms  of  the  House  of  Representatives,  re¬ 
spectively,  shall  be  an  amount  which  is  equal 
to  the  total  annual  compensation  of  the 


April  It,  1966  CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  — HOUSE  7123 


Secretary  of  the  Senate  and  the  Sergeant  at 
Arms  of  the  Senate,  respectively. 

(c)  The  rates  of  compensation  of  em¬ 
ployees  of  the  House  of  Representatives  whose 
compensation  is  fixed  by  the  House  Em¬ 
ployees  Schedule  under  the  House  Employees 
Position  Classification  Act  (78  Stat.  1079- 
1084;  Public  Law  88-652;  2  U.S.C.  291-303), 
including  each  employee  subject  to  such  Act 
whose  compensation  is  fixed  at  a  saved  rate, 
are  hereby  increased  by  amounts  equal,  as 
nearly  as  may  be  practicable,  to  the  increases 
provided  by  subsection  (a)  of  this  section. 

(d)  The  additional  compensation  provided 
by  this  section  shall  be  considered  a  part  of 
basic  compensation  for  the  purposes  of  the 
Civil  Service  Retirement  Act  (5  U.S.C.  2251 
and  following) . 

(e)  This  section  shall  not  apply  with  re¬ 
spect  to  the  compensation  of  student  con¬ 
gressional  interns  authorized  by  House  Res¬ 
olution  416,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  and  the 
compensation  of  employees  whose  compensa¬ 
tion  is  fixed  by  the  House  Wage  Schedule 
under  the  House  Employees  Position  Classi¬ 
fication  Act. 

Salary  increase  limitation 

Sec.  303.  No  rate  of  compensation  shall  be 
increased,  by  reason  of  the  enactment  of  this 
title,  to  an  amount  in  excess  of  the  salary 
rate  now  or  hereafter  in  effect  for  level  V 
of  the  Federal  Executive  Salary  Schedule. 

Effective  dates 

Sec.  304.  This  title  shall  become  effective 
as  follows: 

(1)  This  section  and  section  301  shall  be¬ 
come  effective  on  the  date  of  enactment  of 
this  Act. 

(2)  Sections  302  and  303  shall  become  ef¬ 
fective  on  the  first  day  of  the  first  pay 
period  which  begins  on  or  after  July  1,  1966. 

TITLE  IV - MISCELLANEOUS  PROVISIONS 

Salary  steps  for  certain  employees  transferred 
to  Postal  Field  Service 

Sec.  401.  Section  3551  of  title  39,  United 
States  Code,  is  amended  by  adding  at  the 
end  thereof  the  following  new  subsection: 

“(c)  The  Postmaster  General  may  ap¬ 
point  or  advance  any  Federal  employee  who, 
together  with  his  function,  is  transferred, 
prior  to,  on,  or  after  the  date  of  enactment 
of  this  subsection,  to  a  post  office  or  other 
posal  installation  at  or  to  (1)  the  minimum 
rate  for  his  position,  or  (2)  any  higher  rate 
for  his  position  which  is  less  than  one  full 
step  above  the  highest  rate  of  compensation 
received  by  him  immediately  prior  to  such 
transfer.”. 

Postal  seniority  adjustments 

Sec.  402.  Section  3552(d)  of  title  39,  Unit¬ 
ed  States  Code,  is  amended  to  read  as  fol¬ 
lows: 

"(d)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision 
of  this  section,  the  Postmaster  General  shall 
advance  any  employee  in  the  postal  field 
service  who — ■ 

"(1)  was  promoted  to  a  higher  level  be¬ 
tween  July  9,  1960,  and  October  13,  1962; 
and 

“(2)  is  senior  with  respect  to  total  postal 
service  to  an  employee  in  the  same  post  office 
promoted  to  the  same  level  on  or  after 
October  13,  1962,  and  is  in  a  step  in  the 
same  level  below  the  step  of  the  junior  em¬ 
ployee. 

Such  advancement  by  the  Postmaster  Gen¬ 
eral  shall  be  to  the  highest  step  which  is 
held  by  any  such  junior  employee.  Any  in¬ 
crease  under  the  provisions  of  this  subsec¬ 
tion  shall  not  constitute  an  equivalent  in¬ 
crease  and  credit  earned  prior  to  adjustment 
under  this  subsection  for  advancement  to 
the  next  step  shall  be  retained.”. 

Special  delivery  messengers 

Sec.  403.  Section  3542(c)  of  title  39,  Unit¬ 
ed  States  Code,  is  amended — 


(1)  by  striking  out  “7  cents  per  mile  or 
major  fraction  thereof”  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  “10  cents  per  mile  or  major  fraction 
thereof”;  and 

(2)  by  striking  out  “90  cents  per  hour” 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “$1.25  per 
hour”. 

Overtime 

Sec.  404.  (a)  Section  201  of  the  Federal 
Employees  Pay  Act  of  1945,  as  amended  (5 
U.S.C.  911) ,  is  amended — 

(1)  by  inserting  “or  in  excess  of  eight 
hours  in  a  day”  immediately  following  “in 
excess  of  forty  hours  in  any  administrative 
workweek”;  and 

(2)  by  striking  out  “grade  GS-9”,  wher¬ 
ever  occurring  therein,  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  “grade  GS-10”. 

(b)  Section  202  of  such  Act,  as  amended 
(5  U.S.C.  912),  is  amended  by  striking  out 
“grade  GS-9”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
“grade  GS-10”. 

(c)  Subsections  (b)  and  (c)  of  section 
3573  of  title  39,  United  States  Code,  are 
amended  by  striking  out  “level  PFS-7”  and 
“level  PFS-8”,  wherever  appearing  therein, 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “level  PFS-10” 
and  “level  PFS-11”,  respectively. 

(d)  Subsection  (a)  of  section  3575  of  title 
39,  United  States  Code,  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows : 

“(a)  Sections  3571,  3573,  and  3574  of  this 
title  do  not  apply  to  postmasters,  rural  car¬ 
riers,  and  postal  inspectors.” 

Sunday  premium  pay 

Sec.  405.  (a)  The  heading  of  title  III  of 
the  Federal  Employees  Pay  Act  of  1945,  as 
amended,  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 
“title  m — compensation  for  night,  SUNDAY, 

AND  HOLIDAY  WORK” 

(b)  Section  302  of  such  Act,  as  amended 
(5  U.S.C.  922),  is  redesignated  as  section  303 
of  such  Act. 

(c)  Title  III  of  such  Act,  as  amended  (5 
U.S.C.  921  and  following) ,  is  amended  by  in¬ 
serting  immediately  following  section  301 
thereof  the  following: 

" Compensation  for  Sunday  work 

“Sec.  302.  All  work  not  exceeding  eight 
hours  which  is  not  overtime  work  as  defined 
in  section  201  of  this  Act  and  which  is  per¬ 
formed  within  the  period  commencing  at 
midnight  Saturday  and  ending  at  midnight 
Sunday  shall  be  compensated  at  the  rate  of 
basic  compensation  of  the  officer  or  employee 
performing  such  work  on  Sunday  plus  prem¬ 
ium  compensation  at  a  rate  equal  to  25  per 
centum  of  his  rate  of  basic  compensation.” 

(d)  Section  401(1)  of  such  Act,  as  amended 
(5  U3.C.  926(1)),  is  amended  by  inserting 
“,  Sunday,”  immediately  following  the  word 
“night”. 

(e)  Section  401  (2)  of  such  Act,  as  amended 
(5  U.S.C.  926(2)),  is  amended  by  Inserting 
",  on  Sundays,”  immediately  following  the 
words  “duty  at  night”. 

(f)  The  first  paragraph  of  section  23  of 
the  Independent  Offices  Appropriation  Act, 
1935,  as  amended  (5  U.S.C.  673c),  is  amended 
by  inserting  immediately  before  the  period  at 
the  end  thereof  the  following:  ":  Provided 
further.  That  employees  subject  to  this  sec¬ 
tion  whose  regular  work  schedule  includes 
an  eight-hour  period  of  service  any  part  of 
which  is  within  the  period  commencing  at 
midnight  Saturday  and  ending  at  midnight 
Sunday  shall  be  paid  extra  compensation  at 
the  rate  of  25  per  centum  of  his  hourly  rate 
of  basic  compensation  for  each  hour  of  work 
performed  during  such  eight-hour  period  of 
service”. 

Health  and  insurance  coverage  for  certain 
employees  on  leave  without  pay 

Sec.  406.  (a)  Section  6  of  the  Federal  Em¬ 
ployees’  Group  Life  Insurance  Act  of  1954, 
as  amended  (5  U.S.C.  2095),  is  amended  by 


adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new 
subsection : 

“(d)  Notwithstanding  the  foregoing,  an 
officer  or  employee  who  enters  on  approved 
leave  without  pay  to  serve  as  a  full-time  offi¬ 
cer  or  employee  of  an  organization  composed 
primarily  of  employees,  as  defined  in  section 
2  of  this  Act,  may,  within  sixty  days  after 
entering  on  such  leave  without  pay,  elect 
to  continue  his  insurance  and  arrange  to 
pay  currently  into  the  fund,  through  his  em¬ 
ploying  agency,  both  employee  and  agency 
contributions.  If  he  does  not  so  elect,  his 
insurance  will  continue  during  nonpay  status 
and  terminate  as  provided  in  subsection 

(a)  this  section.  The  employing  agency  shall 
forward  the  premium  payments  to  the  fund 
established  by  section  5  of  this  Act.” 

(b)  Section  7(b)  of  the  Federal  Employees 
Health  Benefits  Act  of  1959,  as  amended  (5 
U.S.C.  3006(b) ) ,  is  amended — 

(1)  by  inserting  “(1)”  immediately  fol¬ 
lowing  "(b)”;  and 

(2)  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the 
following  new  paragraph: 

“(2)  An  employee  who  enters  on  approved 
leave  without  pay  to  serve  as  a  full-time 
officer  or  employee  of  an  organization  com¬ 
posed  primarily  of  employees,  as  defined  in 
section  2  of  this  Act,  may,  within  sixty  days 
after  entering  on  such  leave  without  pay, 
file  with  his  employing  agency  an  election  to 
continue  his  health  benefits  coverage  and 
arrange  to  pay  currently  into  the  fund, 
through  his  employing  agency,  both  em¬ 
ployee  and  agency  contributions.  If  he  does 
no  so  elect,  his  coverage  will  termination  as 
specified  in  paragraph  ( 1 )  and  implementing 
regulations.  The  employing  agency  shall  for¬ 
ward  the  enrollment  charges  so  paid  to  the 
fund.” 

(c)  An  officer  or  employee  who  is  on  ap¬ 
proved  leave  without  pay  and  serving  as  a 
full-time  officer  or  employee  of  an  organiza¬ 
tion  composed  primarily  of  employees,  as 
defined  in  section  2  of  the  Federal  Employees’ 
Group  Life  Insurance  Act  of  1954,  as 
amended  (5  U.S.C.  2091),  or  section  2  of  the 
Federal  Employees  Health  Benefits  Act  of 
1959,  as  amended  (5  U.S.C.  3001),  as  the 
case  may  be  may,  within  sixty  days  after  the 
date  of  enactment  of  his  Act,  file  with  his 
employing  agency  an  election  to  continue 
any  insurance,  or  health  benefits  coverage,  or 
both,  that  he  has  on  the  date  of  enactment 
of  this  Act,  and  arrange  to  pay  currently  into 
the  employees’  life  insurance  fund  and  the 
employees’  health  benefits  fund,  as  appropri¬ 
ate,  both  employee  and  agency  contributions. 
The  employing  agency  shall  forward  such 
payments  to  the  employees’  life  insurance 
fund  and  the  employees’  health  benefits 
fund,  as  appropriate.  If  he  does  not  so  elect, 
any  life  insurance  and  health  benefits  cover¬ 
age  will  continue  and  terminate  as  for  other 
employees  in  nonpay  status. 

(d)  The  United  States  Civil  Service  Com¬ 
mission  is  authorized  to  issue  regulations  to 
carry  out  the  purposes  of  this  section  and  the 
amendments  made  by  this  section. 

Increase  in  uniform  allowances 

Sec.  407.  The  Federal  Employees  Uniform 
Allowance  Act,  as  amended  (5  U.S.C.  2131- 
2133),  is  aniended  by  adding  at  the  end 
thereof  the  following  new  section: 

“Sec.  405.  Notwithstanding  any  other  pro¬ 
vision  of  this  title,  each  of  the  respective 
maximum  uniform  allowances  in  effect  on 
April  1,  1966,  for  the  respective  categories  of 
employees  to  whom  uniform  allowances  are 
paid  under  this  title  are  hereby  increased, 
subject  to  the  maximum  allowance  author¬ 
ized  by  this  title,  as  follows : 

“(1)  If  the  maximum  uniform  allowance  is 
$100  or  more,  such  allowance  shall  be  in¬ 
creased  by  25  per  centum. 

“(2)  If  the  maximum  uniform  allowance 
is  $75  or  more  but  less  than  $100,  such  al¬ 
lowance  shall  be  increased  by  30  per  centum. 
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“(3)  If  the  maximum  uniform  allowance 
is  $50  or  more  but  less  than  $75,  such  al¬ 
lowance  shall  be  increased  by  35  per  centum. 

“(4)  If  the  maximum  uniform  allowance 
is  less  than  $50,  such  allowance  shall  be  in¬ 
creased  by  40  per  centum. 

Such  maximum  uniform  allowances,  as  in 
effect  on  April  1,  1966,  and  as  increased  by 
this  section,  shall  not  be  reduced.”. 

Effective  dates 

Sec.  408.  This  title  shall  become  effective 
as  follows: 

(1)  This  section  and  sections  401,  402, 
406,  and  407  shall  become  effective  on  the 
date  of  enactment  of  this  Act. 

(2)  Sections  403,  404,  and  405  shall  become 
effective  on  the  first  day  of  the  first  pay 
period  which  begins  on  or  after  July  1,  1966. 

TITLE  V - CIVIL  SERVICE  RETIREMENT 

Short  title 

Sec.  501.  This  title  may  be  cited  as  the 
‘‘Civil  Service  Retirement  Act  Amendments 
of  1966". 

Definitions 

Sec.  502.  Section  l(j)  of  the  Civil  Service 
Retirement  Act  (5  U.S.C.  2251  (j))  is 

amended  to  read  as  follows : 

‘‘(j)  The  term  ‘child’,  for  purposes  of  sec¬ 
tion  10(d),  shall  mean  an  unmarried  child, 
including  (1)  an  adopted  child,  and  (2)  a 
stepchild  or  recognized  natural  child  who 
lived  with  the  employee  or  Member  in  a  regu¬ 
lar  parent-child  relationship,  under  the  age 
of  eighteen  years,  or  such  unmarried  child 
regardless  of  age  who  because  of  physical  or 
mental  disability  incurred  before  age  eight¬ 
een  is  incapable  of  self-support,  or  such  un¬ 
married  child  between  eighteen  and  twenty- 
two  years  of  age  who  is  a  student  regularly 
pursuing  a  full-time  course  of  study  or  train¬ 
ing  in  residence  in  a  high  school,  trade  school, 
technical  or  vocational  institute,  junior  col¬ 
lege,  college,  university,  or  comparable  rec¬ 
ognized  educational  institution.  A  child  who 
is  a  student  shall  not  be  deemed  to  have 
ceased  to  be  a  student  during  any  interim 
between  school  years,  semesters,  or  terms  if 
the  interim,  or  other  period  of  nonattend¬ 
ance,  does  not  exceed  four  calendar  months 
and  if  he  shows  to  the  satisfaction  of  the 
Commission  that  he  has  a  bona  fide  inten¬ 
tion  of  continuing  to  pursue  such  course 
during  the  school  year,  semester,  or  term 
immediately  following  the  interim.  The 
term  ‘child’,  for  purposes  of  section  11,  shall 
include  an  adopted  child  and  a  natural  child, 
but  shall  not  include  a  stepchild.” 
Retirement  coverage  for  certain  employees  on 
leave  without  pay 

Sec.  503.  Section  3  of  the  Civil  Service  Re¬ 
tirement  Act  (5  U.S.C.  2253)  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new 
subsection : 

“(k)(l)  An  employee  who  enters  on  ap¬ 
proved  leave  without  pay  to  serve  as  a  full¬ 
time  officer  or  employee  of  an  organization 
composed  primarily  of  employees,  as  defined 
in  section  1(a)  of  this  Act,  may,  within 
sixty  days  after  entering  on  such  leave  with¬ 
out  pay,  file  with  his  employing  agency  an 
election  to  receive  full  retirement  credit  for 
his  periods  of  such  leave  without  pay  and 
arrange  to  pay  currently  into  the  fund, 
through  his  employing  agency,  amounts 
equal  to  the  retirement  deductions  which 
would  be  applicable  if  he  were  in  pay  status. 
An  employee  who  is  on  approved  leave  with¬ 
out  pay  and  serving  as  a  full-time  officer  or 
employee  of  such  an  organization  on  the 
date  of  enactment  of  this  subsection  may 
similarly  elect  within  sixty  days  after  such 
date  of  enactment.  If  the  election  provided 
by  this  paragraph  is  not  made,  the  employee 
shall  receive  credit  for  such  periods  of  leave 
without  pay  as  provided  in  the  second  sen¬ 
tence  of  section  3(c)  of  this  Act. 

“(2)  An  employee  may  deposit  with  in¬ 
terest  an  amount  equal  to  retirement  deduc¬ 
tions  representing  periods  of  approved  leave 


without  pay  while  serving,  prior  to  the  date 
of  enactment  of  this  subsection,  as  a  full¬ 
time  officer  or  employee  of  an  organization 
composed  primarily  of  employees,  as  defined 
in  section  1(a)  of  this  Act,  and  may  receive 
full  retirement  credit  for  such  periods  of 
leave  without  pay.  In  the  event  of  his  death, 
a  survivor  as  defined  in  section  l(o)  of  this 
Act  may  make  such  deposit.  If  the  deposit 
described  in  this  paragraph  is  not  made,  re¬ 
tirement  credit  shall  be  allowed  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  second  sentence  of  section 
3(c)  of  this  Act.” 

Immediate  retirement 

Sec.  504.  (a)  Section  6(a)  of  the  Civil 
Service  Retirement  Act  (5  U.S.C.  2256(a) )  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows : 

“(a)  Any  employee  who  attains  the  age  of 
fifty-five  years  and  completes  thirty  years  of 
service  shall,  upon  separation  from  tpe  serv¬ 
ice,  be  paid  an  annuity  computed  as  provided 
in  section  9.” 

(b)  Section  6(b)  of  such  Act  (5  U.S.C. 
2256(b) )  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“(b)  Any  employee  who  attains  the  age  of 
sixty  years  and  completes  twenty  years  of 
service  shall,  upon  separation  from  the  serv¬ 
ice,  be  paid  an  annuity  computed  as  provided 
in  section  9.” 

(c)  Section  6(f)  of  such  Act  (5  U.S.C. 
2256(f) )  is  amended — 

(1)  by  inserting  in  the  third  sentence 
thereof  immediately  following  the  words 
“Any  Member”  the  words  “or  former  Mem¬ 
ber”;  and 

(2)  by  adding  immediately  following  the 
third  sentence  thereof  the  following  new 
sentence:  “For  the  purposes  of  the  immedi¬ 
ately  preceding  sentence,  service  in  an  office 
or  position  in  the  exectuive  branch  of  the 
Government  of  the  United  States,  including 
each  corporation  owned  or  controlled  by 
such  Government,  which  terminates  after 
March  31,  1966,  hsall  be  held  and  considered 
to  be  Member  service.”. 

Annuity  computation 

Sec.  505.  (a)  Section  9(c)  of  the  Civil  Serv¬ 
ice  Retirement  Act  (5  U.S.C.  2259(c))  is 
amended  by  striking  out  in  the  second  sen¬ 
tence  thereof  the  words  “from  the  service” 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “or,  if  he  elects 
to  have  his  annuity  computed  or  recomputed 
pursuant  to  section  13(c)  of  this  Act  follow¬ 
ing  service  in  an  appointive  position  which 
terminates  after  March  31,  1966,  the  basic 
salary  he  is  receiving  at  the  time  of  separa¬ 
tion  from  such  appointive  position,  which¬ 
ever  is  the  greater”. 

(b)  Section  9(d)  of  such  Act  (5  U.S.C. 
2259(d) )  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“(d)  The  annuity  as  hereinbefore  pro¬ 
vided,  for  an  employee  retiring  under  section 
6(d),  shall  be  reduced  by  one-sixth  of  1  per 
centum  for  each  full  month  such  employee  is 
under  the  age  of  fifty-five  years  at  date  of 
separation.  The  annuity  as  hereinbefore 
provided,  for  a  Member  retiring  under  the 
second  or  third  sentence  of  section  6(f)  or 
the  third  sentence  of  section  8(b),  shall  be 
reduced  by  one-twelfth  of  1  per  centum  for 
each  full  month  not  in  excess  of  sixty,  and 
one-sixth  of  1  per  centum  for  each  full  month 
in  excess  of  sixty,  such  Member  is  under  the 
age  of  sixty  years  at  date  of  separation.” 

Survivor  annuities 

Sec.  506.  (a)  Section  10(a)  (2)  of  the  Civil 
Service  Retirement  Act  (5  U.S.C.  2260(a)  (2) ) 
is  amended  to  read  as  follows : 

“(2)  An  annuity  computed  under  this 
subsection  shall  commence  on  the  day  after 
the  retired  employee  dies,  and  such  annuity 
or  any  right  thereto  shall  terminate  on  the 
last  day  of  the  month  before  (A)  in  the 
case  of  the  survivor  of  a  retired  employee, 
the  survivor’s  remarriage  prior  to  attaining 
age  sixty,  or  death  or  (B)  in  the  case  of  the 
survivor  of  a  Member,  the  survivor’s  death 
or  remarriage.” 

(b)  The  last  sentence  of  section  10(c)  of 
such  Act  (5  U.S.C.  2260(c))  is  amended  to 


read  as  follows :  “The  annuity  of  such  widow 
or  dependent  widower  shall  commence  on 
the  day  after  the  employee  or  Member  dies, 
and  an  aimuity  under  this  subsection  or  any 
right  thereto  shall  terminate  on  the  last 
day  of  the  month  before  (1)  the  death  of 
the  widow  or  widower,  (2)  remarriage  of  the 
widow  or  widower  of  an  employee  prior  to 
attaining  age  sixty,  (3)  remarriage  of  the 
widow  or  widower  of  a  Member  regardless 
of  age,  or  (4)  the  widower’s  becoming  capable 
of  selfsupport.” 

(c)  Section  10(d)  of  such  Act  (5  U.S.C. 
2260(d) )  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“(d)  If  an  employee  or  a  Member  dies  after 
completing  at  least  five  years  of  civilian 
service,  or  an  employee  or  a  Member  dies 
after  having  retired  under  any  provision  of 
this  Act,  and  is  survived  by  a  wife  or  by  a 
husband,  each  surviving  child  shall  be  paid 
an  annuity  equal  to  the  smallest  of  ( 1 ) 
40  percentum  of  the  employee’s  or  Member’s 
average  salary  divided  by  the  number  of 
children,  (2)  $600,  or  (3)  $1,800  divided  by 
the  number  of  children,  subject  to  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  section  18.  If  such  employee  or 
Member  is  not  survived  by  a  wife  or  husband, 
each  surviving  child  shall  be  paid  an  an¬ 
nuity  equal  to  the  smallest  of  (1)  50  per 
centum  of  the  employee’s  or  Member’s  aver¬ 
age  salary  divided  by  the  number  of  children, 
(2)  $720,  or  (3)  $2,160  divided  by  the  num¬ 
ber  of  children,  subject  to  the  provisions 
of  section  18.  The  child’s  annuity  shall  com¬ 
mence  on  the  day  after  the  employee  or  Mem¬ 
ber  dies  or  the  first  day  of  the  month  in 
which  the  child  later  becomes  or  again  be¬ 
comes  a  student  as  described  in  section  l(j), 
provided  the  lump-sum  credit,  if  paid,  is 
returned  to  the  fund.  Such  annuity  granted 
under  this  Act  or  under  the  Act  of  May  29, 
1930,  as  amended  from  and  after  February 
28,  1948,  or  any  right  thereto  shall  terminate 
on  the  last  day  of  the  month  before  (1)  the 
child’s  attaining  age  eighteen  unless  he  is 
then  a  student  as  described  or  incapable  of 
self-support,  (2)  his  becoming  capable  of 
self-support  after  attaining  age  eighteen  un¬ 
less  he  is  then  such  a  student,  (3)  his  at¬ 
taining  age  twenty-two  if  he  is  then  such 
a  student  and  not  incapable  of  self-support, 
(4)  his  ceasing  to  be  such  a  student  after 
attaining  age  eighteen  unless  he  is  then 
incapable  of  self-support,  (5)  his  marriage, 
or  (6)  his  death,  whichever  first  occurs. 
Upon  the  death  of  the  surviving  wife  or 
husband  or  termination  of  the  child’s  an¬ 
nuity,  the  annuity  of  any  other  child  or  chil¬ 
dren  shall  be  recomputed  and  paid  as  though 
such  wife,  husband,  or  child  had  not  sur¬ 
vived  the  employee  or  Member.” 

(d)  Section  10  of  such  Act  (5  U.S.C.  2260) 
is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the 
following  subsection: 

“(f)  In  the  case  of  a  surviving  spouse 
whose  annuity  under  this  section  is  hereafter 
terminated  because  of  remarriage  before  at¬ 
taining  age  sixty,  annuity  at  the  same  rate 
shall  be  restored  commencing  on  the  day 
such  remarriage  is  dissolved  by  death,  an¬ 
nulment,  or  divorce :  Provided,  That  ( 1 )  said 
surviving  spouse  elects  to  receive  such  an¬ 
nuity  in  lieu  of  any  survivor  benefit  to  which 
he  or  she  may  be  entitled,  under  this  or 
any  other  retirement  system  established  for 
employees  of  the  Government,  by  reason  of 
the  remarriage  and  (2)  any  lump  sum  paid 
upon  termination  of  the  annuity  is  returned 
to  the  fund.” 

Recomputation  of  certain  annuities 

Sec.  507.  Effective  July  1,  1966,  the  an¬ 
nuity  of — 

(1)  each  retired  employee  who  retired 
under  the  Civil  Service  Retirement  Act  on  or 
after  April  1,  1948,  and  prior  to  October  11, 
1962,  and  who  elected  a  reduction  in  his  or 
her  annuity  in  order  to  provide  a  survivor 
annuity  for  his  or  her  spouse, 

(2)  each  survivor  designated  by  an  indi¬ 
vidual  who  retired  under  such  Act  as  de- 
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April  k,  1966 

scribed  in  subparagraph  (1)  of  this  section, 
and 

(3)  each  surviving  spouse  whose  entitle¬ 
ment  to  annuity  under  such  Act  resulted 
from  the  death  of  an  employee  on  or  after 
February  29,  1948,  and  prior  to  October  11, 
1962. 

shall  be  recomputed  and  paid  as  if  the  form¬ 
ula  enacted  by  section  1103  of  the  Postal 
Service  and  Federal  Employees  Salary  Act  of 
1962  (76  Stat.  870;  Public  Law  87-793)  had 
been  in  effect  on  the  date  of  such  retirement 
or  death.  No  decrease  shall  be  made,  by 
reason  of  the  enactment  of  this  section,  in 
the  annuity  received  by  any  person  imme¬ 
diately  prior  to  July  1,  1966,  or  the  annuity 
which  any  person  may  be  entitled  to  receive 
immediately  prior  to  such  date.  The  an¬ 
nuity  of  a  child  shall  not  be  affected  by  rea¬ 
son  of  the  enactment  of  this  section.  No 
annuity  shall  be  paid,  by  reason  of  the  enact¬ 
ment  of  this  section,  for  any  period  prior  to 
the  date  of  such  enactment. 

Effective  dates 

Sec.  508.  (a)  Except  as  otherwise  provided, 
this  section,  section  507,  section  509,  and  sub¬ 
section  l(j),  3  (k) ,  6(a),  6(b),  6(f),  9(c), 
9(d),  10(a)  (2),  10(c),  10(d),  and  10(f)  of  the 
Civil  Service  Retirement  Act,  as  enacted  or 
amended  by  this  title,  shall  become  effective 
on  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act. 

(b)  The  amendments  made  by  this  title, 
except  the  amendment  to  section  l(j)  of  the 
Civil  Service  Retirement  Act,  shall  not  apply 
in  the  cases  of  persons  retired  or  otherwise 
separated  prior  to  these  respective  effective 
dates,  and  the  rights  of  such  persons  and 
their  survivors  shall  continue  in  the  same 
manner  and  to  the  same  extent  as  if  this  title 
had  not  been  enacted. 

(c)  The  amendment  made  by  this  title  to 
section  l(j)  of  the  Civil  Service  Retirement 
Act  shall  become  effective  with  respect  to  the 
children  of  persons  retired  or  otherwise  sep¬ 
arated  prior  to,  on,  or  after  the  date  of  enact¬ 
ment  of  this  Act,  except  that  no  annuity  shall 
be  paid  by  reason  of  this  amendment  for  any 
period  prior  to  the  date  of  its  enactment. 

Miscellaneous 

Sec.  509.  The  provisions  under  the  heading 

“CIVIL  SERVICE  RETIREMENT  AND  DISABILITY 

fund”  in  title  I  of  the  Independent  Offices 
Appropriation  Act,  1959  (72  Stat.  1064;  Pub¬ 
lic  Law  85-844) ,  shall  not  apply  with  respect 
to  benefits  resulting  from  the  enactment  of 
this  Act. 

TITLE  VI - FEDERAL  EMPLOYEES’  HEALTH  BENE- 

FITS 

Government  contributions 

Sec.  601.  Subsection  (a)  of  section  7  of  the 
Federal  Employees  Health  Benefits  Act  of 
1959,  as  amended  (73  Stat.  713;  5  U.S.C. 
3006(a) ) ,  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“(a)(1)  Except  as  provided  in  paragraph 
(2)  of  this  subsection,  the  biweekly  Govern¬ 
ment  contribution  for  health  benefits  for 
employees  or  annuitants  enrolled  in  health 
benefits  plans  under  this  Act,  in  addition  to 
the  contributions  required  by  paragraph  (3) , 
shall  be  $1.62  if  the  enrollment  is  for  self 
alone  or  $3.94  if  the  enrollment  if  for  self 
and  family,  commencing  with  the  first  pay 
period  beginning  on  or  after  July  1,  1966. 

“  (2)  For  an  employee  or  annuitant  enrolled 
in  a  plan  for  which  the  biweekly  subscription 
charge  is  less  than  twice  the  Government 
contribution  established  under  paragraph 
(1)  of  this  subsection,  the  Government  con¬ 
tribution  shall  be  50  per  centum  of  the  sub¬ 
scription  charge,  commencing  with  the  first 
pay  period  beginning  on  or  after  July  1, 
1966.” 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  a  second  de¬ 
manded? 

Mr.  CORBETT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  de¬ 
mand  a  second. 

The  SPEAKER.  Without  objection,  a 
second  will  be  considered  as  ordered. 


There  was  no  objection. 

CALL  OF  THE  HOUSE 

Mr.  BOW.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  make  the 
point  of  order  that  a  quorum  is  not 
present. 

The  SPEAKER.  Evidently  a  quorum 
is  not  present. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move  a 
call  of  the  House. 

A  call  of  the  House  was  ordered. 

The  Clerk  called  the  roll,  and  the  fol¬ 
lowing  Members  failed  to  answer  to  their 
names : 

[Roll  No.  55] 


Adair 

Foley 

Multer 

Andrews, 

Ford,  Gerald  R. 

Murphy,  N.Y. 

Glenn 

Fraser 

Murray 

Arends 

Frelinghuysen 

Nix 

Ashbrook 

Fulton,  Tenn. 

O’Neal,  Ga. 

Barrett 

Fuqua 

Pepper 

Bell 

Gettys 

Pool 

Blatnik 

Glaimo 

Powell 

Bolling 

Gibbons 

Randall 

Bray 

Gilbert 

Reinecke 

Brock 

Gonzalez 

Resnick 

Burleson 

Grider 

Roberts 

Cabell 

Griffin 

Ronan 

Cahill 

Hagan,  Ga. 

Rostenkowski 

Callaway 

Halpern 

Roudebush 

Cameron 

Hardy 

Scheuer 

Carter 

Harvey,  Ind. 

Scott 

Celler 

Hawkins 

Senner 

Chelf 

Herlong 

Sweeney 

Clark 

Holland 

Teague,  Tex. 

Colmer 

Jacobs 

Tenzer 

Conyers 

Johnson,  Okla. 

Toll 

Cramer 

Jones,  N.C. 

Vivian 

Daddario 

Keogh 

Walker,  Miss. 

Dent 

King,  N.Y. 

Watkins 

Derwinski 

Kluczynski 

Weltner 

Devine 

Kupferman 

White,  Tex. 

Dowdy 

Long,  La. 

Willis 

Edwards,  Calif. 

McDowell 

Wilson,  Bob 

Edwards,  La. 

MacGregor 

Wolff 

Farbstein 

Mackay 

Wydler 

Feighan 

Martin,  Ala. 

Yates 

Flood 

Matthews 

Flynt 

Miller 

The  SPEAKER.  On  this  rollcall  331 
Members  answered  to  their  names,  a 
quorum. 

By  unanimous  consent,  further  pro¬ 
ceedings  under  the  call  were  dispensed 
with. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  gentleman  from 
Louisiana  [Mr.  Morrison]  is  recognized 
for  20  minutes. 

Mr.  MORRISON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  myself  4  minutes. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  bill,  H.R.  14122,  is  the 
best  bill  our  committee  could  develop 
and  remain  within  the  President’s  guide- 
post  for  wages  and  fringe  benefits  for 
1966. 

The  bill  was  reported  by  a  joint  meet¬ 
ing  of  our  Subcommittee  on  Compensa¬ 
tion  and  Subcommittee  on  Retirement, 
Insurance,  and  Health  Benefits,  by  a 
unanimous  vote.  Also,  the  full  commit¬ 
tee  reported  the  bill  by  a  unanimous 
vote  of  22  to  0. 

This  bill  provides  for  a  2.85-percent 
increase  across  the  board.  The  overtime 
and  Sunday  premium  compensation  pro¬ 
visions,  and  the  option  of  retiring  at  age 
55  with  30  years  of  service,  as  well  as  the 
other  fringe  benefits  included  in  our  bill 
will  be  of  great  importance  and  benefit 
to  the  Federal  employees. 

I  personally  want  to  commend  the  very 
fine  diligence  and  spirit  of  cooperation 
in  which  all  Members  of  the  Post  Office 
and  Civil  Service  Committee  worked  to¬ 
gether  to  bring  out  a  bill  that  we  believe 
stays  within  the  President’s  guidelines 
of  3.2  percent. 


I  particularly  want  to  commend  my 
colleagues,  the  gentleman  from  Arizona, 
the  Honorable  Morris  K.  Udall,  and  the 
gentleman  from  New  Jersey,  the  Hon¬ 
orable  Dominick  V.  Daniels,  chairmen 
of  the  two  subcommittees  which  held  ex¬ 
tensive  hearings  and  gave  very  thorough 
consideration  to  this  proposal. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  legislation  is  based 
on  the  recommendation  of  the  President. 
It  was  stated  in  his  message  to  the  Con¬ 
gress,  and  I  quote : 

I  propose  Increases  In  Federal  compensa¬ 
tion  of  $485  miUion  per  year. 

I  am  asking  the  Congress  to  enact  legisla¬ 
tion  which  will  provide  an  average  increase 
for  Federal  civilian  employees  amounting  to 
3.2  percent  of  total  compensation. 

On  the  average,  direct  salary  increases  will 
amount  to  2.85  percent.  The  other  increases 
are  for  fringe  benefits  to  assist  the  Govern¬ 
ment  employee  in  providing  for  his  own 
economic  security. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  request  has  been  the 
guiding  light  of  our  committee  action 
from  the  first  day  the  hearings  started 
until  last  Thursday,  when  our  commit¬ 
tee  took  final  action  on  the  bill.  We 
adopted  this  policy,  and  have  tried  to 
adhere  to  it  to  the  fullest  extent  possible. 

Our  bill  also  includes  several  fringe 
benefits  to  assist  the  Government  em¬ 
ployee  in  providing  for  his  own  economic 
security.  Even  among  the  experts  there 
are  considerable  areas  for  honest  dif¬ 
ferences  of  opinion  as  to  whether  some 
of  these  items  should  be  included  in  the 
evaluation  of  the  wage  guidelines.  In 
other  words  they  are  debatable. 

To  cite  an  example,  the  provisions  re¬ 
quiring  the  granting  of  the  uniform  al¬ 
lowance  are  estimated  to  cost  $6.6  mil¬ 
lion.  However,  we  passed  similar  legis¬ 
lation  last  year  which  authorized  the 
departments  to  grant  this  allowance,  but 
they  never  as  yet  have  gotten  around  to 
doing  it.  This  year  we  are  requiring  that 
this  additional  allowance  be  paid  to  the 
employees. 

Mr.  Speaker,  as  I  have  tried  to  em¬ 
phasize,  our  guiding  principle  has  been, 
and  will  continue  to  be,  that  we  are  act¬ 
ing  within  the  limits  of  the  President’s 
3.2  wage  guidelines.  We  have  done  our 
best  to  follow  this  principle. 

I  urge  your  favorable  consideration 
of  this  bill. 

Mr.  CORBETT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  In 
support  of  this  bill,  although  I  am  not 
at  all  enthusiastic  about  it. 

In  1962,  this  Congress  adopted  and 
wrote  into  law  the  principle  of  com¬ 
parability,  under  which  principle  the 
Federal  employees  were  to  be  compen¬ 
sated  as  nearly  as  possible  to  individuals 
in  private  industry  who  are  working  at 
similar  tasks. 

We  have  never  quite  achieved  that 
comparability,  and  probably  never  will  so 
long  as  we  are  utilizing  BLS  figures 
which  are  outdated  before  they  are  pub¬ 
lished.  Now,  in  this  time  of  rather 
severe  inflation,  which  threatens  to  get 
worse,  the  gap  between  what  the  Federal 
employees  are  making  and  the  compen¬ 
sation  for  those  who  are  in  private  in¬ 
dustry  is  getting  wider.  This  bill  will 
not  do  a  great  deal  to  reduce  that  gap. 
In  fact,  by  the  time  it  has  gone  to  the 
Senate  and  to  the  President,  the  gap 
will  probably  have  increased  as  much  as 
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we  are  increasing  compensation  for  Fed¬ 
eral  employees  by  this  legislation. 

However,  this  bill  does  contain  some¬ 
thing  for  the  employees.  It  does  con¬ 
tain  good  fringe  benefits.  I  believe  that 
in  actual  cost  to  the  Treasury,  the  bill 
is  well  within  the  guidelines  laid  down 
by  the  administration. 

As  the  gentleman  from  Louisiana 
stated,  this  is  the  administration’s  rec¬ 
ommendation,  with  very  little  change. 
Furthermore,  we  recognize  that  last  year, 
in  the  pay  bill,  it  was  cut  back  in  the 
Senate  quite  sharply,  and  at  that  time 
we  were  assured  that  a  new  pay  bill 
would  be  recommended  and  would  come 
to  the  attention  of  this  body. 

It  is  here  today.  I  might  add  at  this 
point  that  under  the  existing  law  again 
the  President  is  required  each  year 
on  the  basis  of  the  findings  of  the  Bureau 
of  Labor  Statistics  to  make  a  recom¬ 
mendation  to  the  Congress  for  a  change 
in  the  compensation  of  Federal  em¬ 
ployees.  This  he  has  done.  We  can 
assume,  in  view  of  what  is  happening  in 
the  private  economy  sector  of  this  coun¬ 
try,  that  a  recommendation  for  a  further 
pay  increase  will  have  to  come  next  year. 
We  can  only  hope  that  the  situation  will 
have  been  changed  sufficiently  regarding 
our  budgetary  and  tax  problems  so  that 
Federal  employees  can  be  given  a  sub¬ 
stantial  raise  and  the  comparability  gap 
will  be  substantially  reduced. 

Mr.  Speaker,  despite  the  shortcomings 
of  this  bill,  I  repeat  it  is  of  some  value. 
It  ought  to  be  passed.  The  only  con¬ 
ceivable  objections  I  can  find  to  it  are 
voiced  by  those  who  think  that  the 
amount  is  woefully  inadequate  and  would 
like  to  see  it  higher.  Again  we  should 
recall  that  many  of  the  fringe  benefits, 
particularly  those  dealing  with  retired 
employees,  will  not  come  out  of  the 
Treasury  but  will  come  out  of  the  retire¬ 
ment  fund.  Consequently,  and  since  also 
there  are  a  lot  of  estimated  costs  in  the 
bill  for  so-called  overtime  work  that 
cannot  be  properly  estimated  because 
given  the  right  kind  of  administration, 
overtime  can  be  greatly  reduced  from 
the  amount  that  is  now  used  and  com¬ 
pensated  for  in  time  rather  than  in  dol¬ 
lars.  So  we  can  expect  that  there  will 
be  a  reduction  in  overtime  and  there  will 
be  increased  efficiency.  Therefore,  the 
estimated  cost  for  overtime  work  must 
necessarily  be  regarded  as  exaggerated. 

So,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  close  in  the  hope 
that  this  bill  will  be  sent  over  to  the 
Senate  with  the  least  possible  opposition 
and  that  we  can  pass  on  this  small  pay 
increase  and  these  fringe  benefits  to  our 
Federal  employees. 

Mr.  LAIRD.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  CORBETT.  I  will  be  happy  to 
yield  to  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  LAIRD.  The  gentleman  indicates 
that  the  administration  supports  this 
bill  in  the  form  that  it  is  presently  before 
the  House? 

Mr.  CORBETT.  I  might  say  to  the 
gentleman  that  this  is  not  the  identical 
administration  request,  but  the  changes 
are  not  great.  We  do  not  anticipate  any 
objections  from  the  administration. 

Mr.  LAIRD.  I  would  like  to  ask  the 
gentleman  from  Louisiana  as  acting 


chairman  of  the  Post  Office  and  Civil 
Service  Committee  if  he  concurs  with 
that  viewpoint,  that  is,  that  this  has  the 
support  of  the  executive  branch  of  the 
Government? 

Mr.  MORRISON.  If  the  gentleman 
will  yield,  yes,  that  is  my  understanding. 

Mr.  LAIRD.  It  seems  to  me  the  com¬ 
mittee  report  indicates  that  the  total 
cost  of  this  bill  is  $593  million.  Is  that 
correct? 

Mr.  MORRISON.  The  bill  that  the 
administration  sent  up  was  for  $485  mil¬ 
lion  with  additional  fringe  benefits. 
That  is  within  the  3. 2 -percent  guidelines, 
and  that  is  what  our  committee  kept  it 
at — 3.2  percent. 

Mr.  LAIRD.  But  the  budget  that  was 
submitted  by  the  President  of  the  United 
States  only  contains  a  contingency  in 
the  amount  of  $300  million  to  cover  the 
cost  of  both  civilian  and  military  pay 
legislation  for  fiscal  year  1967.  The 
President  sent  a  budget  up  here  indicat¬ 
ing  a  contingency  of  $300  million  to  cover 
pay  costs  and  then  comes  in  the  back 
door  with  a  favorable  report  on  this  bill 
and  on  a  military  pay  bill  which  will  soon 
follow.  The  day  the  budget  was  deliv¬ 
ered  in  January  I  pointed  out  how  wrong 
the  estimates  on  expenditures  for  fiscal 
year  1967  were  as  set  forth  by  the  Presi¬ 
dent. 

Mr.  MORRISON.  That  is  only  for  6 
months,  or  half  a  year.  This  bill  was 
supposed  to  be  and  is  within  the  3.2-per- 
cent  guidelines.  It  is  2.85  percent  across 
the  board  plus  fringe  benefits. 

Mr.  LAIRD.  I  understand,  if  the  gen¬ 
tleman  will  yield  further,  that  it  is  with¬ 
in  the  guidelines,  but  I  was  trying  to 
find  out  the  total  overall  cost  as  com¬ 
pared  with  the  budgeted  estimate  for 
fiscal  year  1967.  All  I  seek  is  informa¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  CORBETT.  I  may  say  to  the 
gentleman  there  that  the  administra¬ 
tion  might  conceivably  object  to  the 
total  cost  of  this  bill,  but  I  reiterate  what 
I  said  earlier;  namely,  that  an  important 
part  of  the  cost  of  this  bill  will  come  out 
of  the  retirement  fund.  These  funds 
do  not  have  to  be  budgeted.  Another 
important  part  of  the  cost  of  the  bill  can 
be  greatly  reduced  by  proper  adminis¬ 
tration  which  would  reduce  the  amount 
of  overtime  that  would  have  to  be  paid 
for.  So  that  this  is  a  matter  for  the  ad¬ 
ministration.  They  have  not  said  in  so 
many  words  that  they  OK  this  bill.  We 
do  not  know  what  might  happen  in  the 
other  body,  but  we  operated  closely  and 
cut  back  in  most  every  instance.  And  we 
are  very  hopeful  that  in  view  of  the 
amount  which  the  administration  rec¬ 
ommended,  and  in  view  of  the  slight  in¬ 
crease  above  that  figure  that  the  com¬ 
mittee  saw  fit  to  put  in  the  bill,  it  will 
not  be  opposed  by  the  administration. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  CORBETT.  Yes. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  regret 
that  this  bill  is  being  brought  up  under 
suspension  of  the  rules.  I  wonder  if  we 
could  have  a  statement  from  the  leader¬ 
ship  of  the  House — at  least  one  of  the 
leaders  of  the  House — to  the  effect  that 
this  is  not  to  be  considered  a  precedent 
with  respect  to  the  handling  of  a  bill 
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entailing  the  expenditure  of  more  than 
one-half  billion  dollars,  without  the  op¬ 
portunity  of  the  House  to  fully  work  its 
will  upon  the  legislation  by  way  of 
amendment? 

Mr.  CORBETT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am 
not  going  to  yield  further  because  of  the 
press  for  time,  but  I  am  wondering  if  the 
majority  cannot  give  the  majority  leader 
time  in  which  to  answer  this  question? 

Mr.  MORRISON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Arizona  [Mr.  Udall]. 

(Mr.  UDALL  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  UDALL.  I  am  delighted  to  yield 
to  the  gentleman  from  Oklahoma  [Mr. 
Albert],  in  order  to  answer  the  inquiry 
raised  by  the  gentleman  from  Iowa  [Mr. 
Gross!. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  sure 
the  gentleman  is  aware  that  when  the 
motion  to  suspend  the  rules  was  made  by 
the  gentleman  from  Louisiana  [Mr. 
Morrison],  the  gentleman  from  Louisi¬ 
ana  stated  specifically  that  it  was  made 
with  the  clear  understanding  that  it 
would  establish  no  precedent  for  the 
similar  consideration  of  major  Federal 
salary  and  fringe  benefit  legislation  in 
the  future. 

The  Chair  in  recognizing  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Louisiana  to  make  the  motion, 
said,  with  that  understanding  the  gen¬ 
tleman  was  recognized  to  suspend  the 
rules  and  pass  the  bill.  The  gentleman 
from  Iowa  has  complete  assurance, 
therefore,  that  this  action  will  not  be  a 
precedent  for  further  bills  of  this  kind. 

Mr.  LAIRD.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  UDALL.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Wisconsin. 

Mi’-  LAIRD.  I  wonder  if  the  distin¬ 
guished  gentleman  from  Arizona  would 
clear  up  for  us  the  matter  of  the  cost  of 
this  bill,  as  compared  with  the  $300  mil¬ 
lion  contingency  in  the  budget,  and  also 
in  view  of  the  fact  that  Secretary  of  De¬ 
fense  McNamara  has  stated  before  the 
Committee  on  Armed  Services  that  if 
this  bill  passes,  he  will  then  come  in  and 
ask  for  a  similar  increase  for  the  mili¬ 
tary  personnel.  What  is  the  total  im¬ 
pact  upon  the  budget? 

Mr.  UDALL.  One  has  to  distinguish 
between  compliance  with  the  guidelines 
and  the  effective  date  which  the  ad¬ 
ministration  requested  in  its  proposed 
pay  bill.  The  administration  requested 
a  January  1,  1967,  effective  date  but  the 
percentage  of  increase  allowed  by  the 
guidelines  is  the  same  regardless  of  ef¬ 
fective  date.  The  only  difference  is  the 
amount  of  money  to  be  expended  in  the 
next  fiscal  year,  but  this  amount  has  no 
bearing  on  guidelines. 

The  committee  did  not  accept  the  Jan¬ 
uary  1,  1967  effective  date  in  light  of  the 
very  small  pay  adjustments  that  were 
provided  in  the  bill.  We  have  made  the 
effective  date  July  1  of  this  year. 
The  impact  upon  the  budget  for  the 
next  fiscal  year  will  be  exactly  twice 
what  it  would  have  been  under  the  ad¬ 
ministration  request.  But  this  has 
nothing  to  do  with  the  guideline.  One 
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point  is  the  percentage  amount  of  the 
raise,  and  the  other  point  is  when  the 
raise  will  go  into  effect. 

Mr.  LAIRD.  Mr.  Speaker,  if  the  gen¬ 
tleman  will  yield  further,  I  did  not  want 
to  get  into  a  discussion  of  the  guidelines 
because  I  believe  the  guidelines  used  in 
this  bill  are  undoubtedly  in  keeping  with 
the  administration’s  recommendation. 
How  does  the  administration  support 
this  bill,  if  it  has  twice  the  impact  in  ex¬ 
penditures  upon  the  budget  as  estimated 
by  the  President  in  January? 

The  gentleman  from  Louisiana  has 
stated  that  the  administration  is  now 
supporting  this  bill.  Yet  it  clearly  ex¬ 
ceeds  the  budget  estimate. 

Mr.  UDALL.  In  all  candor,  let  me  say 
that  we  are  dealing  with  a  large  number 
of  provisions  as  contained  in  the  bill.  It 
is  an  omnibus  bill.  We  are  dealing  with 
fringe  benefits  and  pay.  I  do  not  believe 
it  would  be  correct  to  say  that  the  admin¬ 
istration  endorses  this  bill  in  every  in¬ 
stance,  and  in  every  paragraph  and  in 
every  line.  They  have  not  said  they 
accept  the  July  1  effective  date.  I  be¬ 
lieve  their  position  is  that  they  do  not 
want  the  effective  date  to  be  July  1,  but 
I  rather  January  1,  1967. 

Mr.  Speaker,  there  are  some  items  con¬ 
tained  in  the  bill  upon  which  there  has 
been  controversy  about  whether  these 
are  or  are  not  guideline  items.  But,  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  am  sure  I 'can  say,  with  con¬ 
siderable  safety,  that  this  is  a  bill  which 
if  it  is  passed  with  such  modification  as  I 
have  discussed  will  be  signed  by  the 
President. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  distinguish  be¬ 
tween  enthusiastic  approbation  of  this 
bill  on  the  one  hand,  and  strong  and 
bitter  opposition  to  it  on  the  other.  This 
is  not  a  bill  enthusiastically  endorsed  by 
the  administration  in  every  particular, 
but  it  is  a  bill  the  administration  can, 
and  I  believe  will,  accept.  We  have  dis¬ 
cussed  this  bill,  since  it  was  reported,  and 
in  our  opinion  it  may  be  necessary  to 
make  some  adjustments  with  respect  to 
specific  items  in  dispute,  as  to  whether 
they  are  guideline  items  or  not.  But, 

\  Mr.  Speaker,  I  feel  sure — and  I  pledge 
)  myself  to  work  for  a  final  enactment 
which  is  clearly  within  the  guidelines. 

Mr.  Speaker,  as  the  distinguished  vice 
chairman  of  our  committee,  the  gentle¬ 
men,  from  Louisiana  Mr.  [Morrison], 
has  so  ably  explained,  it  certainly  was 
the  intention  of  the  Committee  on  Post 
Office  and  Civil  Service  to  bring  out  a 
pay  and  fringe  benefit  bill  that  did  no 
violence  to  the  wage  guidepost  of  3.2  per¬ 
cent  fixed  by  the  President.  As  he  fur¬ 
ther  indicated,  however,  there  has  never 
been  a  clear  meeting  of  the  minds  be¬ 
tween  representatives  of  the  administra¬ 
tion  and  the  members  of  our  committee 
as  to  exactly  what  costs  are  and  what 
costs  are  not  properly  to  be  measured 
against  this  guidepost. 

The  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Com¬ 
mittee,  acting  in  complete  good  faith, 
made  its  calculations  of  guidepost  costs 
as  shown  on  page  4  of  the  committee  re¬ 
port,  House  Report  No.  1410,  accompany¬ 
ing  H.R.  14122.  The  costs  as  there  com¬ 
puted  total  $471.8  million.  Other  costs  of 
the  bill  totaling  $101.2  were  felt  to  cover 
items  none  of  which  were  to  be  measured 


against  the  3.2  percent  guidepost.  Since 
the  administration  representatives  had 
put  a  $485  million  price  tag  as  the  maxi¬ 
mum  permissible  under  the  guidepost, 
our  committee  felt  that  it  had  more  than 
conformed  with  the  guidepost  limitation. 

In  all  fairness,  it  should  be  pointed 
out  that  the  calculations  used  in  our 
committee  deliberations  should  probably 
be  revised  in  the  light  of  information 
developed,  after  our  committee  voted  to 
report  the  bill,  in  an  informal  conference 
with  representatives  of  the  White  House, 
the  Bureau  of  the  Budget,  and  the  U.S. 
Civil  Service  Commission.  In  summary, 
the  changes  in  our  committee  calcula¬ 
tions  which  now  appear  to  be  appropriate 
are  set  forth  at  page  5  of  House  Report 
No.  1410,  which  shows  a  difference  of 
$33.6  million  in  costs  which  probably 
should  have  been  included  among  our 
guidepost  costs  but  were  not. 

Mr.  Speaker,  as  chairman  of  the  Sub¬ 
committee  on  Compensation  I  agreed, 
during  the  conference  mentioned  above, 
to  state  in  this  debate  my  position  with 
respect  to  this  difference  of  $33.6  million. 
Seventeen  million  of  the  amount  repre¬ 
sents  an  underestimate,  on  the  part  of 
our  committee,  as  to  the  first  year 
cost  of  the  increased  Government 
health  benefits  contributions  provided 
by  section  601  of  the  bill.  It  is  my  ex¬ 
pectation  and  hope  and  my  recom¬ 
mendation  that  this  difference  of 
$17  million,  as  well  as  such  additional 
amount  as  may  be  necessary  to  bring  the 
bill’s  guidepost  costs  within  the  3.2-per¬ 
cent  limitation,  will  be  the  subject  of 
appropriate  adjustments  when  the  bill 
is  taken  up  in  the  other  body. 

While  the  difference  of  $33.6  million  is 
not  substantial,  in  relation  to  the  total 
amount  involved  in  this  bill  and  the  very 
desirable  spread  of  benefits  provided, 
since  it  is  and  always  has  been  our  com¬ 
mittee’s  intention  not  to  violate  the 
President’s  wage  guideposts.  I  am  confi¬ 
dent  that  our  committee  would  be  re¬ 
ceptive  to  such  adjustments  if  made  in 
the  other  body.  If  I  am  a  member  of  a 
conference  committee  I  would  hope  to 
work  to  produce  a  final  bill  which  is 
clearly  in  accordance  with  the  views  I 
have  just  expressed  and  in  accordance 
with  the  statements  made  on  pages  1  to 
5  of  the  report — No.  1410 — on  this  bill. 

Mr.  HAYS.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the  gen¬ 
tleman  yield? 

Mr.  UDALL.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Ohio. 

Mr.  HAYS.  I  would  just  like  to  say 
this.  If  the  gentleman  from  Wisconsin 
is  so  worried  about  the  impact  of  this  bill 
on  the  budget  that  he  vote  against  it  and 
lead  his  forces  in  opposing  it. 

Mr.  UDALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  this  is  not  a 
very  happy  day  for  those  of  us  who  want 
to  see  adequate  Federal  salaries.  We 
faced  considerable  difficulty  and  we 
made,  after  consultation  with  the  major 
employee  organizations,  some  very  tough 
and  difficult  decisions.  I  want  to  say  to 
the  credit  of  these  major  employee  orga¬ 
nizations  that  they  have  done  the  patri¬ 
otic  thing  and  they  have  done  the  very 
difficult  thing  in  saying  that  they  will 
abide  by  the  provisions  of  the  bill  this 
year.  They  do  not  like  it  but  they  accept 
it  as  being  better  than  nothing. 


The  bill  makes  a  number  of  improve¬ 
ments,  not  just  in  pay,  but  to  take  care 
of  a  number  of  fringe  and  collateral 
benefit  areas  including  retirement  and 
including  the  Government  contributions 
toward  health  insurance  plans  for  Fed¬ 
eral  employees,  and  for  uniform  allow¬ 
ances,  and  so  forth. 

Some  very  important  adjustments  are 
made  as  to  overtime  compensation  for 
classified  employees  in  the  bill  and  a 
number  of  other  adjustments  are  made. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  support  the  bill  and  I 
hope  it  will  have  widespread  support 
among  the  Members  of  the  House. 

Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Speaker,  as  I  under¬ 
stand  it,  no  record  vote  is  contemplated 
on  this  measure — indeed,  I  suppose  that 
is  the  purpose  of  calling  it  up  under 
suspension — so  that  everyone  will  be 
able  to  go  home  and  say  that  he 
did  not  oppose  a  pay  raise  for  Govern¬ 
ment  workers.  All  of  us  would  like  to  be 
able  to  tell  our  friends  that  we  had  given 
them  a  pay  increase. 

A  pay  increase  is  always  welcomed  by 
the  recipients  but  nothing  is  so  certain 
to  set  off  the  evils  of  inflation.  The  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Pennsylvania  has  just  ad¬ 
mitted  that  it  is  inflationary.  The  Pres¬ 
ident  has  tune  and  again  pointed  to  the 
immediate  danger  of  inflation.  He  has 
put  tremendous  pressure  on  industry  to 
hold  prices  down  in  spite  of  increasing 
costs.  He  has  called  on  consumers  to 
forgo  the  purchase  of  long-hoped-for 
consumer  goods.  I  think  that  all  of  us 
know  that  we  face  a  real  and  present 
danger  of  inflation. 

This  bill  involves  an  immediate  in¬ 
crease  in  our  Government  expenditures 
by  more  than  half  a  billion  dollars  per 
year.  It  is  certain  to  be  followed  by  an 
increase  of  at  least  equal  magnitude  for 
a  military  pay  raise,  and  then  we  all 
know  that  private  wages  must  go  in  the 
same  manner.  Before  this  round  of  in¬ 
creases  has  spent  itself  it  will  have  in¬ 
creased  our  new  spending  by  several  bil¬ 
lion. 

I  look  upon  this  as  an  unwise  expend¬ 
iture — one  which  we  would  like  to  grant 
but  cannot  afford.  I  think  inflation  is 
dangerous.  I  think  it  can  very  easily 
take  far  more  away  from  the  living 
standards  of  the  very  recipients  of  the 
increase  than  it  gives  them,  and  I  know 
that  it  will  hurt  millions  of  people  with 
small  fixed  incomes.  I  shall  vote  against 
the  proposal  and  I  shall  not  hide  behind 
any  agrement  that  there  will  be  no  roll- 
call.  I  hope  that  the  sponsors  of  this 
bill  will  agree  to  call  the  roll.  They  have 
challenged  some  of  those  who  question 
the  bill  to  vote  against  it.  I  think  that  is 
fair  and  I  hope  that  we  all  have  an  op¬ 
portunity  to  vote  but  whether  we  do  or 
not,  my  people  are  entitled  to  know  where 
I  stand.  I  stand  against  inflation.  I 
shall,  therefore,  vote  against  this  infla¬ 
tionary  bill. 

Mr.  CORBETT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
3  minutes  to  the  distinguished  gentle¬ 
man  from  Nebraska  [Mr.  Cunningham], 

(Mr.  CUNNINGHAM  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  CUNNINGHAM.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
introduced  a  7-percent  salary  bill,  but 
pressure  was  exerted  on  that  figure  by 
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the  administration  and  it  went  by  the 
wayside.  So  we  have  a  watered -down 
version  which  amounts  to  2.89  percent  in 
salary  increase. 

I  think  this  is  a  stinking  bill  if  we  are 
ever  to  reach  comparability  and  give  Fed¬ 
eral  workers  what  they  desire. 

But  the  pressure  was  put  on  by  Fed¬ 
eral  agencies  so  there  was  not  much  we 
could  do. 

I  introduced  the  bill  after  the  hearings 
on  an  identical  bill  to  the  one  before  us 
today,  and  I  will  vote  for  it. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  think  it  is  time  the  Con¬ 
gress  wrote  all  pay  legislation  and  not  be 
strong-armed  by  the  Federal  agencies. 
We  must  assert  our  rights — and  we  did 
not  do  so  in  this  case. 

If  we  wrote  a  good  bill  we  could  take 
our  chances  on  a  veto,  because  a  prin¬ 
ciple  is  involved  here. 

If  the  present  bill,  for  some  reason, 
were  vetoed  the  Federal  workers  would 
not  lose  much  in  money  but  would  win 
on  principle  and  reestablish  the  Con¬ 
gress’  right  to  write  its  own  legislation 
and  give  just  due  to  our  dedicated  Fed¬ 
eral  and  classified  workers. 

When  General  Eisenhower — a  member 
of  my  party — vetoed  a  pay  bill,  we  voted 
to  override  his  veto — which  we  did — and 
I  voted  to  override  it  because  I  thought 
the  increase  was  long  overdue.  We 
should  do  so  in  this  case. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  say  again  this  is  a 
measly  raise — nevertheless  I  will  vote 
for  it. 

Mr.  MORRISON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Mon¬ 
tana  [Mr.  Olsen], 

(Mr.  OLSEN  of  Montana  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  revise  and  ex¬ 
tend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  OLSEN  of  Montana.  Mr.  Speak¬ 
er,  there  is  a  kind  of  schizophrenia  per¬ 
vading  some  of  the  groups  on  each  side 
of  the  aisle.  One  would  say  that  they 
are  in  favor  of  savings  and  worried  about 
the  budget.  Another  would  say  this  is 
a  stinking  bill  because  it  does  not  spend 
enough  and  that  this  is  not  a  big  enough 
increase.  Of  course,  that  is  the  kind  of 
point  of  view  we  might  find  on  almost 
any  pay  bill. 

This  is  a  compromise  bill.  It  is  a  com¬ 
promise  because  of  all  the  factors  that 
everyone  has  spoken  about  on  this  floor. 
We  are  doing  the  very  best  we  can  to  get 
a  bill  that  is  within  the  guidelines  that 
we  are  asking  all  private  industry  to  live 
by,  and  it  is  a  pay  bill  that  the  Federal 
employees  are  more  than  deserving  of. 
I  say  more  than  deserving  of  because 
this  will  barely  keep  them  in  their  pres¬ 
ent  position  with  respect  to  the  increases 
that  are  going  on  in  the  private  economy. 
This  does  not  begin  to  catch  them  up. 

Mr.  Speaker,  our  Committee  on  Post 
Office  and  Civil  Service  has  brought  to 
the  floor  of  the  House  today  a  Federal  pay 
bill  which  provides  increases  in  salary 
and  fringe  benefits  averaging  3.2  percent. 
This  increase  is  designed  to  be  both  fair 
to  the  Federal  employees,  that  is,  keep 
them  in  their  present  position  with  re¬ 
spect  to  the  private  economy,  and  it  is 
also  designed  to  stay  within  the  wage  and 
price  guidelines  recommended  by  the 
President’s  Council  of  Economic  Advis¬ 
ers. 


The  proposed  pay  raise  is  an  across- 
the-board  one  of  about  2.85  percent, 
effective  this  July,  although  the  top  three 
grades  in  the  Federal  service  will  receive 
a  slightly  smaller  boost  of  2  percent. 

The  liberalized  fringe  benefits  we  pro¬ 
pose  include  optional  retirement  at  age 
55  with  30  years’  service,  or  at  age  60  with 
20  years’  service;  a  moderate  increase  in 
already  authorized  uniform  allowances 
for  those  employees  who  are  required  by 
the  Government  to  wear  uniforms;  a  rea¬ 
sonable  increase  in  the  Government  con¬ 
tribution  to  health  insurance  programs; 
time-and-a-half  overtime  pay  for  classi¬ 
fied  employees  who  work  in  excess  of  8 
hours  a  day;  25  percent  premium  pay  for 
classified  and  wage  board  employees  who 
must  work  on  Sundays;  permission  for 
widows  who  remarry  after  age  60  to  con¬ 
tinue  to  receive  their  survivor  annuities; 
mandatory  overtime  for  postal  workers 
up  through  level  10;  protection  against 
salary  loss  for  employees  transferred 
from  other  agencies  to  postal  jobs;  and 
extension  of  survivor  benefits  to  children 
in  school  up  to  22  years  of  age.  All  of 
these  fringes  are  just  barely  an  attempt 
to  catch  up  with  the  private  economy. 

Mr.  LAIRD.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  OLSEN  of  Montana.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Wisconsin. 

Mr.  LAIRD.  I  thank  my  friend  for 
yielding.  The  gentleman  makes  the 
point  that  this  bill  will  not  even  keep  the 
employees  up  with  the  cost-of-living  in¬ 
creases  anticipated  during  the  next  fiscal 
year. 

Mr.  OLSEN  of  Montana.  We  do  not 
use  the  word  “cost-of-living  increases.” 
We  are  talking  about  comparability  with 
the  advances  that  are  going  on  in  the 
private  sector  in  comparable  jobs,  which 
is  something  I  think  more  than  just  cost 
of  living. 

Mr.  LAIRD.  But  the  cost-of-living 
estimated  increase  in  this  budget,  based 
on  the  revenues  in  the  1967  budget,  antic¬ 
ipates  a  cost-of-living  increase  of  3  per¬ 
cent.  Many  economists  think  it  will  be 
a  much  higher  increase  during  the  fiscal 
year  1967. 

In  the  colloquy  which  I  had  earlier, 
however,  I  was  referring  to  the  fact  that 
in  the  1967  budget,  which  I  think  is  a 
very  unrealistic  budget,  the  estimates 
made  by  the  President  for  military  and 
civilian  pay  increases,  the  contingency 
allowed  was  only  $300  million.  At  the 
time  the  budget  message  was  sent  up 
here  some  of  us  pointed  out  that  this 
was  not  a  realistic  estimate  on  the  part 
of  the  President  of  the  United  States. 
I  believe  that  forecast  is  being  borne  out 
here  today. 

The  proposals  are  certainly  modest 
ones,  and  the  bill  has  been  carefully 
worked  out.  It  is  a  good  bill.  We  are 
offering  a  reasonably  decent  pay  raise 
for  Federal  employees  and  some  fringe 
benefits  that  will  bring  them  a  little 
closer  to  the  state  of  true  equality  for 
Government  workers  that  we  seek.  The 
intent  of  the  bill  is  to  carry  out  the  Con¬ 
gress’  commitment  to  our  Federal  em¬ 
ployees,  embodied  in  the  Federal  Pay  Act 
of  1962,  that  their  salaries  and  other 
benefits  should  be  comparable  to  those 
salaries  and  benefits  earned  by  employees 
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in  private  industry  for  similar  types  and 
levels  of  work. 

I  want  to  emphasize  that  throughout 
our  hearings  on  the  pay  and  fringe  bene¬ 
fits  package,  our  committee  worked  with 
the  understanding  that  we  would  pro¬ 
pose  no  benefits  in  excess  of  the  Council 
of  Economic  Advisers’  3.2-percent  wage- 
price  guidelines.  We  have  stayed  with¬ 
in  those  guidelines  and  have  met  the 
test  of  a  sound  and  responsible  Federal 
fiscal  policy. 

As  pointed  out  in  our  committee  report, 
however,  there  have  been  some  honest 
differences  of  opinion  as  to  exactly  what 
costs  should  be  properly  included  within 
those  wage  guidelines. 

I  do  not,  for  instance,  believe  the  costs 
of  the  equalizing  provisions  for  overtime 
and  other  premium  pay  should  be  in¬ 
cluded  within  the  wage  guideposts  set  by 
the  President.  I  do  not  think  adjust¬ 
ments  in  retirement  benefits,  especially 
with  respect  to  adjustments  in  benefits 
of  long-retired  Federal  employees  or 
their  survivors,  belong  within  the  wage 
guideposts.  The  special  delivery  mileage 
allowance,  the  costs  of  broadening  the 
term  “child”  to  extend  survivor  benefits, 
the  widows’  “remarriage”  provision — 
these  are  not  guidepost  costs. 

In  this  regard  I  want  to  emphasize 
that  the  committee’s  conclusions  on  the 
pay  package  and  the  costs  involved  were 
reached  after  giving  very  special  atten¬ 
tion  to  the  guidelines  as  it  interprets 
them  and  in  all  good  conscience. 

Our  objective,  of  course,  is  a  fair  pay 
bill — one  that  is  fair  to  the  employees 
and  the  Government,  and  one  which  the 
President  will  approve.  We  want  to 
honor  our  pledge  to  Federal  employees 
that  their  salaries  and  benefits  will  be 
comparable  to  those  in  private  industry. 

We  want  to  increase  efficiency — and 
morale — throughout  the  Federal  estab¬ 
lishment.  We  want  to  encourage  re¬ 
cruitment  of  more  talented  people  of  the 
level  and  competence  and  career  poten¬ 
tial  that  we  need.  We  want  to  hold  on 
to  our  best  employees,  instead  of  losing 
them  to  private  industry.  And  we  can¬ 
not  deny  Federal  employees  a  just  and 
needed  pay  raise  while  other  groups  in 
our  society  are  not  so  restricted. 

Our  country  is  wealthy  and  strong  and 
it  is  growing.  I  agree  with  our  President 
that  the  country’s  continued  economic 
expansion  must  be  orderly.  But  the  bill 
before  us  is  not  going  to  overheat  the 
economy  or  push  prices  into  outer  space. 
The  proposals  are  extremely  modest  ones. 
They  are  fair — and  they  are  necessary. 

The  bill  is  an  act  of  plain  justice.  I 
sincerely  believe  it  deserves  the  support 
of  every  Member  of  the  House. 

Mr.  DANIELS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in 
support  of  H.R.  14122,  the  ingredients 
of  which  I  earnestly  believe  are  confined 
to  the  guidelines  advocated  by  the  Presi¬ 
dent  of  the  United  States.' 

At  the  outset,  as  chairman  of  the  Sub¬ 
committee  on  Retirement,  Insurance,  and 
Health  Benefits,  which  participated  fully 
and  faithfully  in  the  extensive  consider¬ 
ations  of  the  broad  area  of  the  subjects 
under  deliberation,  it  is  my  desire  to  have 
the  record  clearly  show  that  the  efforts 
of  the  individual  members  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  were  intended  to  comply  with  the 
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President’s  guideline  requests.  I  believe 
that  the  members  of  the  committee 
should  be  highly  commended  for  their 
diligence  in  keeping  the  elements  of  this 
legislation  within  the  realm  of  the  sug¬ 
gested  limits.  I  am  convinced  that  the 
coat  has  been  cut  to  fit  the  cloth  pro¬ 
vided  us,  and  that  the  committee  has 
acted  responsibly  in  the  national  interest 
in  reporting  the  bill  before  us. 

Regretfully,  the  international  situation 
leaves  the  President  and  the  Congress 
with  not  quite  enough  cloth  to  cloak  the 
very  substantial  costs  of  providing  all 
that  may  be  desirable  in  this  measure. 
To  the  committee  fell  the  burden  of  the 
selection  in  and  the  selection  out  of  those 
worthy  plans  that  need  funds  and  are  in 
the  public’s  and  employees’  interest — a 
burden  that  lyas  well  shouldered  by  each 
and  every  member. 

There  were,  and  still  are,  and  always 
will  be  honest  and  reasonable  differences 
of  opinion  as  to  what  elements  rightfully 
lie  within  the  framework  of  prescribed 
guideposts,  as  well  as  sincere  differences 
in  opinion  as  to  any  that  are  deemed  to 
exceed  them. 

The  across-the-board  salary  adjust¬ 
ments  averaging  2.85  percent,  I  am  sure, 
cannot  be  construed  as  exceeding  eco¬ 
nomic  guidelines.  In  fact,  they  are  ob¬ 
viously  well  under  such  limitations. 

I  respectfully  question,  Mr.  Speaker, 
what  items  in  H.R.  14122  do,  indeed, 
exceed  the  recommended  guideposts? 
What  items  in  this  bill  truthfully  con¬ 
tribute  to  any  inflationary  spiral?  Is  it 
the  payment  of  true  overtime  to  some 
employees?  Is  it  the  payment  of  partial 
overtime  only  to  other  employees?  I 
think  not. 

I  ask,  respectfully,  does  partial  pre¬ 
mium  pay  for  certain  Sunday  work  in¬ 
flate  the  economy?  Do  minimal  in¬ 
creases  in  uniform  allowances?  I  think 
not. 

Are  justifiable  Government  increases 
toward  the  costs  of  health  benefits  in 
violation  of  the  guidelines?  Is  the  sub¬ 
ject  of  recomputation  of  annuities  to  past 
retirees  and  surviving  widows  properly 
for  inclusion  within  such  guidelines?  I 
think  not,  particularly  when  this  pro¬ 
posed  adjustment  is  not  a  budgetary 
item. 

Mr.  Speaker,  should  any  sound  argu¬ 
ments  be  presented  to  this  Member  that 
convince  him  that  any  provision  of  H.R. 
14122  is  inflationary,  and  that  transcends 
reasonable  guidelines,  he  will  be  the  first 
to  take  the  initiative  to  accept  any 
amendments  necessary  to  bring  this 
legislation  within  justifiable  limits. 

As  we  are  all  well  aware,  the  major 
costs  and  provisions  of  H.R.  14122  involve 
salary  adjustments — adjustments  that 
are  quite  moderate  in  most  cases,  and 
entirely  inadequate  in  others.  Those 
provisions  that  pertain  to  improved  em¬ 
ployee  fi'inge  benefits  constitute  but  a 
small  portion  of  the  total  costs  of  this 
package,  but  which  are  highly  desirable 
and  long  overdue.  Increased  Govern¬ 
ment  contributions  provided  herein  to  the 
Federal  employees’  health  benefits  pro¬ 
gram  are  minimal  in  relation  to  the  costs 
borne  by  each  employee. 

Extending  the  coverage  of  student- 
children  under  the  Civil  Service  Retire¬ 
ment  Act,  to  age  22,  although  desirable. 


is  a  relatively  minor  improvement  in 
benefits.  Permitting  employees  to  retire 
on  full  annuities  at  age  55  with  30  years 
of  service,  and  at  age  60  with  20  years  of 
service,  are  long-sought  improvements 
that  are  meaningful  to  employees  while 
serving  the  interests  of  Government. 
Another  relatively  minor  amendment  to 
the  Retirement  Act  will  permit  survivor 
annuitants  to  retain  their  benefits  upon 
remarriage  after  reaching  age  60,  while 
another  provision  will  permit  those  sur¬ 
vivors  whose  annuities  are  terminated  by 
remarriage  prior  to  attaining  age  60  to 
be  restored  in  the  event  of  the  termina¬ 
tion  of  such  remarriage. 

In  the  judgment  of  the  committee,  it 
is  simple  justice  to  a  certain  segment  of 
retirees  and  surviving  widows,  whose 
rights  were  based  upon  the  laws  in  effect 
from  1948  to  1962,  to  provide  for  the 
recomputation  of  their  annuities  so  as 
to  grant  them  parity  with  persons  who 
have  retired  or  died  since  the  liberalizing 
amendments  of  October  11,  1962. 

In  summary,  the  fringe  benefits  pro¬ 
vided  in  the  bill,  while  desirable,  are 
reasonably  modest  in  scope.  The  Sub¬ 
committee  on  Retirement,  Insurance, 
and  Health  Benefits  will  schedule  the 
consideration  of  additional  proposals  in 
the  near  future.  Its  paramount  objec¬ 
tive,  however,  will  be  the  exploration  of 
a  means  whereby  the  financial  condition 
of  the  civil  service  retirement  fund  may 
be  strengthened — a  problem  of  serious 
concern,  and  a  question  of  finance  that 
cannot  be  avoided,  especially  where  the 
rights  and  welfare  of  so  many  people  are 
concerned. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  urge  the  adoption  of 
H.R.  14122. 

Mr.  DULSKI.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in 
support  of  H.R.  14122.  I  have  always 
been  in  favor  of  legislation  providing 
adequate  rates  of  compensation  for  Fed¬ 
eral  employees,  particularly  for  the  low- 
paid  employees  of  the  Postal  Field  Serv¬ 
ice.  I  am  firmly  convinced  that  an  in¬ 
crease  of  at  least  7  percent  is  justified 
in  order  for  our  Federal  employees  to 
receive  rates  of  compensation  anywhere 
near  current  comparability  with  rates 
paid  in  private  industry. 

We  all  realize,  however,  that  the  Viet¬ 
nam  conflict  raises  problems  of  much 
greater  significance  than  any  problem  of 
pay  comparability. 

There  also  is  a  further  problem  of  ma¬ 
jor  significance  which  demands  that  we 
stay  within  the  President’s  wage  price 
guidelines  in  order  not  to  give  any  un¬ 
necessary  impetus  to  inflationary  trends. 

The  employee  organizations  are  to  be 
congratulated  for  their  display  of  pa¬ 
triotism  and  civic  responsibility  in  agree¬ 
ing  with  the  President’s  request  for  us 
to  hold  the  line  on  this  pay-fringe  bene¬ 
fit  proposal,  and  to  keep  it  within  the 
wage  price  guidelines  of  3.2  percent. 

It  becomes  abundantly  clear  to  me 
that  there  is  absolutely  no  justification 
for  holding  our  Government  employees 
to  the  3.2  percent  when  wage  increases  in 
private  industry  already  are  more  than 
7  percent  ahead  of  Federal  rates  of  com¬ 
pensation  and  are  continually  increas¬ 
ing  at  even  a  greater  rate.  We  certainly 
will  want  to  make  adjustments  in  the 
very  near  future  to  compensate  for  any 
such  increases. 


Mr.  Speaker,  I  want  to  call  particular 
attention  to  one  provision  of  this  bill, 
section  402,  relating  to  postal  seniority 
adjustments.  The  1962  Pay  Act  had  the 
effect  of  destroying  the  seniority  of  many 
postal  service  employees.  I  sponsored 
legislation  in  1963  and  have  been  at¬ 
tempting  ever  since  to  correct  this  prob¬ 
lem.  A  partial  correction  was  accom¬ 
plished  in  the  1964  Pay  Act,  Public  Law 
88-426,  and  attempts  were  made  last  year 
to  correct  additional  inequities  in  seni¬ 
ority  adjustments.  However,  the  pro¬ 
visions  we  included  in  the  House-passed 
bill  last  year  were  eliminated  by  the  Sen¬ 
ate.  I  am  pleased  to  see  that  these  same 
provisions  are  included  once  again  in 
H.R.  14122.  Even  though  these  provi¬ 
sions  will  not  correct  all  of  the  inequities, 
I  hope  that  the  House  conferees  this  year 
will  insist  on  these  provisions  remaining 
in  any  bill  finally  enacted  by  the  Con¬ 
gress. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  urge  favorable  consid¬ 
eration  of  this  legislation  here  today. 

Mr.  CORBETT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  recog¬ 
nize  the  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania 
[Mr.  Kunkel],  for  such  time  as  he  may 
desire. 

(Mr.  KUNKEL  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks  at  this  point  in  the  Record.) 

Mr.  KUNKEL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise 
in  support  of  this  salary  legislation.  It 
is  not  all  that  many  of  us  would  like  it 
to  be,  but  it  is  apparent  that  under  the 
circumstances  it  is  all  there  is  going  to 


be. 

The  reason  it  is  not  all  we  would  like 
it  to  be  is  that  a  theoretical  national 
guidepost  has  been  applied  to  this  bill. 
It  ignores  many  factors. 

While  such  a  guidepost  might  be  an 
important  tool  in  this  time  of  inflation,  in 
this  case  it  certainly  has  not  permitted 
just  treatment  of  the  question  of  wage 
comparability.  It  is  not  being  applied 
with  the  same  rigor  in  other  segments 
of  our  economy.  Over  the  long  run  the 
result  can  only  be  that  there  will  be  some 
extra  catching  up  to  do.  The  concept  of 
wage  comparability  for  Government  em¬ 
ployees  with  those  in  private  industry 
has  been  part  of  the  law  of  the  land  for 
some  years.  Justice  requires  that  com¬ 
parability  be  observed. 

Nevertherless,  I  urge  passage  of  this 
bill.  It  provides  raises.  It  makes  some 
corrections  in  the  retirement  system  that 
are  long  overdue.  For  example,  widows 
of  employees  or  retired  employees  who 
remarry  after  age  60  are  allowed  to  con¬ 
tinue  to  receive  their  survivory  annuities, 
which  under  present  law  are  terminated 
by  any  remarriage. 

A  number  of  other  improvements  are 
contained  in  the  bill.  I  am  delighted  to 
see  that,  where  they  are  authorized,  uni¬ 
form  allowances  now  are  to  be  made 
mandatory,  and  the  administrative  al¬ 
lowances  are  increased.  Classified  em¬ 


ployees  are  granted  time  and  a  half  over¬ 
time  pay  for  work  in  excess  of  8  hours  in 
a  day.  These  and  other  features  help  to 
make  this  legislation  worthwhile. 

Mr.  CORBETT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  desire  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Alabama  [Mr.  Buchanan!  who 
is  a  member  of  the  committee. 

Mr.  BUCHANAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  nse 
in  support  of  H.R.  14122.  In  19 
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Congress  did  adopt  a  policy  of  compara¬ 
bility  in  Federal  pay  legislation.  We  have 
not  yet  arrived  at  such  comparability. 

I  wish  to  express  appreciation  to  those 
major  employee  organizations  who  in 
this  time  of  inflation  and  of  military  ac¬ 
tion  in  Vietnam,  were  willing  to  accept 
these  guidelines,  even  though  we  have 
not  yet  reached  comparability.  I  appre¬ 
ciate  their  great  patriotism  and  hope 
that  their  leadership  will  be  followed  by 
others. 

Also  I  am  glad  that  this  bill  contains 
provisions  to  eliminate  certain  inequities 
in  Federal  retiree  annuities  that  have 
long  existed  and  which  needed  to  be  cor¬ 
rected.  However,  inadequate,  H.R.  14122 
is  a  step  in  the  right  direction.  I,  there¬ 
fore,  urge  its  passage. 

Mr.  CUNNINGHAM.  Mr.  Speaker, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BUCHANAN.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman. 

Mr.  CUNNINGHAM.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
did  not  have  a  chance  to  finish  my  state¬ 
ment  earlier.  But  I  repeat  this  is  an 
inadequate  bill. 

Under  President  Eisenhower,  who 
vetoed  a  bill  that  we  had  up  here,  that  I 
thought  was  a  good  bill,  I  happened  to  be 
one  who  voted  to  override  the  veto.  It 
took  only  a  matter  of  moments  for  the 
majority  party  to  bring  up  the  question 
of  overriding  the  veto.  I  simply  say  that 
this  is  an  inadequate  bill  and  any  veto 
could  be  overridden. 

A  few  pennies  in  the  pocket  under  this 
bill  amounts  to  hardly  anything.  It  is 
a  matter  of  principle  involved  here.  I 
think  we  should  have  a  bill  today  which 
we  think  is  right  and  just.  Then  if  it  is 
vetoed,  bring  it  back  and  let  us  have  a 
chance  to  override  the  veto. 

In  this  way  we  will  know  who  gives 
lipservice  to  the  employee  organizations 
and  who  does  not. 

Mr.  EDWARDS  of  Alabama.  Mr. 
Speaker,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BUCHANAN.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Alabama. 

Mr.  EDWARDS  of  Alabama.  Mr. 
Speaker,  if  I  may  have  the  attention  of 
the  gentleman  from  Arizona,  I  would 
like  to  pose  a  question  or  two  concerning 
benefits  to  children  in  school.  Let  me 
give  you  an  example :  I  have  a  young  con¬ 
stituent  who  was  receiving  benefits  un¬ 
der  the  Civil  Service  Retirement  Act 
while  in  high  school.  He  graduated  from 
high  school  on  May  21,  1965.  He  com¬ 
menced  college  on  September  27,  1965, 
the  first  day  the  college  opened  its  fall 
session.  This  lapse  of  4  months  and  6 
days  caused  this  young  man  to  lose  his 
benefits  and  in  fact  he  is  now  having  to 
repay  to  the  Federal  Government  the 
money  he  received  from  May  through 
September.  I  know  that  this  was  not 
the  intention  of  Congress.  It  would  ap¬ 
pear  that  this  problem  is  cured  by  sec¬ 
tion  502  of  H.R.  14122  in  that  it  refers 
to  “4  calendar  months”  rather  than  “4 
months”  as  in  the  existing  law.  Is  this 
correct? 

Mr.  UDALL.  Yes,  this  problem  would 
be  cured  in  the  future  with  respect  to 
the  specific  dates  you  cite.  However, 
the  bill  does  not  contemplate  retroactive 
payment  of  benefits  to  students  whose 
annuities  have  already  been  terminated 
under  the  terms  of  existing  law. 


Mr.  EDWARDS  of  Alabama.  Under 
the  terms  of  H.R.  14122,  may  my  consti¬ 
tuent  commence  receiving  benefits  again, 
assuming  he  is  still  in  college  and  not 
over  22  years  of  age,  once  the  bill  is 
signed  into  law? 

Mr.  UDALL.  Yes;  section  508(c)  pro¬ 
vides  for  the  restoration  of  entitlement 
from  the  date  of  enactment  if  he  then 
meets  the  description  of  a  student-child 
as  amended  in  section  502  of  this  bill. 

(Mr.  EDWARDS  of  Alabama  asked 
and  was  given  permission  to  revise  and 
extend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  MORRISON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
2  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Ari¬ 
zona  [Mr.  Udall]. 

Mr.  UDALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Hawaii. 

(Mr.  MATSUNAGA  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  MATSUNAGA.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
rise  in  support  of  H.R.  14122,  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Salary  and  Fringe  Benefits  Act  of 
1966. 

This  bill,  of  course,  falls  far  short  of 
what  we  should  be  providing  our  Federal 
employees  this  year  in  the  way  of  salary 
and  fringe  benefits.  But,  recognizing 
the  need  for  keeping  within  the  3.2- 
percent  guideline  recommended  by  the 
President  and  facing  the  realities  of  our 
firm  commitments  in  Vietnam,  I  strongly 
support  the  bill  and  urge  its  prompt 
passage. 

The  modest  salary  adjustments  will,  at 
least  for  the  present,  prevent  the  com¬ 
parability  gap  from  growing  wider.  The 
optional  retirement  provision  at  age  55 
with  30  years  of  service  and  the  liberali¬ 
zations  in  other  retirement  features  and 
in  overtime  pay  are  all  long  overdue. 

Yet  I  must  say  that  no  one  who  is  com¬ 
mitted,  as  I  am,  to  the  principal  of  full 
pay  comparability  for  Federal  employees 
can  really  be  satisfied  until  that  cher¬ 
ished  promise  is  actually  and  entirely 
achieved. 

In  1962,  Congress  promised  Federal 
employees  that  they  would  not  have  to 
suffer  economically  simply  because  they 
chose  a  career  in  Government  service. 
We  promised  Federal  employees  full  pay 
comparability  and  we  set  up  the  machin¬ 
ery  to  achieve  it.  We  have  made  sig¬ 
nificant  strides  during  the  last  4  years 
toward  achieving  that  goal.  However, 
we  have  not  yet  attained  full  compara¬ 
bility,  and  the  bill  under  consideration 
is  not  intended  as  a  substitute  for  the 
goal  we  set  before  us  in  1962.  Rather, 
this  bill  ought  to  be  looked  upon  as  an¬ 
other  milestone  in  the  continuing  effort 
by  the  Congress  to  achieve  full  pay  com¬ 
parability  for  Federal  employees. 

I  would  like  to  make  it  abundantly 
clear  that  I,  for  one,  am  not  fully  satis¬ 
fied  with  the  application  of  comparabil¬ 
ity  at  the  low  income  levels,  but  I  intend 
to  give  continuing  support  to  the  prin¬ 
ciple  of  comparability  so  long  as  it  will 
serve  as  a  means  of  raising  the  standard 
of  living  of  our  people.  While  passing 
this  bill  today,  we  must  keep  in  mind 
that  our  real  goal  is  to  make  compara¬ 
bility  work  and  to  give  real  meaning  to 
the  promise  we  made  to  our  Federal  em¬ 
ployees  in  1962. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  urge  unanimous  sup¬ 
port  for  H.R.  14122. 
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Mr.  UDALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  before  we 
leave  this  discussion,  let  me  comment  on 
the  remarks  of  my  friend  from  Wiscon¬ 
sin  who  is  concerned  about  expenditures 
over  and  above  the  President’s  budget  for 
this  year.  I  have  heard  noises  around 
this  Chamber  and  around  the  country 
about  cutting  $5  billion,  or  some  similar 
amount,  off  the  administration’s  budget 
for  this  year. 

We  in  Congress  play  a  role  too.  We 
have  increased  in  this  bill  the  budgeted 
amounts,  especially  by  reason  of  the  July 
effective  date.  I  take  my  share  of  the 
responsibility  for  going  this  far  over  the 
President’s  budget. 

I  have  been  waiting  patiently  for  many 
days  now  to  have  a  list  of  specifics  about 
where  we  are  going  to  cut  the  Federal 
budget  by  $5  billion  or  any  other  large 
amount.  I  would  suggest  to  my  friend 
from  Wisconsin,  if  he  is  concerned  about 
it,  that  he  vote  against  this  bill  and 
against  the  military  pay  raise  which  ap¬ 
parently  is  coming  before  us  shortly.  He 
can  save  nearly  $1  billion  on  these  two 
bills.  Or,  if  he  is  not  going  to  do  this, 
I  suggest  that  he  and  his  colleagues  come 
forward  and  tell  us  where  they  plan  to 
make  these  large  cuts  in  the  Federal 
budget. 

I  have  been  waiting  for  days  to  have 
specifics,  and  I  have  not  seen  any  yet. 

Mr.  LAIRD.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  UDALL.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  LAIRD.  Mr.  Speaker,  we  have  had 
a  very  good  example  in  the  new  pro¬ 
grams  approved  last  week — in  the  rent 
supplement  program  and  the  Teachers 
Corps  program — and  we  will  have  many 
opportunities  on  amendments  to  other 
appropriation  and  authorization  bills 
during  this  session  as  we  did  in  the  last 
session. 

Mr.  UDALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  decline  to 
yield  further  until  I  make  a  comment. 

Mr.  LAIRD.  Mr.  Speaker,  if  the  gen¬ 
tleman  would  like  to  have  a  list,  if  he 
will  yield  to  me  I  will  give  it  to  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

Mr.  UDALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  pro¬ 
grams  last  week  would  have  saved  a 
grand  total  of  about  $20  million.  I  would 
like  to  have  an  idea  as  to  where  the  other 
$4.80  billion  will  come  from. 

Mr.  LAIRD.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  UDALL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LAIRD.  Mr.  Speaker,  we  started 
the  program  last  week.  We  have  to  take 
one  item  at  a  time.  The  program  last 
week  started  at  least  a  $6  billion  program 
over  a  20-year  period  for  rent  supple¬ 
ments. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
time  of  the  gentleman  has  expired. 

Mr.  CORBETT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
might  suggest  that  the  gentleman  get 
some  special  orders.  We  are  on  some 
rather  special  business  now.  I  do  not 
think  we  can  interrupt. 

Mr.  UDALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  CORBETT.  I  yield  briefly  to  the 
gentleman. 

Mr.  UDALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  be 
glad  to  participate  in  a  special  order,  at 
which  time  I  could  see  a  list  of  these 
budget  cuts  which  are  going  to  be  made. 
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Mr.  CORBETT.  Mr.  Speaker,  at  the 
proper  time  I  will  ask  that  the  gentle¬ 
man  be  given  an  hour,  at  which  time  the 
gentleman  from  Wisconsin  can  outline 
a  list. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Virginia  [Mr.  Broyhill]  . 

Mr.  BROYHILL  of  Virginia.  Mr. 
Speaker,  today  we  are  asked  to  support 
a  bill  to  increase  compensation  for  Fed¬ 
eral  employes.  The  actual  salary  in¬ 
crease  provided  in  this  measure  is  an 
across-the-board  2.85  percent,  except  in 
the  uppermost  brackets  where  it  is  small¬ 
er.  We  are  told  the  President  will  veto 
a  measure  outside  the  so-called  guide¬ 
lines  of  3.2  percent,  including  fringe 
benefits.  So  this  is,  in  effect,  a  take-it- 
or-leave-it  measure. 

I  sponsored  a  measure,  Mr.  Speaker, 
which  would  have  provided  an  average 
of  7  percent  increase  in  compensation, 
and  which  would  have  recognized  the 
facts  of  life  we  are  asked  to  overlook 
today — that  Federal  employee  salaries 
have  once  again  lagged  behind  in  the 
comparability  those  of  us  sorely  con¬ 
cerned  with  this  problem  have  long 
sought.  We  are  asked  today  to  allow 
Federal  salaries  to  drop  further  behind 
those  for  comparable  jobs  in  private  in¬ 
dustry,  and  to  risk  again  the  loss  of 
skilled  Federal  employees  because  we 
cannot  compete  with  industry. 

Where,  Mr.  Speaker,  were  these  so- 
called  guidelines  when  the  steelworkers 
demanded,  and  received,  their  latest  in¬ 
creases?  Where  were  they  when  the 
New  York  transit  workers  defied  Federal 
court  orders,  and  won  enormous  conces¬ 
sions? 

One  after  another  of  our  major  indus¬ 
tries  bows  to  labor’s  demand  far  in  excess 
of  the  recommendations  sent  from  the 
White  House.  But  we  are  asked  here 
today  to  penalize  loyal  Federal  employees 
just  to  set  an  example  for  others  to 
follow.  But  who  will  follow ? 

Five  weeks  ago  we  voted  a  tax  increase 
here.  We  restored  the  excise  tax  on 
telephone  service  and  automobiles,  in¬ 
creased  the  withholding  rate  on  income 
tax  for  millions,  and  advanced  payment 
of  taxes  by  corporations.  Almost  all 
Federal  employees  were  affected  by  these 
increases  in  the  same  way  as  workers  in 
private  industry. 

While  the  tax  increase  was  done  in  the 
name  of  need  for  increased  expenses  of 
the  war  in  Vietnam,  our  real  reason,  as 
we  all  know,  was  the  undeniable  fact  that 
the  Great  Society  programs  are  ex¬ 
tremely  costly.  And  our  Government 
must  tax  to  spend,  and  we  were  spending 
at  a  much  greater  rate  than  we  were 
taxing. 

Those  of  us  who  advocated  tightening 
our  belts  to  avoid  increased  deficit  cer¬ 
tainly  did  not  intend  that  career  Federal 
employees  should  be  denied  basic  neces¬ 
sities  in  the  interest  of  economy,  while 
so-called  “consultants”  in  the  war  on 
poverty  drain  millions  from  the  Federal 
Treasury  daily  for  programs  from  which 
nothing  but  a  chaotic  wasteland  has  re¬ 
sulted. 

The  enormous  cost  of  the  Great  Society 
is  clear  to  all.  Yet,  we  hear  constant 


denials  that  this  is  the  reason  for  the 
rising  cost  of  living — escalating  at  ap¬ 
proximately  twice  the  rate  we  are 
acknowledging  today  if  this  is  to  be  de¬ 
scribed  as  a  cost-of-living  increase. 

Mr.  Speaker,  with  great  reluctance  I 
support  this  paltry  increase.  It  should 
_be  much  larger.  It  should  have  included 
emergency  relief  for  677,000  retired  Fed¬ 
eral  employees  who  are  being  seriously 
injured  by  the  inflation  the  Great  Society 
has  wrought.  It  should  have  provided 
a  guarantee  that  every  postal  supervisor 
and  postmaster  would  receive  a  salary  at 
least  one  step  higher  than  that  paid  the 
highest  salaried  employee  under  his  ju¬ 
risdiction.  And  it  should  have  reflected 
concern  on  the  part  of  the  Congress  for 
the  millions  of  Federal  employees  who 
await  our  pleasure  for  the  means  with 
which  to  meet  the  expenses  we  have  im¬ 
posed  upon  them. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  shall  vote  for  this  legis¬ 
lation,  and  then  immediately  begin  work¬ 
ing  for  a  truly  equitable  Federal  salary 
increase  in  January.  I  urge  my  col¬ 
leagues  to  join  me  in  this  effort. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  Committee  on  Post 
Office  and  Civil  Service  has  again  per¬ 
formed  in  a  magnificent  manner  in 
handling  a  most  confusing,  complicated, 
and  technical  problem.  It  took  hard 
work  and  cooperation  of  many  people, 
including  the  leaders  of  the  Federal  em¬ 
ployee  organizations  to  accomplish  this. 

There  is  never  a  quick  solution  to  the 
problems  of  seeking  good  personnel  ad¬ 
ministration.  In  fact,  it  has  taken  us  10 
to  15  years  to  obtain  many  of  the  ob¬ 
vious  improvements  we  now  take  for 
granted.  Yet  a  few  years  ago  these  im¬ 
provements  would  have  been  considered 
revolutionary.  I  am  referring  to  such 
so-called  fringe  benefits  as  life  and 
health  insurance,  uniform  allowances, 
more  liberal  retirement  provisions,  com¬ 
parability  with  salaries  in  private  indus¬ 
try,  and  many  others. 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  must  continue  to  seek 
additional  ways  of  improving  Federal 
service.  There  are  many  ways  we  can 
do  this — many  proposals  which  may  not 
appear  necessary  at  this  time  or  may 
even  be  considered  revolutionary  at  this 
time.  But  as  I  said  before,  we  must  con¬ 
tinue  to  keep  pace  with  private  industry 
and  work  for  ways  in  which  we  can  make 
work  in  the  Federal  Government  more 
attractive. 

There  are  three  proposals  I  should 
like  to  suggest  at  this  time  for  considera¬ 
tion  in  the  near  future.  These  may  not 
necessarily  be  the  most  important  items 
to  be  considered,  but  I  feel  that  sooner 
or  later  we  will  have  to  face  up  to  these 
particular  matters  and  I  believe  that  the 
sooner  we  do  so  the  better  off  the  Fed¬ 
eral  employees  will  be. 

The  first  proposal  is  the  provision  for 
parking  allowances  for  Federal  employ¬ 
ees.  This  is  becoming  an  increasingly 
acute  problem  in  all  of  our  metropolitan 
areas.  There  is  no  easy  solution  and 
every  metropolitan  area  is  considering 
expensive  mass  transit  programs,  high¬ 
way  programs,  parking  lots,  and  so  forth. 
But  unfortunately  it  seems  that  improve¬ 
ments  are  not  being  made  rapidly 


enough,  therefore,  the  problem  becomes 
more  acute. 

In  any  event,  the  expense  of  parking 
is  becoming  almost  prohibitive,  and  I 
fear  it  will  become  more  of  a  problem 
and  responsibility  of  management 
throughout  the  country  in  the  near  fu¬ 
ture. 

I  have  already  introduced  a  bill  di¬ 
recting  the  General  Services  Adminis¬ 
tration  to  provide  additional  parking  fa¬ 
cilities  for  Federal  employees  either  by 
construction  or  leasing  of  the  facilities. 
My  proposal,  however,  provides  for  the 
facilities  to  be  self-sustaining,  which 
means  that  there  will  be  a  cost  to  the 
Federal  employees.  I  feel,  therefore, 
that  a  fringe  benefit  needs  to  be  con¬ 
sidered  wherein  an  allowance  is  provided 
by  the  Federal  Government  to  the  Fed¬ 
eral  employee  for  the  expense  of  park¬ 
ing.  Providing  such  an  allowance  will, 
in  my  opinion,  be  a  real  step  forward 
in  improvement  of  employee  relation¬ 
ship. 

The  second  proposal  is  that  of  sum¬ 
mertime  employment  for  young  people 
attending  school.  We  have  already  done 
something  about  recognizing  this  being 
a  problem,  but  the  only  thing  we  have 
actually  done  is  to  consider  ways  of  divid¬ 
ing  up  what  jobs  were  already  available, 
and  this  has  proven  quite  controversial 
and  I  personally  do  not  believe  it  has 
been  on  the  fairest  and  most  equitable 
basis.  And,  secondly,  we  have  provided 
for  reduced  salaries  in  the  Post  Office 
Department  for  temporary  summertime 
employees.  However,  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
number  of  young  people  seeking  summer¬ 
time  employment  is  increasing  to  major 
proportions,  not  only  in  the  number  of 
young  people  of  college  age  but  the 
higher  percentage  of  these  young  people 
who  are  seeking  a  college  education. 
Therefore,  many  more  young  people  each 
year  need  summer  employment  to  fur¬ 
ther  their  education  than  there  are  jobs 
available  for  them.  It  seems  to  me,  Mr. 
Speaker,  that  we  could  be  a  great  deal 
more  effective  in  directing  our  attention 
to  how  more  summertime  jobs  can  be 
made  available  for  these  young  people 
than  to  spend  the  many  billions  of  dol¬ 
lars  for  those  who  lack  the  drive  and 
ambition,  as  well  as  the  ability  to  seek 
higher  education. 

The  third  proposal  is  one  we  have 
already  met  halfway,  and  that  is  to  pro¬ 
vide  that  no  supervisor  would  be  paid 
less  than  those  he  is  called  upon  to 
supervise.  We  worked  this  out  insofar 
as  the  blue-collar  workers  are  concerned 
in  the  Pay  Act  of  1962,  but  there  are 
many  situations  in  the  postal  field  serv¬ 
ice  and  classified  service  where  supervi¬ 
sors  are  not  receiving  a  sufficient  addi¬ 
tional  amount  over  that  which  those 
they  supervise  receive. 

I  repeat,  Mr.  Speaker,  there  are  many 
other  ways  in  which  we  can  improve  the 
Federal  personnel  situation.  I  do  not 
expect  these  proposals  I  have  made  to  be 
enacted  overnight,  but  I  do  think  we 
should  give  serious  consideration  in  these 
areas  in  the  very  near  future. 

GENERAL  LEAVE  TO  EXTEND 

Mr.  MORRISON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  Membeis 
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may  have  the  balance  of  the  legislative 
week  to  extend  their  remarks  on  this 
bill. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  no  further  requests 
for  time. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Louisiana? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  CORBETT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  now 
yield  such  time  as  he  may  desire  to 
the  gentleman  from  North  Carolina  [Mr. 
BroyhillI. 

(Mr.  BROYHILL  of  North  Carolina 
asked  and  was  given  permission  to  revise 
and  extend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  BROYHILL  of  North  Carolina. 
Mr.  Speaker,  I  shall  take  the  time  to 
comment  only  briefly  on  the  Federal  em¬ 
ployees  compensation  bill  under  con¬ 
sideration  and  to  direct  my  remarks  to 
one  feature  which  was  wisely  incorpor¬ 
ated  in  the  bill. 

Perhaps  it  would  be  more  accurate  to 
commend  the  cqmmittee  for  its  judg¬ 
ment  in  omitting  certain  language.  I 
refer  to  the  sections  of  the  bill  which 
permit  the  voluntary  retirement,  with 
full  annuities,  of  Federal  employees  who 
have  reached  age  55  with  30  years  of 
service,  and  those  who  have  reached  age 
60  with  20  years  of  service  to  the  Gov¬ 
ernment.  The  omitted  language,  which 
was  recommended  by  the  administration, 
would  have  permitted  the  Government, 
or  more  specifically,  agency  heads,  to 
mandatorily  retire  such  employees  in 
grades  GS-13  and  up,  if  the  agency  head 
so  desired. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  can  think  of  nothing 
more  disastrous  to  the  morale  of  our 
civil  service  system  than  to  have  handed 
agency  heads  this  discretionary  author¬ 
ity.  It  requires  little  imagination  to  pic¬ 
ture  the  results  of  such  arbitrary  power 
in  the  hands  of  Government  officials.  It 
is  no  secret  that  the  bill,  as  it  comes  be¬ 
fore  the  House,  hews  the  administration 
line,  but  fortunately  the  members  of  the 
committee  imposed  their  own  good  judg¬ 
ment  in  this  one  area  and  rejected  the 
idea  of  mandatory  retirement. 

The  voluntary  retirement  features  of 
the  bill,  as  now  written,  will  give  Federal 
employees  who  have  faithfully  served  the 
Government,  the  opportunity  to  retire 
from  service  with  grace  and  dignity. 

Mr.  KASTENMEIER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
want  to  take  this  opportunity  to  point 
out  one  of  the  additional  effects  of  the 
Federal  pay  bill  we  are  considering  to¬ 
day — its  liberalization  of  voluntary  re¬ 
tirement  rules.  As  you  know,  it  will  al¬ 
low  for  the  immediate  voluntary  retire¬ 
ment  of  the  employees  who  have  attained 
the  age  of  55  and  who  have  completed  30 
years  of  service  and  those  who  have  at¬ 
tained  the  age  of  60  and  who  have  com¬ 
pleted  20  years  of  service.  Earlier  in  this 
Congress,  I  sponsored  a  bill  to  enable  any 
employee  to  qualify  for  full  retirement 
regardless  of  age  who  has  completed  20 
years  of  service  and  who  was  involun¬ 
tarily  separated  from  sendee  because  of 
a  base  closing. 

Today’s  bill,  therefore,  will  benefit 
many  Federal  employees  who  are  pres¬ 
ently  employed  at  military  bases  sched¬ 
uled  to  be  phased  out  over  the  next  few 
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years.  An  employee  who  faces  the  choice 
of  uprooting  his  family  and  moving  to  a 
new  location  or  seeking  a  new  job  will 
now  be  able  to  stay  in  the  area  and  re¬ 
tire  at  full  retirement  if  he  is  55  years  of 
age  with  the  requisite  number  of  years 
service.  Employees  in  this  age  group  are 
the  ones  who  are  most  critically  affected 
by  the  base  closings.  It  is  extremely  dif¬ 
ficult  for  them  to  find  good  employment 
at  their  age  in  their  home  community 
following  the  base  closing.  It  is  difficult 
to  move  their  families  at  that  age  as  well. 
The  provision  of  this  bill,  therefore,  will 
permit  them  to  retire  from  the  Federal 
sendee,  continue  their  residence  in  their 
home  community  and  to  continue  to  par¬ 
ticipate  in  the  life  of  that  community. 

I  commend  the  committee  for  includ¬ 
ing  these  provisions  in  this  bill  today. 

Mr.  FINO.  Mr.  Speaker,  when  Con¬ 
gress  passed  the  Federal  Pay  Reform  Act 
of  1962,  the  Federal  Government — Con¬ 
gress  and  the  President — undertook  a 
solemn  obligation  of  justice  to  postal  and 
other  Federal  employees.  Under  this 
act.  Congress  and  the  President  estab¬ 
lished  by  law  the  principle  of  compara¬ 
bility,  whereby  we  are  bound  by  good 
faith  to  make  annual  adjustments  of 
pay  rates  so  that  postal  and  other  Fed¬ 
eral  pay  at  all  grades  shall  be  comparable 
to  salaries  and  wages  paid  for  similar 
work  in  private  industry. 

Equal  pay  for  equal  work — this  is  the 
standard  of  fairness  made  operative  by 
the  Civil  Service  Commission  within  the 
Federal  service.  The  principle  of  com¬ 
parability  should  extend  this  standard  of 
fairness  so  that  postal  and  classified  em¬ 
ployees  get  pay  equal  to  the  salaries  or 
wages  paid  for  the  same  kind  of  work  in 
private  enterprise. 

Last  year  Congress  and  the  President 
made  a  salary  adjustment  which  fell  far 
short  of  achieving  comparability. 

The  subcommittee  of  the  Post  Office 
and  Civil  Service  Committee  headed  by 
the  gentleman  from  Arizona,  Repre¬ 
sentative  Morris  K.  Udall,  reported  a 
bill  to  the  full  committee  providing  for 
a  4.5-percent  pay  raise.  If  the  bill  as 
it  came  out  of  the  subcommittee  had  be¬ 
come  law,  we  would  today  be  consider¬ 
ably  closer  to  our  goal  of  pay  compara¬ 
bility. 

The  House  then  reduced  the  pay  raise 
to  4  percent. 

The  Senate  passed  a  bill  providing  for 
no  more  than  a  3.6-percent  raise.  It  re¬ 
portedly  did  so  under  pressure  from  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget  and  the  Civil 
Service  Commission — these  agencies  ad¬ 
vised  that  the  President  would  accept  no 
greater  pay  raise.  The  Senate  sent  us 
their  own  pay  bill  on  the  evening  of  the 
last  day  of  the  last  session.  We  had  no 
choice  except  that  of  accepting  it  with¬ 
out  change  or  killing  any  pay  raise  at  all 
for  the  session. 

Last  year’s  pay  act  betrayed  the  exec¬ 
utive  branch’s  disregard  for  the  com¬ 
parability  principle. 

And  the  President’s  recommendation 
of  a  further  pay  adjustment  made  in 
this  session  under  this  bill  betrays  the 
same  disregard.  The  raise  which  the  ad¬ 
ministration  is  recommending  would  not 
bring  us  anywhere  near  close  enough  to 
our  goal  of  comparable  pay  rates. 


Congress  this  year  should  have  re¬ 
claimed  its  legislative  authority  from  the 
White  House. 

It  is  for  Congress  to  determine  what 
is  just  compensation  for  postal  and  clas¬ 
sified  workers.  And  Congress  has  obli¬ 
gated  itself  to  realize  comparability  of 
Federal  pay  rates.  Congress  should  have 
reclaimed  and  exercised  its  legislative 
authority  in  order  to  do  justice  to  those 
who  serve  our  Government.  More  than 
this,  I  expected  that  the  Congress  would 
stand  firm  for  achievement  of  compara¬ 
bility  against  any  pressure  whatever 
from  the  administration. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  shall  reluctantly  sup¬ 
port  this  postal  and  classified  pay  raise 
this  year.  This  is  far  from  an  exorbi¬ 
tant  increase.  Our  postal  and  classified 
workers  are  years  behind  their  counter¬ 
parts  in  private  industry.  Government 
workers  are  doing  a  good  job  for  Amer¬ 
ica,  and  America  owes  them  a  remu¬ 
neration  comparable  to  that  of  those  who 
labor  outside  of  Government.  We  cer¬ 
tainly  are  not  meeting  our  responsibility 
to  our  Federal  workers  with  this  inade¬ 
quate  pay  raise. 

Mrs.  GREEN  of  Oregon.  Mr.  Speaker, 
on  March  7,  in  his  message  to  the  Con¬ 
gress,  President  Johnson  stated  that 
America  could  count  its  many  blessings 
“a  corps  of  Federal  civil  servants  that  is 
unequaled  anywhere  in  the  world.” 
Characterizing  these  public  servants  as 
“honest,  efficient,  and — above  all — dedi¬ 
cated,”  he  went  on  to  say  that  they  rep¬ 
resent  “a  national  resource  and  a  na¬ 
tional  asset.” 

Certainly  the  Federal  corps  of  public 
servants  is  to  be  praised  highly  for  its 
achievements,  for  the  fine  way  in  which 
it  has  answered  the  many  demands 
placed  upon  it. 

The  Federal  Government  owes  to  these 
workers  not  only  words  of  faith  and 
praise,  but  also  actions  which  congratu¬ 
late  and  sustain  them  in  their  careers  in 
the  public  service.  It  was  in  this  spirit 
that  the  comparability  principle  was  first 
established  In  the  Federal  Salary  Re¬ 
form  Act  of  1962.  And  it  is  in  this  spirit 
that  the  Federal  pay  bill  before  the  Con¬ 
gress  at  this  time  should  be  considered. 

At  the  time  the  President  signed  the 
Government  Employees  Salary  Reform 
Act  of  1964  into  law  he  said: 

America’s  challenges  cannot  be  met  In  this 
modern  world  by  mediocrity  at  any  level, 
public  or  private.  All  through  our  society 
we  must  search  for  brilliance,  welcome  gen¬ 
ius,  strive  for  excellence. 

This  statement  is  only  more  true  today. 
But  will  skilled  and  talented  persons  con¬ 
tinue  to  be  drawn  to  public  service  when 
they  are  not  offered  compensation  even 
equal  to  that  received  in  private  indus¬ 
try? 

Last  year,  according  to  the  1966  an¬ 
nual  report  of  the  Council  of  Economic 
Advisers,  productivity  in  the  private 
economy  had  grown  by  an  average  of  3.6 
annually,  but  a  3.2  wage-price  guidepost 
was  continued  for  Federal  service. 

Because  we  cannot  afford  mediocrity, 
and  because  excellence  is  demanded  by 
fast  moving  and  ever  more  complex 
world — the  pay  bill  before  the  Congress 
offers  the  very  minimum  we  could  ask. 
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If  guidelines  must  be  issued,  then  it 
cannot  be  upon  the  shoulders  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral  employee  alone  that  the  burden  falls. 
If  the  rewards  are  to  be  shared,  then  the 
responsibility  must  be  shared.  Is  it  not 
reasonable  to  ask  the  same  guidelines  for 
the  private  economy,  and  more  especially 
private  industry  under  Government  con¬ 
tract,  where  the  Federal  Government 
pays  100  percent  of  the  wages  or  salaries 
for  employees  of  prime  contractors  with 
Defense  or  Space  contracts?  A  3 -per¬ 
cent  increase  for  a  civil  service  employee 
and  a  5-percent  increase  for  a  private 
employee  under  a  100 -percent  Govern¬ 
ment  funded  contract  hardly  seems  fair 
and  equitable. 

America’s  challenges  must  be  met — 
and  they  will  only  be  met  through  a  con¬ 
certed  effort  for  excellence.  We  cannot 
expect  those  in  the  Federal  service  to 
meet  these  challenges  with  excellence  if 
they  are  given  a  disadvantage  to  over¬ 
come  in  addition  to  the  vigorous  demands 
made  upon  them  by  the  very  nature  of 
their  service  to  the  public. 

Our  progress  as  a  nation  depends 
greatly  on  those  in  the  public  service, 
and  it  is  in  the  national  interest  as  well 
as  in  the  interest  of  the  Federal  employ¬ 
ees  that  fairness  be  maintained  through 
comparability. 

Mr.  ADDABBO.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in 
support  of  H.R.  14122.  However,  I  must 
state  that  I  am  greatly  disappointed  in 
what  we  are  here  providing  for  the  loyal 
employees  of  our  Government.  In  the 
87th  Congress  we  enacted  into  law  a  bill 
calling  for  full  comparability  for  Federal 
employees.  We  have  not  lived  up  to  the 
promise  we  made,  and  each  year  we  seem 
to  get  a  little  more  behind.  I  believe  that 
we  have  an  obligation  to  bring  the  sal¬ 
aries  of  postal  and  classified  workers  into 
line  with  comparable  work  in  private 
enterprise.  The  bill  before  us  does  not 
do  this. 

So-called  guidelines  have  been  set  by 
the  administration,  and  it  is  highly  prob¬ 
able  that  only  employees  of  the  Federal 
Government  will  be  forced  to  stay  within 
these  guidelines,  employees  who  are  al¬ 
ready  far  behind. 

This  bill  does  carry  with  it  certain 
changes,  outside  the  area  of  salary, 
which  we  have  long  sought  and  are,  I  be¬ 
lieve,  a  step  in  the  right  direction.  One 
of  the  most  outstanding  features  is  the 
provision  providing  full  retirement  bene¬ 
fits  to  employees  who  have  served  the 
Federal  Government  for  30  years  and 
have  reached  the  age  of  55. 

Mr.  Speaker,  in  supporting  this  bill,  I 
say  let  us  not  long  postpone  fulfillment 
of  oui  pledge  to  give  full  comparability 
to  our  loyal  employees. 

Mr.  CORBETT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would 
simply  like  to  join  my  colleague  from 
Louisiana  [Mr.  Morrison]  in  expressing 
the  hope  that  this  bill  can  be  moved 
along  practically  unanimously  to  the 
other  body  right  now. 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  have  no  further  re¬ 
quests  for  time. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  motion  of  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Morrison], 
that  the  House  suspend  the  rules  and 
pass  the  bill  H.R.  14122. 

As  many  as  are  in  favor  of  the  motion 
will  say  “aye’’;  those  opposed  “no.”  In 


the  opinion  of  the  Chair,  two-thirds  hav¬ 
ing  voted  in  the  affirmative,  the  bill  is 
passed. 

Mr.  UDALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  object  to 
the  vote  on  the  ground  that  a  quorum  is 
not  present  and  make  the  point  of  order 
that  a  quorum  is  not  present. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Pur¬ 
suant  to  the  order  of  the  House  of 
March  30,  further  proceedings  in  con¬ 
nection  with  this  bill  will  go  over  until 
Wednesday  next. 

Mr.  UDALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  withdraw  my  point 
of  order.  j 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  Arizona? 

There  was  no  objection. 


EMERGENCY  ASSISTANCE  TO  INDIA 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
to  suspend  the  rules  and  pass  the  bill 
(H.J.  Res.  997)  to  support  U.S.  participa¬ 
tion  in  relieving  victims  of  hunger  iny 
India  and  to  enhance  India’s  capacity 
meet  the  nutritional  needs  of  its  people, 
ith  committee  amendments, 
he  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

H.R.  Res.  997 

WliHreas  the  Congress  has  dec!ar/l  it  to  be 
the  policy  of  the  United  States  to  make 
maximurK^  efficient  use  of  this  Nation's  agri¬ 
cultural  abundance  in  furtherance  of  the 
foreign  poliW  of  the  United/ States; 

Whereas  the  Congress  hr  considering  leg¬ 
islation  to  govern  the  response  of  the  United 
States  to  the  mounting/world  food  problem; 

Whereas  critical  fopd  shortages  in  India 
threatening  the  heakbn  if  not  the  lives  of  tens 
of  millions  of  peopJe\equire  an  urgent  prior 
response:  Therefore  b(X  it 

Resolved  by  toe  Senarsand  House  of  Rep¬ 
resentatives  of/the  Unitea\States  of  America 
in  Congress  Assembled,  That  the  Congress 
endorses  ana  supports  the  President’s  initia¬ 
tive  in  organizing  substantial  sLmerican  par¬ 
ticipation  in  an  urgent  international  effort 
designed  to : 

(a/Help  meet  India’s  pressing  fdod  short¬ 
ages/  by  making  avaUable  to  India,  under 
Pyrolic  Law  480  agricultural  commodities  to 
eet  India’s  normal  import  needs  plus  added 
'quantities  of  agricultural  commodities  as\he 
United  States  share  in  the  international  re¬ 
sponse  to  the  Indian  emergency. 

(b)  Help  combat  malnutrition,  especially 
in  mothers  and  children,  via  a  special  pro¬ 
gram; 

(c)  Encourage  and  assist  those  measures 
which  the  Government  of  India  is  planning 
to  expand  India’s  own  agricultural  produc¬ 
tion; 

That  the  Congress  urges  the  President  to 
join  India  in  pressing  on  other  nations  the 
urgency  of  sharing  appropriately  in  a  truly 
international  response  to  India’s  critical 
need. 

The  Congress  urges  that  to  the  extent  nec¬ 
essary  the  food  made  available  by  this  pro¬ 
gram  be  distributed  in  such  manner  that 
hungry  people  without  money  will  be  able  to 
obtain  food. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  a  sec¬ 
ond  demanded? 

Mr.  DAGUE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  demand 
a  second. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Without 
objection,  a  second  will  be  considered  as 
ordered. 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The  gen¬ 
tleman  from  North  Carolina  will  be  al¬ 
lotted  20  minutes  and  the  gentleman 


from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Dague]  20  mvi 
utes.  The  Chair  now  recognizes  the gen¬ 
tleman  from  North  Carolina  /[Mr. 
Cooley]. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Speakej/  I  yield 
myself  5  minutes. 

Mr.  Speaker  and  Members  of  the 
House,  sometime  last  December  a  meet¬ 
ing  was  held  here  in  Wamington  which 
was  attended  by  representatives  from  50 
or  60  nationally  knowi/organizations.  It 
was  the  organizational  meeting  of  the 
Committee  on  ther  World  Food  Crisis. 
Since  that  time  I/understand  that  many 
other  organizations  have  become  affili¬ 
ated  with  this/newly  formed  committee. 

On  January  19  I  introduced  a  resolu¬ 
tion  calling' for  a  world  war  on  hunger. 
I  delayecLnearings  on  the  resolution  until 
the  Pre/aent’s  message  on  food  had  been 
sent  to  Congress.  On  February  14  I 
introduced  a  bill  recommended  by  the 
President. 

re  have  had  extensive  hearings  on 
)th  those  bills,  and  I  have  never  known 
a  more  distinguished  array  of  witnesses 
to  appear  in  our  committee  room  than 
those  who  have  testified  in  connection 
with  those  two  bills  and  other  bills  which 
have  been  introduced  dealing  with  the 
same  subject. 

Mr.  Speaker,  at  a  recent  meeting  in  the 
White  House,  I  think  last  week,  the  Pres¬ 
ident  had  members  of  both  parties  there 
for  a  conference  to  talk  about  the  des¬ 
perate  situation  in  India.  This  was  after 
the  Prime  Minister  of  India  had  visited 
Washington  and  had  conferred  with  the 
President.  Following  that  conference 
and  at  the  request  of  the  President,  I  in¬ 
troduced  a  House  joint  resolution,  and 
that  resolution  is  now  before  you,  House 
Joint  Resolution  997,  to  support  U.S.  par¬ 
ticipation  in  relieving  victims  of  hunger 
in  India  and  to  enhance  India’s  capacity 
to  meet  the  nutritional  needs  of  its  peo¬ 
ple. 

We  have  had  hearings  on  this  resolu¬ 
tion.  It  was  considered  at  length  in  the 
committee.  Two  amendments  were 
adopted.  The  resolution  was  approved 
unanimously  by  the  35-man  committee. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  never  visited  India, 
and  I  have  no  firsthand  information  con¬ 
cerning  the  desperate  plight  of  the  In¬ 
dian  people.  But  I  do  know  that  all  of 
the  hearings  we  have  held  clearly  indi¬ 
cate  that  they  are  in  desperate  need. 
Many,  people  of  India  are  now  starving. 
This  isrthe  result  of  a  disaster  that  hap¬ 
pened  there  because  of  a  great  drought 
that  thejNhad  in  that  great  country. 

Mr.  Speaker,  two-thirds  of  the  people 
of  this  earthVre  now  underfed,  and  one- 
third  pf  the  people  of  the  world  are  now 
overfed.  Fortunately,  our  Nation  has 
been  blessed,  as  no  other  nation  on  this 
earth  has  been  blessed.  Our  fields  have 
flourished.  We  have  harvested  abun¬ 
dantly.  We  have  shared  that  abundance 
in  magnificent  fashion  though  programs 
of  great  magnitude. 

The  most  magnanimous  programs  ever 
operated  by  any  nation  in  all\the  history 
of  the  world  have  been  carriechpn  by  the 
United  States  of  America.  We  xiave  re¬ 
lieved  hunger  in  100  nations.  We  have 
relieved  hunger  of  100  million  people  in 
these  100  nations  of  the  world. 

Now,  Mr.  Speaker,  we  are  called  upts 
again  to  come  to  the  rescue  of  those  hun 
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dreds  of  millions  of  Indians  who  are  in 
desp&fate  need. 

As  IShave  said  many  times  before,  and 
I  say  again,  there  are  two  major  words 
in  all  thefianguages  on  this  earth:  “food” 
and  "raiment.”  Fortunately,  we  have 
an  abundance  of  food  and  of  fiber. 

We  come  now  merely  to  endorse  and  to 
approve  the  ne\(  action  which  has  been 
taken  by  the  President  0f  the  United 
States  to  provide  \lief  for  the  people  of 
India. 

The  SPEAKER  pro\tempore  (Mr.  Al¬ 
bert)  .  The  time  of  thAgentleman  from 
North  Carolina  has  expired. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  2  additional  minutes 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  is  not  dn  authori¬ 
zation  bill.  It  is  not  an  appropriation 
bill.  The  resolution  speaks  for  itself.  It 
merely  endorses  and  approves  this  hu¬ 
manitarian  action  on  the  part  orv  the 
President.  As  I  said  in  the  beginning, 
the  resolution,  after  hearings,  was  re 
ported  by  a  unanimous  vote.  I  hope? 
that  it  will  be  approved  by  this  House  by 
a  unanimous  vote  today  so  that  not  only 
the  people  of  India  may  know  of  our  in¬ 
terest  and  their  welfare  and  happiness, 
but  also  that  the  people  of  the  entire 
world  will  know  that  we  are  perfectly 
willing  to  share  our  abundance  with  less 
fortunate  people. 

Mr.  LATTA.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Yes,  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Ohio. 

Mr.  LATTA.  The  other  morning  at 
the  White  House,  as  the  gentleman 
knows,  this  matter  was  discussed  by  the 
President,  by  the  Secretary  of  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture,  and  by  Secre¬ 
tary  of  State  Rusk.  The  gentleman  from 
North  Carolina  will  recall  that  I  posed 
a  question  to  the  President  as  to  what 
consideration,  if  any,  was  being  given  to 
the  fact  that  our  wheat  stocks  were  rap¬ 
idly  declining,  and  have  been  so  declin¬ 
ing  for  the  last  3  years.  During  this 
period  they  have  gone  from  1.4  billion 
bushels  down  to  less  than  600  million 
bushels  and  we  should  probably  soon 
give  consideration  to  relaxing  controls 
on  our  wheat  fkrmers.  We  did  not  re¬ 
ceive  a  definite  answer  from  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture  or  from  the  Presi¬ 
dent  at  that  time. 

I  am  wondering  whether  or  not  tjtle 
House  Committee  on  Agriculture 
given  any  consideration  to  relaxing/ome 
of  these  controls  on  our  wheat  produc¬ 
ers,  since  those  stocks  are  rapidly  de¬ 
clining,  particularly  with  reference  to 
our  Soft  Red  Winter  wheat  producers  in 
Ohio,  whose  stocks  will  be  down  to  some 
7  million  bushels  the  first/of  July? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  My  recollection  is  that 
we  were  assured  that  if  this  relief  were 
provided  we  would  have  a  carryover  of 
about  600  millions  bushels  of  wheat. 

The  SPEAKER'  pro  tempore.  The 
time  of  the  gentleman  from  North  Caro¬ 
lina  has  again  Expired. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  2  additional  minutes. 

In  other  words,  that  our  reserves  and 
carryover  would  be  adequate  to  meet  our 
domestic  needs. 

My LATTA.  Mr.  Speaker,  if  the  gen- 
tlenian  will  yield  further,  speaking  about 
the  600  million  bushels  of  carryover,  I 
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believe  the  February  report  of  the  wheat 
situation  shows  that  the  carryover  will 
be  approximately  600  million  bushels. 
However,  that  was  before  this  commit¬ 
ment  was  made  by  the  President  to 
India. 

As  I  size  this  up,  this  is  going  to  be  in 
excess  of  200  million  bushels  if  we  have 
to  also  deliver  wheat  to  India  for  some  of 
the  other  nations.  Therefore,  I  do  not 
see  how  we  can  come  up  with  a  600  mil¬ 
lion  bushel  carryover  if  we  are  going  to 
give  200  million  bushels  to  India  in  this 
one  transaction. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  It  is  my  understand¬ 
ing  that  our  deliveries  will  be  made 
throughout  the  rest  of  the  calendar  year. 
Of  course,  we  will  have  another  harvest 
coming  and  I  assume  all  these  things 
were  taken  into  consideration  by  those 
who  gave  us  the  assurance  that  we  would 
have  an  adequate  supply  in  our  carry¬ 
overs. 

I  am  sure  you  will  recall  that  the  Presi¬ 
dent  assured  us  at  the  White  last  week 
that  he  did  not  want  to  deprive  our  peo- 
ie  nor  did  he  want  to  have  an  inade¬ 
quate  carryover. 

LATTA.  I  think  that  is  a  very, 
fair  a'hd  adequate  statement  of  the  Presi/ 
dent’s  position. 

Nor  wHl  the  gentleman  come  bac/'  to 
my  question  as  to  whether  or  not/your 
committee  nos  given  any  consideration  to 
the  relaxation,  of  controls  on  oyr  wheat 
producers  in  vmv  of  this  situation? 

Mr.  COOLEyX  I  am  certain  that  our 
committee  would\of  course,  if  the  bill 
that  we  are  now  preparing,  which  is  an 
amendment  to  PublicLaw  480,  is  adopted, 
and  we  hope  to  hav<y\t  up  right  after 
recess.  This  legislation^ will  strike  out 
the  word  “surplus./  thus  permitting  de¬ 
liberate  production  of  food*,  for  hungry 
people  in  other  nations,  and  we  can  then 
embark  upon/a  program  of  increasing 
production.  A  have  looked  forward  al¬ 
ways  to  thertime  that  we  can  go  forth  in 
the  spring^ and  plant  freely,  and  harvest 
abundantly,  and  market  our  produce 
profitably. 

My.  MAY.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  th£ 
gepueman  yield? 

:.  COOLEY.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
woman. 

Mrs.  MAY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  like 
to  ask  the  gentleman  from  North  Caro¬ 
lina  a  question  concerning  the  intent  of 
this  bill — as  to  what  form  our  wheat 
might  be  made  available  to  India?  In 
the  committee,  as  the  gentleman  will  re¬ 
call,  we  discussed  the  practicality  of 
making  as  much  of  this  wheat  available 
in  the  form  of  flour.  This  is  because  of 
easier  loading  and  unloading  problems 
and  perhaps  even  more  important,  the 
fact  that  there  is  greater  protection 
against  the  ravages  of  rodents  in  India, 
a  problem  which  concerns  the  Indian 
Government  as  well  as  those  of  us  who 
have  been  involved  in  sending  our  prod¬ 
ucts  overseas  and  having  so  much  of  it 
lost  because  of  inadequate  protection  at 
the  ports  and  warehouses.  Would  the 
gentleman  care  to  comment  on  the  prac¬ 
ticability  of  making  as  much  as  possible 
of  this  available  to  them  in  the  form  of 
flour? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  think  that  would 
depend  on  whether  or  not  we  could  ex¬ 
pedite  our  efforts  to  relieve  hunger  by 


sending  the  flour  to  the  people  in  India 
rather  than  sending  the  wheat. 

I  understand  the  people  of  India,  or 
at  least  a  lot  of  them,  do  not  know  any¬ 
thing  about  flour  and  would  not  yen 
know  how  to  handle  it  or  to  prepare  it. 
They  take  the  raw  wheat  and  grtnd  it 
up  into  some  kind  of  mush  and  Consume 
it  in  that  form.  For  the  sajre  of  our 
own  working  people  here  ayhome  and 
the  people  in  our  mills,  I ywould  prefer 
of  course  to  send  them  tne  flour.  But 
then  again  there  comes  up  the  question  of 
shipping  and  dock  facilities  and  unload¬ 
ing  and  transportation  in  the  interior 
by  means  of  the /distribution  system 
there  which  I  uyfaerstand  in  India  is 
very  poor. 

I  am  certahff  that  consideration  will 
be  given  tojpat  problem. 

Mrs.  MAY.  I  know  there  are  a  num¬ 
ber  of  flo/r  mills  in  India,  and  they  are 
admittedly  running  on  only  half  capac¬ 
ity,  as /lie  Secretary  of  Agriculture  testi¬ 
fied,  because  they  need  to  get  this  wheat 
directly  to  the  people  without  waiting  to 
6/e  it  milled.  But  because  of  our 
American  marketing  efforts  in  India,  we 
have  been  teaching  a  number  of  Indian 
people  to  use  the  wheat  as  flour.  Cer¬ 
tainly  there  is  a  part  of  the  population, 
quite  a  number,  that  do  in  some  areas 
know  how  to  use  flour  as  food.  All  I 
am  trying  to  emphasize  here  is  that  we 
would  hope  that  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  would  keep  this  in  mind  because 
this  is  an  easy  way  and  a  safer  way  to 
transport  the  grain,  and  for  those  people 
who  know  how  to  use  it,  it  could  be  dis¬ 
tributed  to  them.  Otherwise,  of  course, 
as  you  say,  they  would  use  the  grain  and 
make  their  chepatas  out  of  the  wheat 
that  they  grind  in  their  own  homes. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  join  my  lovely  col¬ 
league  in  the  hope  that  the  Secretary 
will  bear  in  mind  just  what  she  has  said. 

I  would  like  very  much  to  have  the 
wheat  processed  here  because  it  would 
provide  jobs  for  our  American  workers. 
I  would  hope  the  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  would  take  all  that  into  considera¬ 
tion.  But  by  and  large  the  one  object 
tere  is  to  try  to  see  if  we  cannot  relieve 
inger  as  quickly  as  possible. 

rs.  MAY.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 

•  DAGUE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  my¬ 
self  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

(Mr /DAGUE  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  \o  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  DAGUE.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  cer¬ 
tainly  is  my  feeling  that  the  people  of  the 
United  States  \ish  to  help  unfortunate 
people  in  India.\As  a  God-fearing  na¬ 
tion,  the  United  Stifles  has  time  and  time 
again  come  to  the  aM  of  hungry  people 
throughout  the  worlds.  Since  the  days  of 
the  late  Herbert  Hoov&r  to  the  present 
food-for-peace  program\stablished  un¬ 
der  Public  Law  480,  the  American  people 
have  more  than  generously\hared  their 
wealth  and  abundance  with,  millions 
upon  millions  of  people  oversea 

In  considering  this  legislation  today 
though,  I  think  we  should  try  to  litep  in 
proper  perspective  a  few  major  points. 

First  of  all,  from  a  purely  legal  pol^it 
of  view,  this  legislation  is  not  neede 
There  is  no  question  whatsoever  that  theN 
President  has  all  the  authority  neces¬ 
sary  to  do  exactly  what  this  resolution 
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The  Committee  concurs  that  the  Executive  Branch  ought  to  take  full  advany 
tage  of  every  feasible  means  in  making  up  the  budget  to  identify  program 
jectives,  develop  dependable  estimates  of  their  cost,  and  present  clear  alter - 
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latives  to  enable  top  management  to  make  wise  choices  concerning  the 
activities  of  the  government.  As  government  increases,  the  need  for 
system  increases.  The  planning-programing-budgeting  system  which  t 
has  directed  each  Federal  agency  to  initiate  could,  if  properly  pu 
long  w^y  in  meeting  that  requirement.  The  Committee  is  hopeful  that  it  will 
and  has^approved  both  funds  and  personnel  requested  for  that  purpose  in  the 
budget.  Xhe  Committee  has  been  assured,  however,  that  this  npw  system  will 
not  overshadow  or  displace  the  regular  budgetary  procedure.1’ 

3.  PERSONNEL;  PAY.  Passed,  393  to  1,  under  suspension  of  the  rules,  H.  R.  14122, 
the  proposed  Federal  Salary  and  Fringe  Benefits  Act  of  1966  (pp.  7382-3,  7450). 
See  Digest  58  for  a  summary  of  provisions  of  the  bill. 


COMMODITY  EXCHANGES.  \  Received  from  this  Department  /a.  proposed  bill  to  amend 
the  Commodity  Exchange,  Act  so  as  to  restrict  furt/er  the  use  of  customers’ 
funds  by  commodity  futures  commission  merchants/  to  authorize  further  the 
regulation  of  records  of Ncontract  markets,  and/eliminate  a  futures  commission 
merchant’s  right  to  loan  customers'  funds  on/the  security  of  negotiable  ware¬ 
house  receipts;  to  Agriculture  Committee,  yp.  7457 


FOREIGN  TRADE.  Concurred  in  th^y Senate 
the  tariff  rates  on  fabrics  made\of  a 
made  fibers  with  cotton,  and  fabr 
amounts  of  high-value  rabbit  hair 
wool.  This  bill  will  now  be  sent 

Rep.  Curtis  expressed  concern/that 


endment  to  H.  R.  11029,  to  increase 
ixture  of  ramie,  rayon,  or  other  man- 
of  blended  yarn  containing  small 
a  large  amount  of  low-value  reprocessed 
he  President,  p.  7382 
the  President  under  section  22(b)  of 


the  Agricultural  Adjustment 
restricting  the  importation 
and  report  by  the  Tariff  Co 
Rep.  Monagan  commended 
American  Foundation  to  p 
agricultural  education 


Act/  announce^  an  enlargement  of  the  U.  S.  quota 

{Idar  cheeses,  pending  investigation 
15 

osal  to  establish  an  Indian- 
i>mote  the  economic  development  of  India,  including 
technology.  p.v451 
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6.  COFFEE;  INTERNATIONA^ COMMODITY  AGREEMENTS.  Rep.  Ctlrtis  criticized  interna¬ 

tional  commodity  agreements,  including  the  International  Coffee  Agreement, 
stating  that  "the/history  of  such  agreements  has  not  rn  the  least  been  en¬ 
couraging."  pp/  7425-6 

7.  COOPERATIVES ; /FOOD  FOR  FREEDOM.  Rep.  Olson  commended  the  accomplishments  of 

cooperatives  in  the  AID  program,  and  urged  that  cooperatives\be  used  to  the 
greatest  extent  possible  in  implementing  the  proposed  Food  for\Freedom  pro¬ 
gram.  up.  7452-3 

8.  CATTLE/HIDES.  Rep.  Mink  commended  the  Commerce  Department  for  calling  hearings 

on  export  quotas  on  cattle  hides,  and  expressed  hope  that  the  quotas\would  be 
rq^cinded.  pp.  7437-8 

9.  />0IL  CONSERVATION.  Rep.  Resniclc  commended  the  work  of  soil  and  water  conser¬ 
vation  districts  in  his  congressional  district,  p.  7449 

10.  ELECTRIFICATION;  APPALACHIA.  Rep.  Dorn  charged  that  the  Interior  Department 
was  delaying  the  application  of  the  Duke  Power  Co.  for  the  construction  of 


power  generating  projects  in  the  Appalachia  area.  p.  7412 


11.  TRANSPORTATION.  Rep.  Albert  inserted  a  Railway  Progress  Institute  statement 

supporting  the  President’s  proposal  to  establish  a  Department  of  Transportation, 
pp.  7413-4 


12.  POVERTY./^  Rep.  Goodell  criticized  administration  of  the  poverty  prog/am  by  OEP, 
particularly  in  Santa  Clara  County,  Calif,  pp.  7415-6 


13.  GENERAL  ACCOUNTING  OFFICE.  Rep.  Poff  commended  the  work  of  the /General  Account¬ 
ing  Office,  ahd  criticized  "the  majority  membership  of  the  House  committee" 
which  issued  "a\report  which  inferentially  rebukes  and  chastises  GAO."  p. 

7430 


14.  INTERNATIONAL  EDUCATIX)N.  Rep.  Brademas  inserted  the  testimony  of  several  wit¬ 
nesses  before  the  Education  and  Labor  Committee  on  H./R.  12452,  the  proposed 
International  Educationv Act  of  1966.  pp.  7438-48 


15.  ADJOURNMENT,'  EASTER  RECESS.X^  Both  Houses  agreed  tc/H.  Con.  Res.  625,  providing 
for  adjournment  of  the  Housds  from  Apr.  7  to  Apr/  18,  and  adjournment  of  the 
Senate  from  Apr.  7  to  Apr.  13\  pp.  7388,  7471 


16.  LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM.  Rep.  Albert \stated  th/t  no  legislative  business  was 
scheduled  for  Thurs.,  Apr.  7,  or  i?pr  the /Ion.  following  Easter  recess,  p, 
7414  v  7 


SENATE 


17. 


FOOD  FOR  INDIA.  Passed  without  amendment  14s.  J.  Res.  997,  to  support  U.  S.  par¬ 
ticipation  in  relieving  victims /of  hunger  iNa  India  and  to  enhance  India's 
capacity  to  meet  the  nutrition/l  needs  of  it\people  (pp.  7485,  7502-11). 

This  joint  resolution  will  now  be  sent  to  the president .  For  provisions  con¬ 
tained  in  this  resolution  she  Digest  58.  A  simrlar  resolution,  S.  J.  Res.  149, 
which  had  earlier  been  reported  with  amendments  (^.  Rept.  1101),  was  indefi¬ 
nitely  postponed  (p.  746; 

Sen,  Brewster  commenced  the  President's  response  'hp  India’s  appeal  for 
help.  pp.  7542-43 


18.  WATER.  Passed  without  amendment  S.  2999,  to  repeal  Sec.  &\of  the  Southern 
Nevada  Project  Act  relating  to  priority  for  water  users,  pp.  7499-7501 
Sen.  Randolph  commended  the  President's  efforts  to  "offset  inflationary 
influences  btyt  advocated  maintaining  "the  best  pace  possible\i.n  our  soil 
stabilization  and  water  resource  plans."  pp.  7550-2 


19.  FARM  LOANS/  The  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee  voted  to  report\(but  did 

not  actually  report)  with  amendment  S.  2822,  to  amend  various  provisions  of  the 
laws  administered  by  the  Farm  Credit  Administration  to  improve  operations 
thereunder  p.  D303  \ 

/  ^  Daily  Digest  states  that  the  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee\tabled 
/  authorizing  emergency  farm  loans  in  areas  where  credit  is  not  oCter- 

ise  available  because  of  serious  economic  conditions  for  farmers."  p.  D30^ 


20/  USER  CHARGES.  The  "Daily  Digest"  states  that  the  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Com^ 
mittee  tabled  these  bills:  S.  2820,  "authorizing  funds  to  improve  inspection 
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Patman 
Powell 
Purcell 
Reinecke 
Rooney,  N.Y. 
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Scott 
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So  the  bill  was  passed. 

The  Clerk  announced  the  following 
pairs : 

Mr.  Keogh  with  Mr.  Griffi' 

Mr.  Rooney  of  New  York 
ecke. 

Mr.  Tenzer  with  Mr.  Pino. 

Mr.  Toll  with  Mr.  Adair. 

Mr.  Farbstein  with  Mr.  Roudebftsh 
Mr.  Burleson  with  Mr.  Brock. 

Mr.  Jacobs  with  Mr.  Blatnik. 

Mr.  Miller  with  Mr.  Teague  of  Te 
Mr.  Hardy  with  Mr.  Celler. 

Mr.  Matthews  with  Mr.  Dyal. 

Mr.  Cabell  with  Mr.  Colmer. 

Mr.  Abemethy  with  Mr.  Ashley. 

Mr.  Nix  with  Mr.  Sweeney. 

Mr.  Macdonald  with  Mr.  Scott. 

Mr.  Johnson  of  Oklahoma  with  Mr.  Chelf. 
Mr.  Cameron  with  Mr.  Dowdy. 

Mr.  Fuqua  with  Mr.  Philbin. 

Mr.  Fraser  with  Mr.  Powell. 

Mr.  Patman  with  Mr.  Whitten. 

Mr.  Willis  with  Mr.  Williams. 

Mr.  Hagan  of  Georgia  with  Mr.  Purcell. 
Mr.  Herlong  with  Mr.  Murray. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

Mr.  MILLS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unan¬ 
imous  consent  to  take  from  the  Speak¬ 
er’s  table  the  bill  (H.R.  6319)  to  amend 
the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954  to 
provide  for  treatment  of  the  recovery  of 
losses  arising  from  expropriation,  inter¬ 
vention,  or  confiscation  of  properties  by 
governments  of  foreign  countries,  with 
Senate  amendments  thereto,  and  con¬ 
sider  the  Senate  amendments. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Ar- 
kansas? 

Mr.  BYRNES  of  Wisconsin.  M 
Speaker,  reserving  the  right  to  object, 
and  I  shall  not  do  so,  I  take  this jti me 
merely  to  offer  the  chairman  an  9Ppor- 
tunity  to  explain  these  Senate  amend¬ 
ments.  / 

Mr.  MILLS.  Mr.  Speakej/  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BYRNES  of  Wisconsin.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Arkansas. 

Mr.  MILLS.  Mr.  Speaker,  if  there  is 
no  objection  to  the  inquest  I  propose,  I 
would  move  to  substitute  for  the  Senate 
amendments  dealing  with  the  subject  of 
extending  the  time  for  the  enrollment  of 
people  under  the  plan  B  of  the  social  se¬ 
curity  medical  care  program  the  lan¬ 
guage  of  th/  bill  which  has  just  passed 
the  HoustfT  The  Senate  amendment 
deals  in  part  with  what  was  in  the  House 
passed /bill. 

Tlier  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the/request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Kansas? 

^Mr.  PULTON  of  Pennsylvania.  Mr. 
'Speaker,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 


Mr.  BYRNES  of  Wisconsin.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  FULTON  of  Pennsylvania.  My 
question  is  on  legislative  intent.  Where 
there  are  people  who  are  responsible  for 
the  care  of  older  people,  in  the  position 
of  children  or  guardians  or  a  relative  or 
have  the  interest  of  that  person  at  heart 
or  whether  it  is  a  nonprofit  organization 
such  as  a  church  or  a  church  society,  is 
it  possible  for  that  organization  or  that 
person  to  pay  for  the  $3  a  month  pre¬ 
mium  and  sign  up  for  the  older  person, 
when,  for  example,  an  older  person  is  not 
able  to  handle  these  things,  or  simply  will 
not  sign  any  paper  whatever,  and  the 
family,  for  example,  does  not  want  to 
have  the  aged  declared  mentally 
incompetent. 

Can  we  have  a  legislative  intent? 

Mr.  MILLS.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  from  Wisconsin  yield  to  me 
at  this  point? 

Mr.  BYRNES  of  Wisconsin.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Arkansas. 

Mr.  MILLS.  The  gentleman  from 
Pennsylvania  raises  a  point  that  is  not, 
first  of  all,  let  me  say,  involved  in  this 
particular  subject  matter  pending  before 
,e  House.  It  is,  however,  dealt  with  in 
the  basic  legislation  to  which  these 
amendments  apply.  In  the  case/of  the 
individual  who  is  having  his'  affairs 
looked' after  by  a  guardian  oiyconserva- 
tor,  or  rqr  that  reason  in  either  ease  of 
that  sort  X  is  possible  for  that  individual 
or  that  person  to  enroll  the  elderly  one  to 
whom  the  gentleman  train  Pennsylvania 

refers  \  / 

Mr.  FULTOH  of  Pennsylvania.  Sup¬ 
pose  there  is  nq /legal  guardian  ap¬ 
pointed?  Then  the  question  comes  up, 
can  someone  who  hhs  legal  responsibil¬ 
ity  take  care  o f  the  person. 

Mr.  MILLS:  Mr.  Speaker,  if  the  gen¬ 
tleman  frona  Wisconsin  will  yield  further, 
there  is  aouially  no  basis  involved  against 
a  persoq  enrolling  the  elderly  citizen, 
even  \yC  the  case  where  there  is  no  legal 
guardianship  or  legal  responsibility  upon 
the/atter  person. 

„Ir.  FULTON  of  Pennsylvania.  Then 
„  the  person,  for  example,  is  confused  or 
simply  will  not  sign  any  paper,  can  some¬ 
one  in  this  position  who  has  the  legal  re\ 
sponsibility  for  them,  or  a  friend  or  a  \ 
ladies  aid  society,  pay  a  premium  and 
enroll  the  person,  unless  there  is  a  spe¬ 
cific  objection  filed  by  the  person  to  be 
benefited? 

Mr.  MILLS.  Mr.  Speaker,  if  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Wisconsin  will  yield  fur¬ 
ther — 

Mr.  BYRNES  of  Wisconsin.  I  yield 
further  to  the  gentleman  from  Arkansas. 

Mr.  MILLS.  You  want  to  remember 
this:  That  this  is  a  case  of  a  voluntary 
election.  It  is  not  a  voluntary  election  by 
someone  for  someone  else.  It  has  to  be 
an  election — a  voluntary  election — by  an 
elderly  person  who  is  otherwise  eligible 
to  enrolls.  That  person  is  required  to 
file  for  this.  Unless  the  person  is  men¬ 
tally  incapacitated,  or  for  some  other 
reason  incapacitated,  then  he  has  to  file 
for  this.  Of  course,  if  the  person  is  men¬ 
tally  incapacitated,  or  for  some  other 
reason  is  incapacitated  and  could  not 
file,  normally  there  is  a  legal  guardian 
for  this  person  looking  after  the  person’s 


other  affairs,  and  such  individual  coul 
file  for  that  person. 

Even  if  there  is  no  legal  guardian;  so 
long  as  the  person  is  incompetent  tori  an  - 
dle  his  own  affairs,  another  person  may 
enroll  for  him. 

Where  there  is  a  question/ or  doubt 
about  whether  a  person  is  c/mpetent  to 
act  on  his  own  behalf  or  whether  he  can 
handle  his  own  affairs  without  assist¬ 
ance,  I  understand  that  the  policy  fol¬ 
lowed  by  the  Social  Security  Administra¬ 
tion  is  to  resolve  the/issue  on  the  side  of 
allowing  another  person  to  enroll  on  his 
behalf.  / 

Thus  there  is^no  need  to  have  a  legal 
guardian  appointed  in  order  to  get 
such  person  enrolled.  Nor  is  there  any 
need  to  hayfe  a  legal  adjudication  of  in- 
competenqy.  The  Social  Security  Ad¬ 
ministration  will  look  at  the  facts,  in¬ 
cluding  medical  reports,  and  if  the  facts 
indicate  that  a  person  is  not  actually 
able  to  make  the  decision  for  himself,  he 
cah  be  enrolled  by  some  other  interested 
person. 

/  If  a  person  is  physically  competent 
and  if  the  person  is  mentally  able  to  do 
so,  that  person  has  to  make  the  deter¬ 
mination,  and  someone  else  cannot  do  it 
for  them. 

Mr.  BYRNES  of  Wisconsin.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  withdraw  my  reservation  of 
objection. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Arkansas? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Tire  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  will  report 
the  Senate  amendments. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Page  17,  after  line  10,  insert: 

"Sec.  3.  Two-Month  Extension  op  Initial 
Enrollment  Period  for  Supple¬ 
mentary  Medical  Insurance  Ben¬ 
efits  for  the  Aged 

“(a)  The  first  sentence  of  section  1837(c) 
of  the  Social  Security  Act  is  amended  (1)  by 
striking  out  ‘January  1,  1966’  and  inserting 
In  Ueu  thereof  ‘March  1,  1966’,  and  (2)  by 
striking  out  ‘March  31,  1966’  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  ‘May  31,  1966’. 

"(b)  Section  1837(d)  of  the  Social  Secu¬ 
rity  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  ‘Janu¬ 
ary  1,  1966’  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
‘March  1,  1966’. 

“(c)  Section  102(b)  of  the  Social  Security 
Amendments  of  1965  is  amended  by  striking 
out  ‘April  1,  1966’  each  time  it  appears  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  ‘June  1,  1966’.” 

Amend  the  title  so  as  to  read:  "An  Act  to 
amende  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954 
to  provide  for  treatment  of  the  recovery  of 
losses  ari^ng  from  expropriation,  interven¬ 
tion,  or  confiscation  of  properties  by  govern¬ 
ments  of  foreign  countries,  and  to  amend 
title  XVIII  okthe  Social  Security  Act  to  ex¬ 
tend  the  initial  enrollment  period  for  sup¬ 
plementary  medical  insurance  benefits.” 

Mr.  MILLS  (during  reading  of  Senate 
amendments) .  MrqSpeaker,  I  ask  unan¬ 
imous  consent  to  dispense  with  further 
reading  of  the  SenateXamendments. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Arkansas? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  MILLS.  Mr.  Speaker,  1-pffer  as  a 
substitute  for  the  Senate  amendments 
the  following  amendment,  which  J  send 
to  the  Clerk’s  desk,  which  is  the  ldehtical 
text  of  the  bill,  H.R.  14224,  that  has>qst 
passed  the  House.  \ 
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The  Clerk  will  report 


ial  Security 
‘January  1, 
‘March.  1, 


\  The  SPEAKER. 
thev  motion. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

MtNmills  moves  to  concur  in  the  Senate 
amendment  with  an  amendment  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of.  the  matter  inserted  by  the  Senate 
amendment  to  the  text  of  the  bill,  insert  the 
following:  \ 

“Sec.  3.  Two-bIonth  Extension  of  Initial 
Enrollment  Period  for  Supple¬ 
mentary  \Medical  Insurance  Bene¬ 
fits  for  the  Aged 

“(a)  The  first  sentence  of  section  1837(c) 
of  the  Social  Security  Vet  is  amended  (1)  by 
striMng  out  ‘January  1,  \966‘  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  ‘March  1,  '1966',  and  (2)  by 
striking  out  ‘March  31,  1966’  and  inserting 
in  lieu  thereof  ‘May  31, 1966  . 

“(b)  Section  1837(d)  of  the) 

Act  is  amended  by  striking  out 
1966’  and  inserting  in  lieu  there 
1966’. 

“(c)  Section  102(b)  of  the  Social 'Security 
Amendments  of  1965  is  amended  by  striking 
out  ‘April  1,  1966’  each  time  it  appear^, and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  ‘June  1,  1966’. 

“(d)  In  the  case  of  an  individual  who  fihjt 
satisfies  paragraphs  (1)  and  (2)  of  sectic 
1836  of  the  Social  Security  Act  in  March 
1966,  and  who  enrolls  pursuant  to  subsection 
(d)  of  section  1837  of  such  Act  in  May  1966, 
his  coverage  period  shall,  notwithstanding 
section  1838(a)  (2)  (D)  of  such  Act,  begin  on 
July  1,  1966. 

“Sec.  4.  Coverage,  Under  State  Agreements, 
of  Public  Assistance  Recipients 
Entitled  to  Social  Security  or 
Railroad  Retirement  Benefits. 

“(a)  Subsection  (b)  of  section  1843  of  the 
Social  Security  Act  is  amended  by  striking 
out  the  semicolon  at  the  end  of  paragraph 
(2)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  a  period, 
and  by  striking  out  all  that  follows  and  in¬ 
serting  in  lieu  thereof  (after  and  below  para¬ 
graph  (2) )  the  following  new  sentence: 

“  ‘Except  as  provided  in  subsection  (g) ,  there 
shall  be  excluded  from  any  coverage  group 
any  individual  who  is  entitled  to  monthly 
insurance  benefits  under  title  II  or  who  is 
entitled  to  receive  an  annuity  or  pension  un¬ 
der  the  Railroad  Retirement  Act  of  1937.’ 

“(b)  Section  1843  of  such  Act  is  amended 
by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following 
new  subsection: 

‘“(g)  (1)  The  Secretary  shall,  at  the  re¬ 
quest  of  a  State  made  before  January  1,  1968, 
enter  into  a  modification  of  an  agreement 
entered  into  with  such  State  pursuant  to 
subsection  (a)  under  which  the  second  sen¬ 
tence  of  subsection  (b)  shall  not  apply  with 
respect  to  such  agreement. 

‘(2)  In  the  case  of  any  individual  wl 


would  (but  for  this  subsection)  be  excluj 
from  the  applicable  coverage  group  desci 
in  subsection  (b)  by  the  second  sentence  of 
such  subsection — 

“‘(A)  subsections  (c)  and  (d )/2.)  shall 
be  applied  as  if  such  subsections  Referred  to 
the  modification  under  this  subsection  (in 
lieu  of  the  agreement  under  subsection  (a) ) , 

“  ‘(B)  subsection  (d)  (3)  (B/f  shall  not  ap¬ 
ply  so  long  as  there  is  in  effect  a  modification 
entered  into  by  the  Stat/  under  this  sub¬ 
section,  and 

“‘(C)  notwithstanding  subsection  (e),  in 
the  case  of  any  termination  described  in  such 
subsection,  such  individual  may  terminate 
his  enrollment  under  this  part  by  the  filing 
of  a  notice,  before  the  close  of  the  third 
month  which  begins  after  the  date  of  such 
termination, /that  he  no  longer  wishes  to 
participate  in  the  insurance  program  estab¬ 
lished  by  >nis  part  (and  in  such  a  case,  the 
termination  of  his  coverage  period  under 
this  part  shall  take  effect  as  of  the  close  of 
such /third  month).’ 

c)  Section  1840  of  such  Act  is  amended 
Wadding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following 
ew  subsection: 

‘(i)  In  the  case  of  an  individual  who  is 
enrolled  under  the  program  established  by 


this  part  as  a  member  of  a  coverage  group  to 
which  an  agreement  with  a  State  entered 
into  pursuant  to  section  1843  is  applicable, 
subsections  (a),  (b),  (c),  (d),  and  (e)  of 
this  section  shall  not  apply  to  his  monthly 
premium  for  any  month  in  his  coverage 
period  which  is  determined  under  section 
1843(d) .’  ” 


Mr.  MILLS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unan¬ 
imous  consent  to  dispense  with  further 
reading  of  the  amendment  that  I  just 
sent  to  the  desk,  and  that  it  be  printed 
in  the  Record  at  this  point. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Ar¬ 
kansas? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  MILLS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offer  a 
motion. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  Mills  moves  to  concur  in  the  Sen¬ 
ate  amendment  to  the  title  of  the  bill. 


The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
t\ble. 

hi  motion  of  Mr.  Mills,  and  by  unan 
imous  consent,  the  proceedings 
whicnvthe  bill  H.R.  14224  was  passed 
were  vacated  and  the  bill  was  lajd  on 
the  tables 


TARIFF 


TREATMENT  OF/CERTAIN 
WOVEN  FABRIi 

Mr.  MILLS.  'Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to/take  from  the 
Speaker’s  table  the  hiir  (H.R.  11029)  an 
act  relating  to  the /tariff  treatment  of 
certain  woven  fabrtes,  Vith  an  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  thereto,  and  concur 
in  the  Senate  amendment 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  ofsthe  bill. 

The  Clerk  /ead  the  Senate  amendment 
as  follows: 

Page  2,  line  5,  after  “before”  insdtf  “the 
60th  day^after 

Thj/Senate  amendment  was  concu: 
in 

motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the* 
lie. 


FEDERAL  SALARY  AND  FRINGE 
BENEFITS  ACT  OF  1966 

Mr.  CONYERS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  will 
vote  for  H.R.  14122  but  only  reluctantly. 
This  2.9  percent  pay  raise  for  Federal, 
postal  and  civil  service  employees  is  ab¬ 
solutely  inadequate.  In  1962  the  Con¬ 
gress  passed  a  law  committing  itself  to 
providing  all  Federal  civilian  employees 
with  the  pay  and  fringe  benefits  equal  to 
that  earned  by  people  in  comparable  jobs 
in  private  industry.  Four  years  later  we 
have  made  little  progress  toward  achiev¬ 
ing  this  goal.  Federal  employees  still  re¬ 
ceive  salaries  and  fringe  benefits  far  be¬ 
low  comparability.  The  bill  before  us  to¬ 
day  does  not  help  in  any  way  to  bridge 
the  gap  between  Federal  and  private  sal¬ 
aries  since  it  only  provides  a  pay  increase 
for  the  coming  fiscal  year  which  will  be 
just  approximately  equal  to  the  pay 
raises  forecast  for  those  working  in  com¬ 
parable  private  jobs. 

I  strongly  supported  the  7-percent  pay 
raise  bills  supported  by  the  various  Fed- 
eral  employee  groups.  Even  a  7-percent 


( 


pay  raise  would  only  have  taken  us  ap 
proximately  halfway  toward  achieving 
comparability.  Certainly,  after  a  4-year 
delay  in  fulfilling  our  promise,  a  7-per¬ 
cent  raise  was  the  least  we  could  do. 

Every  year  since  1962  Congress  has 
been  told  that,  for  one  reason  or  another, 
it  could  not  pass  a  Federal  pay  bill  which 
would  make  any  real  progress  toward 
achieving  comparability.  Again  this 
year,  many  people  have  claimed  to  favor 
implementing  the  comparability  prin¬ 
ciple  but  they  say  that  unfortunately 
this  is  the  wrong  year  because  of  the  war 
in  Vietnam  and  the  threat  of  inflation 
However,  expert  economists  tell  us  that 
the  specific  and  principle  cause  of  the 
current  inflation  is  a  too  rapid  increase 
in  the  rate  of  new  business  investment 
financed  by  rapidly  increasing  corporate 
profits.  To  me,  therefore,  the  only  ap¬ 
propriate  response  to  the  inflationary 
danger  is  to  deal  with  the  specific  cause 
of  the  problem  by  imposing  an  excess 
corporate  profits  tax,  similar  to  the  tax 
imposed  during  the  Korean  War  and 
World  War  II,  and  to  repeal  the  special 
7-percent  business  investment  tax  credit. 

The  answer  to  inflation  caused  by  the 
shift  to  a  wartime  economy  is  not  to  cut 
back  on  vital  domestic  efforts  such  as  the 
antipoverty  and  education  programs. 

As  President  Johnson  pointed  out  last 
January  in  his  state  of  the  Union 
message,  to  reduce  these  programs  would 
be  to  sacrifice  “the  hopes  of  the  unfor¬ 
tunate  here  in  a  land  of  plenty.”  Nor  is 
the  answer  to  refuse  to  grant  the  pay 
raises  to  Federal  employees — which  we 
all  agree  are  quite  fair  and  justified. 

For  that  would  be  to  ask  our  employees 
not  only  to  be  efficient  and  conscientious 
but,  in  effect,  to  subsidize  Federal  pro¬ 
grams  by  agreeing  to  lower  wages. 

Comparability  for  Federal  employees 
is  long  overdue.  I  plan  to  introduce  a 
bill  providing  the  specific  increases 
which  would  finally  redeem  our  1962 
promise  to  assure  Federal  employees  of 
wage  and  fringe  benefits  equal  to  those 
earned  by  people  in  comparable  private 
jobs.  I  realize  that  Federal  pay  rates 
are  so  far  behind  comparability  that  we 
could  probably  not  catch  up  entirely  in 
1  year.  But  since  this  is  the  second  year 
I  am  asked  to  vote  for  a  Federal  pay 
raise  bill  which  I  feel  to  be  grossly  in¬ 
adequate,  I  want  to  indicate,  in  this  way, 
my  strong  support  for  the  fastest  possi¬ 
ble  achievement  to  comparable  wages 
and  fringe  benefits. 

I  know  that  the  members  of  the  Post 
Office  and  Civil  Service  Committee,  who 
are  so  expert  on  questions  of  Federal  pay, 
certainly  wanted  to  bring  in  a  bill  which 
would  have  made  some  progress  toward 
achieving  comparability.  I  congratulate 
the  members  of  the  committee,  under 
the  able  and  outstanding  leadership  of 
Chairman  Murray  and  Congressmen 
Morrison  and  Udall,  for  presenting  us 
with  a  bill  that  would  seem  to  be  the 
most  generous  possible,  given  the  harsh 
political  realities.  I  particularly  want 
to  compliment  them  for  advancing  the 
effective  date  of  the  pay  raise  to  July  1, 

1966,  from  January  1, 1967. 

Knowing  the  overwhelming  support  of 
the  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Com-  k 
mittee  for  the  principle  of  comparability,  \ 

ntprl  > 


I  look  forward  to  a  bill  being  presented 
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to  us  next  year  which  will  be  a  significant 
step  toward  achieving  comparability. 
We  should  finally  redeem  our  1962  prom¬ 
ise  of  fair  and  just  wages  for  Federal 
employees. _ 

FEDERAL  SALARY  AND  FRINGE 
BENEFITS  ACT  OF  1966 

The  SPEAKER.  The  unfinished  busi¬ 
ness  is  the  question  on  suspending  the 
rules  and  passing  the  bill  (H.R.  14122) 
to  adjust  the  rates  of  basic  compensa¬ 
tion  of  certain  employees  of  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment,  and  for  other  purposes,  as 
amended. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is: 
Will  the  House  suspend  the  rules  and 
pass  the  bill,  H.R.  14122,  as  amended? 

The  question  was  taken. 

Mr.  UDALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  object  to 
the  vote  on  the  ground  that  a  quorum  is 
not  present,  and  make  the  point  of  order 
that  a  quorum  is  not  present. 

The  SPEAKER.  Evidently  a  quorum 
is  not  present. 

The  Doorkeeper  will  close  the  doors, 
the  Sergeant  at  Arms  will  notify  absent 
Members,  and  the  Clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  there 
were — yeas  393,  nays  1,  not  voting  38,  as 
follows : 

[Roll  No.  59] 

YEAS— 393 


) 


Abbitt 

Celler 

Famum 

Adams 

Chamberlain 

Fascell 

Addabbo 

Clancy 

Felghan 

Albert 

Clark 

Findley 

Anderson,  HI. 

Clausen, 

Fisher 

Anderson, 

Don  H. 

Flood 

Tenn. 

Clawson,  Del 

Flynt 

Andrews, 

Cleveland 

Fogarty 

George  W. 

Clevenger 

Foley 

Andrews, 

Cohelan 

Ford,  Gerald  R. 

Glenn 

Collier 

Ford, 

Andrews, 

Conable 

William  D. 

N.  Dak. 

Conte 

Fountain 

Annunzio 

Conyers 

Fraser 

Arends 

Cooley 

Frelinghuysen 

Ashbrook 

Corbett 

Friedel 

Ashley 

Corman 

Fhlton,  Pa. 

Ashmore 

Craley 

Fulton,  Tenn. 

Aspinall 

Cramer 

Gallagher 

Culver 

Garmatz 

Bandstra 

Cunningham 

Gathings 

Baring 

Curtin 

Gettys 

Barrett 

Curtis 

Giaimo 

Bates 

Daddario 

Gibbons 

Battin 

Dague 

Gilbert 

j  Beckworth 

Daniels 

Gilligan 

1  Belcher 

Davis,  Ga. 

Gonzalez 

1  BeH 

Davis,  Wis. 

Goodell 

1  Bennett 

Dawson 

Grabowski 

Berry 

de  la  Garza 

Gray 

1  Betts 

Delaney 

Green,  Oreg. 

1  Bingham 

Dent 

Green,  Pa. 

1  Blatnik 

Denton 

Greigg 

1  Bocks 

Derwinski 

Grider 

1  Boland 

Devine 

Griffiths 

1  Bolton 

Dickinson 

Gross 

I  Bow 

Diggs 

Grover 

Brademas 

Dingell 

Gubser 

Dole 

Gurney 

Brooks 

Donohue 

Hagen,  Calif. 

I  Broomfield 

Dorn 

Haley 

1  Brown,  Calif. 

Dow 

Hall 

1  Brown,  Ohio 

Downing 

Halleck 

Broyhill,  N.C. 

Dulski 

Halpern 

I  Broyhill,  Va. 

Duncan,  Oreg. 

Hamilton 

1  Buchanan 

Duncan,  Tenn.  Hanley 

1  Burke 

Dwyer 

Hanna 

I  Burton,  Calif. 

Edmondson 

Hansen,  Idaho 

I  Burton,  Utah 

Edwards,  Ala. 

Hansen,  Iowa 

1  Byrne,  Pa. 

Edwards,  Calif.  Hansen,  Wash. 

I  Byrnes,  Wis. 

Edwards,  La. 

Harsha 

I  CahiU 

Ellsworth 

Harvey,  Ind. 

1  Callan 

Erlenbom 

Harvey,  Mich. 

1  Callaway 

Evans,  Colo. 

Hathaway 

I  Carey 

Everett 

Hawkins 

I  Carter 

Evins,  Tenn. 

Hays 

1  Casey 

Fallon 

Hebert 

|  Cederberg 

Famsley 

Hechler 

Helstoskl 

Henderson 
Hicks 
Holifield 
Holland 
Horton 
Hosmer 
Howard 
Hull 
Hungate 
Huot 

Hutchinson 

Ichord 

Irwin 

Jarman 

Jennings 

Joelson 

Johnson,  Calif. 
Johnson,  Pa. 
Jonas 
Jones,  Ala. 
Jones,  Mo. 
Jones,  N.C. 
Karsten 
Karth 

Kastenmeier 

Kee 

Keith 

Kelly 

King,  Calif. 
King,  N.Y. 
King,  Utah 
Kirwan 
Kluczynski 
Kornegay 
Krebs 
Kunkel 
Kupferman 
Laird 
Landrum 
Langen 
Latta 
Leggett 
Lennon 
\  Lipscomb 
Long,  La. 
Long,  Md. 
Love 

McCarthy 

McClory 

McCulloch 

McDade 

McDowell 

McEwen 

McPaU 

McGrath 

McMillan 

McVicker 

Macdonald 

MacGregor 

Machen 

Mackay 

Mackie 

Madden 

Mahon 

Matlliard 

Marsh 

Martin,  Ala. 

Martin,  Mass. 

Martin,  Nebr. 

Mathias 

Matsunaga 

May 

Meeds 

Michel 

Mills 


Abernethy 

Adair 

Bolling 

Brock 

Burleson 

CabeU 

Cameron 

Chelf 

C'olmer 

Dowdy 

Dyal 

Farbstein 
Fino 


Minish 

Mink 
Minshall 
Mize 
Moeller 
Monagan 
Moore 
Moorhead 
Morgan 
Morris 
Morrison 
Morse 
Morton 
Mosher 
Moss 
Multer 
Murphy,  HI. 

Murphy,  N.Y. 

Natcher 
Nedzi 
Nelsen 
O’Brien 
O’Hara,  HI. 

O’Hara,  Mich. 

O’Konski 
Olsen,  Mont. 

Olson,  Minn. 

O’Neal,  Ga. 

O’Neill,  Mass. 

Ottinger 
Passman 
Patten 
Pelly 
Pepper 
Perkins 
Philbin 
Pickle 
Pike 
Pimie 
Poll 
Pool 
Price 
Pucinskl 
Purcell 
Quie 
Quillen 
Race 
RandaU 
Redlin 
Rees 
Reid,  HI. 

Reid,  N.Y. 

Reifel 
Resnick 
Reuss 

Rhodes,  Ariz. 

Rhodes,  Pa. 

Rivers,  S.C. 

Rivers,  Alaska 
Roberts 
Robison 
Rodino 
Rogers,  Colo. 

Rogers,  Fla. 

Rogers,  Tex. 

Ronan 
Roncalio 
Rooney,  Pa. 

^  Rosenthal 
Rostenkowski 
Roush 
Roybal 
Rumsfeld  '• 

Ryan 
Satterfield 
St  Germain 

NAYS— X 
Poage 
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Powell 
Reinecke 
Rooney,  N.Y. 


St.  Onge 

Saylor 

Scheuer 

Schisler 

Schmidhauser 

Schneebeli 

Schweiker 

Secrest 

Selden 

Senner 

Shipley 

Shriver 

Sickles 

Sikes 

Sisk 

Skubitz 

Slack 

Smith,  Calif. 

Smith,  Iowa 

Smith,  N.Y. 

Smith,  Va. 

Springer 

Stafford 

Staggers 

Stalbaum 

Stanton 

Steed 

Stephens 

Stratton 

Stubblefield 

Sullivan 

Talcott 

Taylor 

Teague,  Calif. 

Teague,  Tex. 

Thomas 

Thompson,  N.J. 

Thompson,  Tex. 

Thomson,  Wis. 

Todd 

Trimble 

Tuck 

Tupper 

Tuten 

Udall 

Ullman 

Utt 

Van  Deerlin 

Vanik 

Vigorito 

Vivian 

Waggonner 

Walker,  Miss. 

Walker,  N.  Mex. 

Watkins 

Watson 

Watts 

Weltner 

Whalley 

White,  Idaho 

White,  Tex. 

Whitener 

Widnall 

Wilson,  Bob 

Wilson, 

Charles  H. 
Wolff 
Wright 
Wyatt 
Wydler 
Yates 
Young 
Younger 
Zablocki 


Mr.  Tenzer  with  Mr.  Brock. 

Mr.  Toll  with  Mr.  Reinecke. 

Mr.  Farbstein  with  Mr.  Nix. 

Mr.  Burleson  with  Mr.  Roudebush. 

Mr.  Jacobs  with  Mr.  Sweeney. 

Mr.  Miller  with  Mr.  Madden. 

Mr.  Hardy  with  Mr.  Dowdy. 

Mr.  Matthews  with  Mr.  Chelf. 

Mr.  Cabell  with  Mr.  Scott. 

Mr.  Powell  with  Mr.  Dyal. 

Mr.  Hagan  of  Georgia  with  Mr.  Murray. 

Mr.  Tunney  with  Mr.  Willis. 

Mr.  Williams  with  Mr.  Johnson  of  Okla¬ 
homa. 

Mr.  Colmer  with  Mr.  Cameron. 

Mr.  Whitten  with  Mr.  Fuqua. 

Mr.  Patman  with  Mr.  Abernethy. 

Mr.  Herlong  with  Mr.  Griffin. 

Mr.  ASHLEY  changed  his  vote  from 
“nay”  to  “yea.” 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

The  doors  were  opened. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table.  . 


Fuqua 
Griffin 
Hagan,  Ga. 
Hardy 
Herlong 
Jacobs 


Roudebush 
Scott 
Sweeney 


Johnson,  Okla.  Tenzer 


Keogh 
Matthews 
Miller 
Murray 
Nix 

Patman 


Toll 
Tunney 
Whitten 
Williams 
Willis 


So  (two-thirds  having  voted  in  favor 
thereof),  the  rules  were  suspended  and 
the  bill  as  amended  was  passed. 

The  Clerk  announced  the  following 
pairs : 

Mr.  Keogh  with  Mr.  Adair. 

Mr.  Rooney  of  New  York  with  Mr.  Fino. 


DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 
AND  RELATED  AGENCIES  APPRO¬ 
PRIATION  BILL,  1967 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr.  Al¬ 
bert)  .  The  further  unfinished  business 
is  the  vote  on  the  motion  of  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Bowl  to  recommit 
the  bill,  H.R.  14215,  the  Department  of 
the  Interior  and  related  agencies  appro¬ 
priation  bill  for  1967. 

Without  objection,  the  Clerk  will  again 
report  the  motion  to  recommit. 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  Bow  moves  to  recommit  the  bill  to 
the  Committee  on  Appropriations,  with  in¬ 
structions  to  that  committee  to  report  it 
back  forthwith  with  the  following  amend¬ 
ment:  On  page  46.  immediately  before  line 
22,  insert  a  new  section  as  follows: 

“Sec.  302.  Money  appropriated  in  this  Act 
shall  be  available  for  expenditure  in  the  fis¬ 
cal  year  ending  June  30,  1967,  only  to  the  ex¬ 
tent  that  expenditure  thereof  shall  not  re¬ 
sult  in  total  aggregate  net  expenditures  of 
all  items  provided  for  herein  beyond  95  per¬ 
cent  of  the  total  aggregate  net  expenditures 
estimated  therefor  in  the  budget  for  1967 
(H.  Doc.  335).” 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  motion  to  recommit. 

r.  BOW.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  that  I  de- 
marid  the  yeas  and  nays. 

TheVeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  there 
were — yea^  156,  nays  232,  not  voting  44, 
as  follows.  x 

[Roll  No.  60] 

:as— 156 

Brdqmfield 
Brown,  Ohio 
BroyhiU,  N.C. 

Broyhilk  Va. 

Buchanan 
Burton,  Utah 
Byrnes,  Wis 
Cahill 
Callaway 
Carter 
Cederberg 
Chamberlain 
Clancy 
Clausen, 

Don  H. 

Clawson,  Del 
Cleveland 
Collier 
Conable 


Abbitt 

Anderson,  Ill. 
Andrews, 
Glenn 
Arends 
Ashbrook 
Ashmore 
Ayres 
Bates 
Battin 
Belcher 
Bell 

Bennett 

Berry 

Betts 

Bolton 

Bow 

Bray 

Brooks 


Conte 

Corbett 

Cramer 

Cunningham 

Curtin 

Curtis 

Dague 

Davis,  Ga. 

Davis,  Wis. 
ierw  inski 
;vine 

_  _  ffnson 
Dole 
Dorn\ 

Duncah,  Tenn. 
Dwyer  \ 
Edwards,  s^la. 
Ellsworth  \ 
Erlenbom  \ 

\ 


\ 
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\ 

Findley 

Fisher 

Forc^,  Gerald  R, 
Fountain 
Frelln'ghuysen 
Fultoiv-fa. 
Gathings-., 
Gettys  \ 
Goodell  \ 
Gross 
Grover 
Gurney 
Haley 
HaU 
Halleck 
Halpem 
Hansen,  Idaho 
Harsha 
Harvey,  Ind. 
Harvey,  Mich. 
Henderson 
Horton 
Hosmer 
Hutchinson 
Jarman 
Johnson,  Pa. 
Jonas 
Jones,  Mo. 
Jones,  N.C. 
Keith 
King,  N.Y. 
Kunkel 
Kupferman 
Laird 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  HOUSE 


Adams 
Addabbo 
Albert 
Anderson, 
Tenn. 
Andrews, 
George  W. 
Andrews, 

N.  Dak. 
Annunzio 
Ashley 
Aspinall 
Bandstra 
Baring 
Barrett 
Beckworth 
Bingham 
Blatnik 
Boggs 
Boland 
Brademas 
Brown,  Calif 
Burke 

Burton,  Calif. 

Byrne,  Pa. 

Callan 

Carey 

Casey 

Celler 

Clark 

Clevenger 

Cohelan 

Conyers 

Cooley 

Corman 

Craley 

Culver 

Daddario 

Daniels 

Dawson 

de  la  Garza 

Delaney 

Dent 

Denton 

Diggs 

Dingell 

Donohue 

Dow 

Downing 

Dulski 

Duncan.  Oreg. 
Edmondson 
Edwards,  Calif. 
Edwards,  La, 
Evans,  Colo. 
Everett 
Fallon 
Farnsley 
Famum 
Fascell 
Feighan 
Flood 
Flynt 
Foi 
Foie; 

Foi 

/illiam  D. 


Langen 
Latta 
Lennon 
Lipscomb 
McClory 
McCulloch 
McEwen 
MacGregor 
Mackie 
Mailliard 
Martin,  Ala 
artin,  Mass, 
in,  Nebr. 
M^hias 
May\ 

Michel 
Minsha 
Mize 
Moore 
Morse 
Morton 
Mosher 
Nelsen 
O'Konski 
O’Neal,  Ga. 
Ottinger 
Passman 
Pelly 
Pickle 
Pirnie 
Poff 
Quie 
Quillen 
Randall 

NAYS — 232 

Friedel 

Fulton,  Tenn. 

Gallagher 

Garmatz 

Giaimo 

Gibbons 

Gilbert 

Gilligan 

Gonzalez 

Grabowski 

Gray 

Green,  Oreg. 

Green,  Pa. 

Greigg 

Grider 

Griffiths 

Gubser 

Hagan,  Ga. 

Hagen,  Calif. 

Hamilton 

Hanley 

Hanna 

Hansen,  Iowa 

Hansen,  Wash. 

Hathaway 

Hays 

Hebert 

Hechler 

Helstoskl 

Hicks 

Holifield 

Holland 

Howard 

Hull 

Hungate 

Huot 

Ichord 

Irwin 

Jennings 

Joelson 

Johnson,  Calif. 
Jones,  Ala. 
Karsten 
Karth 

Kastenmeier 
Kee 
Kelly 

King,  Calif. 
King,  Utah 
Kirwan 
Kluczynsj 
Komegi 
Krebs 
Lam 
Leggett 
Long,  La. 
mg,  Md. 
ove 

McCarthy 
McDade 
McDowell 
McFall 
McGrath 
McMillan 
McVicker 
Macdonald 
Machen 
Mackay 


Reid,  Ill. 

Reid,  N.Y. 

Rhodes,  Ariz. 

Robison 

Rumsfeld 

Satterfield 

Saylor 

Schneebeli 

Schweiker 

Selden 

Shriver 

Skubitz 

Smith,  Calif. 

Smith,  N.Y. 

Springer 

Stafford 

Stanton 

Stephens 

Stratton 

Teague,  Calif. 

Thomson,  Wis. 

,  Tuck 
Jtt 

Stalker,  Miss. 
Watkins 
Wareon 
Welther 
Whalle 
Whiten^ 
Widnall 
Wilson,  Bols 
Wolff 
Wydler 
Younger 


Madden 
Mahon. 
Marsh 
Matsunaga 
Meeds 
Mills 
Minish 
Mink 
Moeller 
Monagan 
Moorhead 
Morgan 
Morris 
Morrison 
Moss 
Multer 
Murphy,  Ill. 
Murphy,  N.Y, 
Natcher 
Nedzi 
O’Brien 
O’Hara,  Ill. 
O’Hara,  Mich. 
Olsen,  Mont. 
Olson,  Minn. 
O’Neill,  Mass. 
Patten 
Pepper 
Perkins 
Philbin 
Pike 
Poage 
Pool 
Price 
Pucinski 
Purcell 
Race 
Redlin 
Rees 
Reifel 
Resnick 
Reuss/ 
Rhodes,  Pa. 
Rivers,  S.C. 
Rivers,  Alaska 
iberts 
odino 

Rogers,  Colo. 

Rogers,  Fla. 

Rogers,  Tex. 

Ronan 

Roncallo 

Rooney,  Pa. 

Rosenthal 

Rostenkowskl 

Roush 

Roybal 

Ryan 

St  Germain 

St.  Onge 

Scheuer 

Schisler 

Schmidhauser 

Secrest 

Semier 

Shipley 

Sickles 

Sikes 
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Sisk 

Slack 

Smith,  Iowa 
Smith,  Va. 
Staggers 
Stalbaum 
Steed 

Stubblefield 
Sullivan 
Taylor 
Thomas 
Thompson,  N.J. 


Todd 

Trimble 

Tupper 

Tuten 

UdaU 

TTllman 

Van  Deerlln 

Vanik 

Vigorito 

Vivian 

Waggonner 

Walker,  N.  Mex. 


Watts 

White,  Idaho 
White,  Tex. 
Wilson, 
Charles  H. 
Wright 
Wyatt 
Yates 
Young 
Zablocki 


NOT  VOTING— 44 

Abemethy  Fuqua  Reinecke 

Adair  Griffin  Rooney,  N.Y. 

Bolling  Hardy  Roudebush 

Brock  Hawkins  Scott 

Burleson  Herlong  Sweeney 

Cabell  Jacobs  Talcott 

Cameron  Johnson,  Okla.  Teague,  Tex 

Chelf  Keogh  Tenzer 

Colmer  Matthews  Thompson,  Tex. 

Dowdy  Miller  Toll 

Dyal  Murray  Tunney 

Evins,  Tenn.  Nix  Whitten 

Farbstein  Patman  Williams 

Fino  Powell  Willis 

So  the  motion  to  recommit  was  re¬ 
jected. 

The  Clerk  announced  the  following 
pairs: 

On  this  vote : 

Mr.  Griffin  for,  with  Mr.  Keogh  against, 
wr.  Roudebush  for,  with  Mr.  Room 
of  New  York  against. 

>.  Adair  for,  with  Mr.  Miller  against. 
Mr.'Fino  for,  with  Mr.  Patman  against. 
Mr.  Talcott  for,  with  Mr.  Hardy  Against 
Mr .  KWnecke  for,  with  Mr.  /Sweeney 
against.  \  ' 

Mr.  BrockSfor,  with  Mr.  Jacobi  against. 

Until  further  notice 
Mr.  Herlong  With  Mr.  Terfzer. 

Mr.  Teague  of  \exas  w/h  Mr.  Farbstein 
Mr.  Dyal  with  Mr  .'Nix. 

Mr.  Evins  of  TennKs/e  with  Mr.  Toll. 

Mr.  Fuqua  with  MyVThompson  of  Texas. 
Mr.  Johnson  of  9&lahoma  with  Mr.  Wil¬ 
liams. 

Mr.  Chelf  with  Mr.  Whitt 
Mr.  Cameron  With  Mr.  Will 
Mr.  Cabell  With  Mr.  Abernebhy 
Mr.  Burlesjm  with  Mr.  Scott.  \ 

Mr.  Matthews  with  Mr.  Colmer. 

Mr.  Powell  with  Mr.  Tunney. 

Mr.  Djawdy  with  Mr.  Murray. 

Mi/  CONTE  changed  his  vote  'ffom 
to  “yea. 

frie  result  of  the  vote  was  announc 
is  above  recorded. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr.  Al¬ 
bert).  The  question  is  on  the  passage 
of  the  bill. 

Mr.  BOW.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  that  I 
demand  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  there 
were — yeas  370,  nays  16,  not  voting  46,  as 
follows: 

[Roll  No.  61] 

YEAS — 370 


Clevenger 
Cohelan 
Collier 
Conable 
Conte 
Conyers 
Cooley 
Corbett 
Corman 
Craley 
Cramer 
Culver 
Cunningham 
Curtin 
Daddario 
Dague 
Daniels 
Davis,  Ga. 

Dawson 
de  la  Garza 
Delaney 
Dent 
Denton  * 

Derwinski 
Devine 
Dickinson 
Diggs 
Dingell 
Dole 

Donolyfe 
Dorn/ 

(ling 
/ski 

mean,  Oreg. 

Juncan,  Tenn. 

Dwyer 
Edmondson 
Edwards,  Ala. 

Edwards,  Calif. 
Edwards,  La. 

Ellsworth 
Erlenbom 
Evans,  Colo. 

Everett 
Evins,  Tenn. 

Fallon 
Farnsley 
Farnum 
Fascell 
Feighan 
Findley 
Fisher 
Flood 
Flynt 
Fogarty 

Foley  _ 

Ford,  Gerald  R.  Mahon 


Howard 

Hull 

Hungate 

Huot 

Hutchinson 
Ichord 
Irwin 
Jarman 
J  ennings 
Joelson 
Johnson,  Calif 
Johnson,  Pa. 
Jonas 
Jones,  Ala, 
Jones,  Mo. 
Jones,  N.C 
Karsten 
Karth 
Kastenfneier 
Kee 
Kei, 

,  iy 

ing,  Calif. 

.  ling,  N.Y. 
King,  Utah 
Kirwan  . 
Kluzynski 
Kornegay 
Krebs 
Kunkel 
Kupferman 
Landrum 
Langen 
Latta 
Leggett 
Left  non 
Lipscomb 
Long,  La. 

Long,  Md. 

Love 

McCarthy 
McClory 
McCulloch 
McDade 
McDoweU 
McEwen 
McFaU 
McGrath 
McMillan 
McVicker 
Macdonald 
MacGregor 
Machen 
Mackay 
Mackie 
Madden 


Ford, 

William  D. 
Fountain 
Frelinghuysen 
Friedel 
Fulton,  Pa. 
Fulton,  Tenn. 
Gallagher 
Garmatz 
Ga  things 
Gettys 
Giaimo 
Gibbons 
rilbert 
illigan 
GXnzalez 
Grabowski 
Gray 

GreenNpreg. 
Green, 

Greigg 
Grider 
Griffiths 
Gubser 
Gurney 
Hagan,  Ga. 
Hagen,  Calif, 


Mailliard 
Marsh 
Martin,  Ala. 
Martin,  Mass. 
Martin,  Nebr. 
Mathias 
Matsunaga 
May 
Meeds 
Mills 
Minish 
Mink 
Mize 
Moeller 
Monagan 
Moore 
Moorhead 
Morgan 
Morris 
Morrison 
Morse 
Morton 
Mosher 
Moss 
niter 
.urphy,  Ill. 


Abbitt 

Bandstra 

Broyhill,  N.C. 

Haley 

Natcher 

Adair 

Bari  rug 

Broyhill,  Va. 

Halleck 

NedzV. 

Adams 

Barrett 

Buchanan 

Halpem 

Nelsenv 

Addabbo 

Bates 

Burke 

Hamilton 

O’BrienV 

Albert 

Battin 

Burton,  Calif. 

Hanley 

O’Hara,  Ill. 

Anderson,  HI. 

Beckworth 

Burton,  Utah 

Hansen,  Idaho 

O’Hara,  Mi\h. 

Anderson, 

Belcher 

Byrne,  Pa. 

Hansen,  Iowa 

O'Konski  \ 

Tenn. 

Bell 

Cahill 

Hansen,  Wash. 

Olsen,  Mont. 

Andrews, 

Bennett 

Callan 

Harsha 

Olson,  Minn. 

George  W. 

Berry 

Carey 

Harvey,  Ind. 

O'Neal,  Ga. 

Andrews, 

Betts 

Carter 

Harvey,  Mich. 

O’Neill,  Mass. 

Glenn 

Bingham 

Casey 

Hathaway 

Ottinger 

Andrews, 

Blatnik 

Cederberg 

Hays 

Passman 

N.  Dak. 

Boggs 

Celler 

Hechler 

Patten 

Annunzio 

Boland 

Chamberlain 

Helstoski 

Pelly 

Arends 

Brademas 

Clancy 

Henderson 

Pepper 

Ashbrook 

Bray 

Clark 

Hicks 

Perkins 

Ashley 

Brooks 

Clausen, 

Holifield 

Philbin 

Ashmore 

Broomfield 

Don  H. 

Holland 

Pickle 

Aspinall 

Brown,  Calif. 

Clawson,  Del 

Horton 

Pike 

Ayres 

Brown,  Ohio 

Cleveland 

Hosmer 

Pirnie 

Poage 
Poff 
Pool 
Price 
Pucinski 
PurceU 
Quie 
Quille 
Race/ 

Randall 
Real  in 
lees 
:id.  Ill. 

Reid,  N.Y. 
Reifel 
Resnick 
Reuss 

Rhodes,  Ariz. 

Rhodes,  Pa. 

Rivers,  Alaska 

Roberts 

Robison 

Rodino 

Rogers,  Colo. 

Rogers,  Fla. 

Rogers,  Tex. 

Ronan 

Ronealio 

Rooney,  Pa. 

Rosenthal 

Rostenkowskl 

Roush 

Roybal 

Rumsfeld 

Ryan 

Satterfield 

St  Germain 

St.  Onge 

Saylor 

Scheuer 

Schisler 

Schmidhauser 

Schneebeli 

Schweiker 

Secrest 

Selden 

Senner 

Shipley 

Shriver 

Sickles 

Sikes 

Sisk 

Skubitz 

Slack 

Smith,  Iowa 

Smith,  N.Y. 

Springer 

Stafford 

Staggers 

Stalbaum 

Stanton 

Steed 

Stephens 

Stratton 

Stubblefield 

Sullivan 

Talcott 

Taylor 

Teague,  Calif. 
Thomas 

Thompson,  Tex. 

Thomson,  Wis. 

Trimble 

Tuck 

Tupper 

Tuten 

Udall 

Ullman 

Utt 

Van  Deerlin 
Vanik 
Vigorito 
Vivian 
Waggonner 
Walker,  N.  Mex. 
Watkins 
Watson 
Watts 
Weltner 
Whalley 
White,  Idaho 
White,  Tex. 
^Whitener 
idnall 
Ison,  Bob 
Wifson, 

Charles  H. 
Wolff 
Wright 
Wyatt 
Yates 
Young 
Younger 
Zablocki 
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tend  his  remarks  at  this  point  in  the 
Record  and  to  include  extraneous  mat- 

\lr.  MULTER.  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
problem  of  safety  on  our  highways  is 
bothXnsistent  and  immediate  as  deaths 
continue  to  mount. 

The  fiouse  Committee  on  Interstate 
and  Foreign  Commerce  is  now  consider¬ 
ing  the  National  Traffic  Safety  Act,  a 
bill  that  mahy  of  our  colleagues  and.  I 
introduced,  this  bill  would  establish  a 
National  TraffiX  Safety  Agency  in  the 
Department  of  Commerce.  Its  purpose 
is  to  provide  national  leadership  to  le- 
duce  death,  injury,  and  loss  of  property 
on  our  highways  by 'intensive  research 
into  the  problem  and  Vigorous  applica¬ 
tion  of  remedies.  X^. 

The  President  discusseo\this  problem 
in  his  March  2  message  to  the  Congress 
proposing  a  Cabinet-level  Department 
of  Transportation.  President\Johnson 
urges,  and  my  bill  provides,  tha\a  Na¬ 
tional  Traffic  Safety  Center  be  Estab¬ 
lished,  that  grants  be  made  to  States 
to  develop  highway  safety  programs,  and 
that  safety  standards  be  established  fi 

While  my  bill,  H.R.  12905,  differs  in 
details,  in  the  main  it  carries  out  the 
President’s  recommendations. 

We  must  all  agree  that  the  time  for 
action  is  now.  We  have  been  lethargic 
too  long  at  the  national  level  in  attempt¬ 
ing  to  solve  this  problem.  Fifty  thou¬ 
sand  of  our  people  will  probably  die  on 
the  highways  this  year.  We  must  try 

to  stop  that.  .  ... 

I  fully  agree  with  the  President  that 
the  people  of  America  deserve  an  aggres¬ 
sive  highway  safety  program.  My  bill 
does  just  that.  If  adopted,  it  will  bring 
a  new  day  for  our  highway  travelers. 
For  the  first  time  we  will  be  vigorously 
and  effectively  doing  something  for  our 
millions  of  car-owning  families. 


CONSERVATION  DISTRICT  PRO¬ 
GRAMS  COVER  RURAL  AND  URBAN 
LAND 

(Mr.  RESNICK  (at  the  request  of 
Gonzalez)  was  granted  permission 
extend  his  remarks  at  this  point  in/the 
Record  and  to  include  extraneous/mat- 

ter.)  ,  / 

Mr.  RESNICK.  Mr.  Speakeythe  old¬ 
est  and  youngest  soil  and  wat/r  conser¬ 
vation  districts  in  New  Yorlyhre  located 
in  my  congressional  district. 

The  Schoharie  District/  organized  in 
1940,  celebrated  a  quarter  century  of 
service  last  year.  The  Ulster  District, 
organized  1965,  will  begin  receiving  tech¬ 
nical  assistance  fvj/m  the  Soil  Conser¬ 
vation  Service  this  spring. 

Both  these  districts  and  the  other 
three  in  m/  congressional  district, 
Columbia,  Dutchess,  and  Greene,  have 
an  extremely  important  role  to  play  in 
resource  c/nservation. 

When/xhe  Schoharie  District  was  set 
up  25  /years  ago,  its  primary  role  was 
to  help  farmers  control  erosion  and  de- 
vel op  agricultural  land.  These  early  dis¬ 
tricts  made  an  important  contribution. 
And  over  the  years  the  men  who  vol- 
/untarily  govern  them  realized  that  the 
need  for  soil  and  water  development  was 
not  limited  to  agricultural  land. 


As  a  result,  today  district  programs 
stress  an  interest  in  all  land  whether 
farmed  or  not. 

A  considerable  share  of  the  workload 
of  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  per¬ 
sonnel  assisting  the  districts  was  in  water 
resource  development  even  before  the 
drought  of  the  past  few  years.  This  in¬ 
cluded  the  development  of  water  sup¬ 
plies  for  both  livestock  and  recreation 

purposes.  ,  . 

A  portion  of  the  Catskill  Mountain 
Range  lies  in  my  congressional  district 
This  is  some  of  the  most  beautiful  coun¬ 
try  in  the  world.  It  is  not  highly  val¬ 
uable  as  agricultural  land — but  through 
proper  planning  and  development  of  the 
resources  there,  it  can  become  a  great 
economic  asset  as  a  recreational  area. 

The  Dutchess  County  Soil  and  Water 
Conservation  District  has  already  as¬ 
sisted  the  Herald  Tribune  Fresh  Air  Fund 
in  planning  and  establishing  two  small 
lakes  in  the  area  for  recreational  use  by 
New  York  City  children. 

The  counties  and  towns  in  my  coiy 
gressional  district  are  planning  for  Voce 
future  as  never  before.  Planning  boards 
are  demanding  scientific  interpretations 
of  their  soils  for  uses  in  zoning,  construc¬ 
tion,  and  agriculture  matters.  / 

'This  was  one  of  the  important  reasons 
for  forming  the  Ulster  Soil  Conservation 
Distrust.  The  staff  to  be  provided  to  it 
by  the\Soil  Conservation/  Service  this 
spring  will  include  a  Soil  scientist  to 
begin  mapping  the  soil/,  a  soil  conserva¬ 
tionist  to  aXist  landowners  and  commu¬ 
nities  plan  wisely  ,/and  a  conservation 
technician  to  iXln/them  apply  the  neces¬ 
sary  conservation  measures. 

I  am  proud  of  the  efforts  being  made  in 
New  York’s  28th  Congressional  District 
in  planning/ md  developing  natural  re¬ 
sources.  /The  activities  undertaken  by 
soil  conservation  districts  are  of  benefit 
to  urban,  suburban,  and  Rural  residents 
as  wefi  as  to  farmers  and  their  families. 

I/falute  the  soil  conservation  districts 
and  their  leaders  for  the  fine  joXthey  are 
Sing. 


change,  and  concur  with  Arven 
Saunders,  director  of  the  Bureau/  of 
National  Capital  Airports,  that— / 

This  new  service  will  indeed  bring  At¬ 
lanta  and  the  other  great  cities  east  of  the 
Mississippi  and  the  Nation’s  Camtal  much 
closer  together  in  terms  of  travs/ time  to  the 
benefit  of  all. 


Mr.  william  A.  Askew/  chairman  of 
the  Atlanta  Chamber  oLCommerce  Avia¬ 
tion  Committee,  has  Sponsored  a  reso¬ 
lution,  adopted  by  tl/at  body,  which  well 
states  the  fact :  / 

Atlanta  realizes  /hat  this  service  will  fur¬ 
ther  facilitate  air/travel  between  the  Nation’s 
Capital  and  ouj/own  city,  the  capital  of  the 
Southeast. 

Reason  has  at  last  prevailed. 


ALI 


SD  H.  KIRCHHOFER  RETIRES 
AS  EDITOR 


JET  TRAFFIC  AT  NATIONALS 
AIRPORT 

(Mr.  WELTNER  (at  the  request  of  MrS 
Gonzalez)  was  granted  permission  to  ex¬ 
tend  his  remarks  at  this  point  in  the 
Record  and  to  include  extraneous  mat¬ 
ter.) 

Mr.  WELTNER.  Mr.  Speaker,  for 
many  months  now  I  have  listened  to  cries 
of  protest  from  those  who  have  sought 
to  shield  Friendship  Airport  from  po¬ 
tential  jet  traffic  competition  at  National 
Airport. 

The  city  of  Atlanta  has  the  fourth 
busiest  airport  in  the  Nation,  with  over 
620  daily  scheduled  passenger  and  cargo 
flights,  and  28  daily  flights  into  Wash¬ 
ington.  Heretofore,  all  jet  traffic  has 
been  required  to  land  at  Dulles  or  Friend¬ 
ship,  each  about  40  miles  away.  Now, 
finally,  convenience  has  prevailed  over 
protectionism,  and  Atlanta-boarded 
passengers  will  this  month  arrive  by  jet 
at  National  Airport,  only  a  few  miles 
away.  Many  of  my  constituents  will 
now  enjoy  shorter  flying  time,  and 
greatly  increased  convenience.  As  one 
frequent  air  traveler,  I  welcome  this 


(Mr.  DULSKI  (at  the  request  of  Mr. 
"vjrONZALEz)  was  granted  permission  to 
extend  his  remarks  at  this  point  in  the 
Record  and  to  include  extraneous 
matter. ) 

Mr.  DULSKI.  Mr.  Speaker,  last  Fri¬ 
day,  the  Buffalo  Evening  News  in  Buffalo, 
N.Y.,  announced  the  retirement  of  Alfred 
H.  Kirchhofer  as  its  editor.  I  brought 
this  to  the  attention  of  my  colleagues 
earlier  this  week. 

On  Saturday,  April  2,  the  News  paid 
tribute  to  its  retiring  editor  in  a  very 
excellent  editorial  which  speaks  for  itself. 

I  wish  to  include  this  editorial  at  this 
point  in  the  Record: 

An  Editor’s  ”30’* 

The  figure  “30”  is  the  mark  every  news¬ 
paperman  puts  at  the  end  of  his  story  to 
Indicate  there  is  no  more  to  follow.  Yester¬ 
day,  a  great  editor  wrote  an  official  "30”  to  a 
long  and  briUiant  career,  and  to  a  good  deal 
more  besides. 

For  the  entire  staff  of  the  News,  and 
scarcely  less  for  the  entire  metropolitan 
community  in  which  he  has  long  been  one 
of  the  prime  movers,  the  retirement  of  Alfred 
H.  Kirchhofer  as  the  editor  of  this  newspaper 
is  in  truth  the  end  of  an  era.  His  retire¬ 
ment  will  be  noted  in  newsrooms  all  over 
the  Nation,  for  he  has  long  been  recognized 
throughout  the  profession  as  one  of  the  top 
figures  of  American  journalism. 

For  the  News,  happily,  his  retirement  as 
ditor  is  no  final  parting.  He  will  continue, 
eVen  more  actively,  as  president  of  our  sister 
institutions,  stations  WBEN  and  WBEN-TV. 
He  will  remain  available  for  special  consulta¬ 
tion  aEd  his  presence  wiU  continue  to  be  very 
much  Xlt  as  an  active  citizen  of  this  city 
with  which  he  has  had  a  lifelong  love 
affair — as  nis  great  impatience  with  all  ele¬ 
ments  who  aid  it  wrong  so  often  attested. 

What  will  be  missed  most,  with  his  de¬ 
parture  from  active  daily  command,  is  the 
unique  stamp  ofXhis  whole  personality  that 
he  put  on  each  o\y’s  editions — his  mature 
perspective  and  savvVof  the  total  news  scene; 
his  instant  grasp  of  the  heart  of  any  matter; 
his  restless  surveillance  over  aU  agencies 
trusted  with  a  public  responsibility;  his  great 
talent  for  spotting  the  flav/in  any  half-baked 
argument  or  the  hole  in  aW  half-reported 
story;  his  ceaseless  campaigning  for  civic 
improvement  and  honest  government,  ns 
towering  sense  of  his  newspaper^  varied  re¬ 
sponsibilities  to  the  entire 
serves;  his  sheer  joy  in  the  work  oKputtm» 
it  together— and,  far  from  least,  hik  gr^ 
sense5  of  fairness  toward  &'1Jho7°^i 
him  and  his  deep  human  regard  for  all 

personal  problems. 
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3ut  even  with  all  this  lost— and  with  It  the 
dally  outpouring  of  terse  “blue  note”  memos 
thatVushed  from  his  desk  and  flowed  Impar¬ 
tially  through  all  departments — it  will  be  a 
long  time  yet  before  Mr.  Klrchhofer’s  editor¬ 
ship  of  The  News  can  be  said  to  have  ceased. 
Too  manyxpf  those  left  have  learned  too 
much  from  Naim  over  too  many  years  for 
The  News  notNp  continue  to  function  in  his 
shadow. 

Nothing  basicX  that  is,  is  expected  to 
change.  The  New£\still  operates  under  the 
same  strong  and  dedicated  single-family 
ownership.  It  still  travels  the  same  basic 
direction  it  did  under  'the  late  Edward  H. 
Butler’s  long  editorship  apd  continued  un 
der  Mr.  Kirchhofer’s. 

What  will  change,  inevitably,  are  day-to- 
day  judgments  in  handling  this  news  and  in 
appraising  it  and  drawing  editorial  policy 
conclusions.  Mr.  Kirchhofer  rnKy  still  be 
looking  over  our  shoulders  now  and  then. 
But  he  will  not  be  here  calling  the  daily 
shots,  and  some  of  the  shots  that  areValled 
will  doubtless  make  him  wince  or  m^ybe 
even  splutter.  Those  who  call  them,  h 

ever,  will  be  doing  so  on  the  basis  of  a _ , 

and  valued  tutelage  under  him,  a  world  o 
respect  and  admiration  for  him. 

The  News  today,  as  always,  faces  its  future 
with  pride  in  Its  past,  and  with  confidence 
that  this  has  pointed  it  in  a  sound  direction. 
Where  we  go  from  here  will  be  for  future 
events  and  for  fallible  but  conscientious 
editors — taking  up  the  responsibility  now 
put  in  their  laps — to  determine  as  best  they 
can. 


April  6,  1966 


tend  his  remarks  at  this  point  In  the 
Record  and  to  include  extraneous  mat¬ 
ter.) 


[Mr.  HAWKINS’  remarks  will  appear 
hereafter  in  the  Appendix.] 


FEDERAL  SALARY  AND  FRINGE 
BENEFITS  ACT  OF  1966 


(Mr.  CRALEY  (at  the  request  of  Mr. 
Gonzalez)  was  granted  permission  to 
extend  his  remarks  at  this  point  in  the 
Record  and  to  include  extraneous  mat¬ 
ter.) 

Mr.  CRALEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am 
pleased  to  support  the  measure  under 
consideration  to  grant  to  employees  of 
the  Federal  Government  an  increase  in 
the  wages  they  earn. 

President  Johnson  and  Presidents  be¬ 
fore  him  remarked  on  numerous  oc¬ 
casions  about  the  difficulty  encountered 
in  attracting  the  best  qualified  and  most 
capable  individuals  into  the  Federal 
service.  If  our  Government  and  citizens 
are  to  be  serviced  by  the  highest  type  of 
civil  servant,  the  civil  service  system 
must  be  able  to  compete  by  offering 
salaries  and  fringe  benefits  comparable 
to  those  offered  by  private  industry. 

This  bill  will,  I  believe,  strengthen  the 
Federal  Government’s  position  with  re¬ 
spect  to  that  situation. 

Even  more  important,  this  measure 
will  give  to  our  hardworking  and  con¬ 
scientious  civil  and  postal  service  em¬ 
ployees  a  deserving  and  much  needed 
cost-of-living  increase  in  their  compen¬ 
sation  to  meet  the  ever-rising  costs 
of  food  and  other  necessities  of  life.  It 
is  not  as  much  as  some  have  asked  and 
quite  possibly  deserve,  but  I  do  feel  it  is 
important  to  observe  the  guideposts  es¬ 
tablished  by  President  Johnson  for  in¬ 
dustry  and  the  Federal  service  in  order 
to  halt  any  trend  toward  or  threat  of  an 
inflated  economy.  This  has  been  a  wise 
decision  on  the  part  of  the  President  and 
lam  pleased  to  give  my  support  to  it. 


'r.  HAWKINS  (at  the  request  of  Mr. 
Gc  alez)  was  granted  permission  to  ex¬ 


FEDERAL  SALARY  AND  FRINGE 
BENEFITS  ACT  OF  1966 


(Mr.  GILBERT  (at  the  request  of  Mr. 
Gonzalez)  was  granted  permission  to 
extend  his  remarks  at  this  point  in  the 
Record  and  to  include  extraneous  mat¬ 
ter.) 

Mr.  GILBERT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am 
supporting  H.R.  14122,  but  I  am  doing 
so  with  a  minimum  of  enthusiasm.  The 
bill  does  not  do  the  job  it  should  for  the 
Federal  and  postal  workers  who  need 
economic  help  the  most.  It  does  not 
offer  them  true  comparability  with  what 
workers  in  private  industry  are  receiving 
today,  but  rather,  what  they  were  re¬ 
ceiving  2  years  ago. 

However,  those  of  us  who  want  to  see 
the  postal  and  Federal  employees  get 
fair  and  equitable  treatment,  have  no 
recourse  but  to  support  this  bill  and  hope 
that  we  might  make  up  the  injustices  in 
the  near  future. 

Along  with  many  other  Members  of 
the  House,  I  introduced  earlier  this  year 
a  pay  bill  which  would  have  given  a  7- 
percent  pay  increase.  I  am  convinced 
this  is  the  minimum  needed  to  achieve 
any  semblance  of  economic  compara¬ 
bility. 

The  bill  is  not  altogether  bad.  It  gives 
a  2.85-percent  pay  raise,  effective  July  1 
of  this  year.  It  contains  some  good  pro¬ 
visions  which  I  had  proposed  in  my  bill. 
It  provides  some  wholesome  and  desir¬ 
able  liberalization  of  retirement  laws.  It 
provides  full  retirement  benefits  to  em¬ 
ployees  after  30  years  of  service  at  age  55, 
which  I  had  proposed.  It  improves  the 
Federal  employee’s  health  benefits  pro¬ 
gram,  and  it  offers  an  improved  system 
of  overtime  compensation.  I  am  pleased 
that  the  bill  corrects  some  of  the  in¬ 
equities  relating  to  postal  seniority  ad¬ 
justments,  and  that  it  also  gives  an  in¬ 
crease  in  uniform  allowances — both  pro¬ 
visions  which  I  had  included  in  my  bill. 

These  are  positive  gains  and  recom¬ 
mend  themselves  to  our  favorable  atten¬ 
tion.  But,  Mr.  Speaker,  we  are  going  to 
want  to  make  adjustments  in  the  fu¬ 
ture — we  are  going  to  have  to  take  a 
good  look  at  the  principle  of  campara- 
bility  as  we  intended  it  and  incorporated 
it  in  the  Pay  Reform  Act  of  1962,  if  we 
are  to  bring  the  salaries  of  Federal  and 
postal  employees  in  line  with  present- 
day  pay  levels  of  private  industry. 

In  the  meantime,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  sup¬ 
port  this  legislation  before  us.  But,  as 
I  have  said,  with  a  minimum  of  enthu¬ 
siasm  because  it  does  not  give  a  higher 
percentage  of  pay  increase.  We  must 
accept  this  watered-down  bill  if  we  are 
going  to  extend  any  help  to  those  who 
depend  upon  us  for  their  economic  wel¬ 
fare. 


tend  his  remarks  at  this  point  in  the 
Record  and  to  include  extraneous  mat¬ 
ter.) 

Mr.  GILBERT.  Mr.  Speaker,  when 
sat  here  a  few  months  ago  and  listened 
to  the  annual  state  of  the  Union  message, 
we  heard  our  President  say:  “Wmust 
change  to  master  change.”  N^ne  can 
deny  that  the  world  is  changing.  The 
Congress  has  recognized  thaLChange — in 
fact,  by  the  appropriation  over  the  years 
of  billions  by  the  Congress  for  scientific 
research  and  development,  we  have  stim¬ 
ulated  and  accelerated  change.  Last 
year,  recognizing  the' rapid  changes  for 
which  it  has,  in  mirt,  been  responsible, 
the  Congress  took/steps  to  help  us  master 
that  change  when  it  created  a  National 
Foundation  on/the  Arts  and  Humanities. 

We  decide]?  that  it  was  high  time  we 
recognized y6ur  true  scholarly  heritage, 
for  this  Nation  was  founded  by  scholars — 
humanistic  scholars,  if  you  will — men 
who  appreciated  knowledge  and  were  not 
afrani  of  creativity,  innovation,  and  orig¬ 
inal' scholarship. 

.aving  taken  that  step  last  year,  we 
ust  implement  it  this  year.  I  commend 
the  committee  for  providing  the  arts  en¬ 
dowment  with  almost  all  the  funds  it  is 
authorized  to  receive.  I  am  disappointed 
that  the  committee  could  not  see  fit  to 
similarly  endow  the  humanities.  I  un¬ 
derstand  its  position.  The  Humanities 
Council  was  not  named  until  last  Janu¬ 
ary.  It  was  not  sworn  in,  nor  did  it  meet 
until  2  days  after  its  spokesman  appeared 
before  the  subcommittee.  This  is  regret¬ 
table;  however,  I  commend  the  commit¬ 
tee  for  opening  the  door  in  the  report  for 
additions  to  be  made  in  the  other  body. 
By  now  the  Humanities  Council  has  out¬ 
lawed  a  program.  I  support  the  appro¬ 
priations  for  the  arts  and  oppose  any 
effort  to  make  cuts  beyond  those  made  by 
the  committee. 


ARTS  ENDOWMENT  APPROPRI¬ 
ATION 


(Mr.  GILBERT  (at  the  request  of  Mr. 
Gonzalez)  was  granted  permission  to  ex¬ 


BILL  TO  PROVIDE  INCREASE  IN 
COST  OF  LIVING  FOR  DEPENDENT 
PARENTS  AND  CHILDREN  OF 
VETERANS 

(Mr.  HANLEY  (at  the  request  of  Mr. 
jnzalez)  was  granted  permission  to 
extend  his  remarks  at  this  point  in  the 
Record  and  to  include  extraneous  "mat¬ 
ter.) 

Mr.  IXANLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have 
today  introduced  a  bill  to  provide  a  cost 
of  living  increase  for  dependent  parents 
and  childrerivreceiving  dependency  and 
indemnity  compensation  from  the  Vet¬ 
erans’  Administration.  This  benefit  is 
payable  to  parents  and  children  of  serv¬ 
icemen  who  have  lost  their  lives  in  Viet¬ 
nam,  as  well  as  parents  and  children  of 
veterans  of  World  Wa\l,  World  War  H, 
the  Korean  conflict,  ancKpeacetime  serv¬ 
ice  whose  death  was  attributed  to  their 
military  service. 

My  bill  contains  a  provisiokto  grant  to 
dependent  parents  the  same  10 -percent 
exclusion  previously  granted  recipients  of 
non-service-connected  pension  mmefits, 
thereby  offsetting  the  recent  increase  a 
dependent  parent  may  have  received,  in 
social  security  or  other  retirement  bene¬ 
fits.  This  is  an  important  feature  of  tm 
bill,  inasmuch  as  the  amount  of  the  par¬ 
ent’s  dependency  and  indemnity  com- 
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IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

April  13, 1966 

Read  twice  and  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service 


AN  ACT 

To  adjust  the  rates  of  basic  compensation  of  certain  employees 
of  the  Federal  Government,  and  for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Represcnta- 

2  iives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  this  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Federal  Salary  and 

4  Fringe  Benefits  Act  of  1966”. 

5  Title  I— Executive  Branch 

6  SHORT  TITLE 

7  Sec.  101.  This  title  may  be  cited  as  the  “Federal  Em- 
S  ployees  Salary  Act  of  1966”. 


II 
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EMPLOYEES  SUBJECT  TO  CLASSIFICATION  ACT  OF  104  9 

Sec.  102.  (a)  Section  603  (b)  of  the  Classification  Act 
of  1949,  as  amended  (79  Stat.  1111;  5  U.S.C.  1113  (b)  ), 
is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“(b)  The  compensation  schedule  for  the  General 
Schedule  shall  be  as  follows: 


"Grade 

Per  annum  rates  and  steps 

1 

a 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

GS-1 . . . . 

$3, 609 

$3, 731 

$3, 853 

$3, 975 

$4, 097 

$4,  219 

$4, 341 

$4,463 

$4, 585 

$4,  707 

38-2 _ _ 

3, 925 

4,058 

4, 191 

4, 324 

4,457 

4,  590 

4,  723 

4, 856 

4,989 

5, 122 

3S-3 . . . 

4, 269 

4,413 

4,557 

4,  701 

4,845 

4,989 

5,133 

5,277 

5, 421 

5,565 

3S-4 _ 

4, 776 

4,936 

5, 096 

5, 256 

5,416 

5,  576 

5,736 

5,896 

6, 056 

6, 216 

3S-5 _ _ 

5, 331 

5,507 

5,683 

5, 859 

6,  035 

6, 211 

6,387 

6,563 

6,739 

61915 

as-6 _ 

5, 867 

6,065 

6, 263 

6,461 

6, 659 

6, 857 

7,  055 

7,253 

7, 451 

7, 649 

GS-7 _ _ _ 

6,451 

6, 664 

6,877 

7,090 

7,303 

7, 516 

7,  729 

7,942 

8, 155 

8, 368 

3S-8 _ 

7,  068 

7, 303 

7,538 

7, 773 

8,  008 

8, 243 

8,  478 

8,713 

8,948 

9,183 

GS-9 _ _ 

7, 696 

7, 957 

8, 218 

8,479 

8,  740 

9,001 

9, 262 

9,523 

9,784 

10, 045 

3S-10 . . . 

8, 421 

8,  709 

8,997 

9,285 

9,  573 

9,861 

10, 149 

10, 437 

10, 725 

11,013 

GS-11 _ 

9,221 

9,536 

9,851 

10, 166 

10,  481 

10, 796 

11,111 

11,426 

11,741 

12;  056 

GS-12 _ _ 

10, 927 

11,300 

11,685 

12,  064 

12, 443 

12, 822 

13, 201 

13,  580 

13, 959 

14,  338 

38-13 _ 

12, 873 

13, 321 

13,  769 

14,217 

14, 665 

15, 113 

15, 561 

16,009 

16, 457 

16, 905 

3S-14 _ _ _ 

15,106 

15, 629 

10, 152 

16,  675 

17, 198 

17,  721 

18, 244 

18, 767 

19, 290 

19, 813 

38-15. . . 

17,  550 

18, 157 

18, 764 

19,  371 

19, 978 

20, 585 

21,192 

21,  799 

22, 406 

23;  013 

3S-16 . . 

20, 075 
22, 760 

20,  745 
23,  520 

21,415 
24,  280 

22,085 
25, 040 

22,  755 
25, 800 

23, 425 

24, 095 

24, 765 

25;  435 

GS-17 _ 

GS-18 . . 

25, 890 

1 1 

(b)  Except  as  provided  in  section  504  (d)  of  the  Federal 
Salary  Reform  Act  of  1962  (78  Stat.  412;  5  U.S.C.  1173 
(d)  ),  the  rates  of  basic  compensation  of  officers  and  em¬ 
ployees  to  whom  the  compensation  schedule  set  forth  in  sub¬ 
section  (a)  of  this  section  applies  shall  be  initially  adjusted 
as  of  the  effective  date  of  this  section,  as  follows : 

( 1 )  If  the  officer  or  employee  is  receiving  basic 
compensation  immediately  prior  to  the  effective  date  of 
this  section  at  one  of  the  rates  of  a  grade  in  the  General 
Schedule  of  the  Classification  Act  of  1949,  as  amended, 
he  shall  receive  a  rate  of  basic  compensation  at  the  cor¬ 
responding  rate  in  effect  on  and  after  such  date. 
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13 

14 
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22 

23 

24 


(2)  If  the  officer  or  employee  is  receiving  basic 
compensation  immediately  prior  to  the  effective  date  of 
this  section  at  a  rate  between  two  rates  of  a  grade  in  the 
General  Schedule  of  the  Classification  Act  of  1949,  as 
amended,  lie  shall  receive  a  rate  of  basic  compensation 
at  the  higher  of  the  two  corresponding  rates  in  effect  on 
and  after  such  date. 

(3)  If  the  officer  or  employee  is  receiving  basic 
compensation  immediately  prior  to  the  effective  date  of 
this  section  at  a  rate  in  excess  of  the  maximum  rate  for 
his  grade,  he  shall  receive  (A)  the  maximum  rate  for 
his  grade  in  the  new  schedule,  or  (B)  his  existing  rate 
of  basic  compensation  if  such  existing  rate  is  higher. 

(4)  If  the  officer  or  employee,  immediately  prior 
to  the  effective  date  of  this  section,  is  receiving,  pursuant 
to  section  2  (h)  (4)  of  the  Federal  Employees  Salary 
Increase  Act  of  1955,  an  existing  aggregate  rate  of  com¬ 
pensation  determined  under  section  208  (b)  of  the  Act 
of  September  1,  1954  (68  Stat.  1111) ,  plus  subsequent 
increases  authorized  by  law,  he  shall  receive  an  aggre¬ 
gate  rate  of  compensation  equal  to  the  sum  of  his  existing 
aggregate  rate  of  compensation,  on  the  day  preceding  the 
effective  date  of  this  section,  plus  the  amount  of  increase 
made  by  this  section  in  the  maximum  rate  of  his  grade, 
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4 

until  (i)  lie  leaves  his  position,  or  (ii)  he  is  entitled  to 
receive  aggregate  compensation  at  a  higher  rate  by  rea¬ 
son  of  the  operation  of  this  Act  or  any  other  provision 
of  law;  but,  when  such  position  becomes  vacant,  the 
aggregate  rate  of  compensation  of  any  subsequent  ap¬ 
pointee  thereto  shall  be  fixed  in  accordance  with  appli¬ 
cable  provisions  of  law7.  Subject  to  clauses  (i)  and  (ii) 
of  the  immediately  preceding  sentence  of  this  para¬ 
graph,  the  amount  of  the  increase  provided  by  this  sec¬ 
tion  shall  be  held  and  considered  for  the  purposes  of 
section  208(b)  of  the  Act  of  September  1,  1954,  to 
constitute  a  part  of  the  existing  rate  of  compensation 
of  the  employee. 

NEW  APPOINTMENTS  UNDER  CLASSIFICATION  ACT  OF  19  4  9 

Sec.  103.  Section  801  of  the  Classification  Act  of  1949, 
as  amended  (78  Stat.  401;  5  U.S.C.  1131) ,  relating  to  new 
appointments,  is  amended  by  striking  out  “grade  13”  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “grade  11”. 

POSTAL  FIELD  SERVICE  EMPLOYEES 

Sec.  104.  (a)  Section  3542  (a)  of  title  39,  United 
States  Code,  is  amended  to  read  as  follows : 

“  (a)  There  is  established  a  basic  compensation  schedule 
for  positions  in  the  postal  field  service  which  shall  be  known 
as  the  Postal  Field  Ser  vice  Schedule  and  for  which  the  sym¬ 
bol  shall  be  ‘PFS\  Except  as  provided  in  sections  3543  and 


o 


1  3544  of  this  title,  basic  compensation  shall  be  paid  to  all 

2  employees  in  accordance  with  such  schedule. 

“POSTAL  FIELD  SERVICE  SCHEDULE 


Per  annum  rates  and  steps 


1 

2 

3 

1 _ 

$4, 204 

$4, 343 

$4, 482 

2 _ 

4,552 

4,  701 

4,850 

3 _ 

4, 919 

5,085 

6, 251 

4 . — 

5, 331 

5, 507 

5,683 

5 . . 

5,  697 

5, 888 

6,  079 

6 . 

6,113 

6,316 

6,519 

7 . — 

6,545 

6,  763 

6,981 

8 _ 

7,088 

7, 323 

7,  558 

9 _ 

7, 665 

7, 920 

8,175 

10 _ 

8, 345 

8,  628 

8, 911 

11 . 

9,221 

9,  536 

9,851 

12 _ 

10,  202 

10,  549 

10,  896 

13 . . 

11,274 

11,  663 

12,  052 

14 _ 

12,427 

12,  859 

13,  291 

15 _ 

13.  736 

14,  210 

14,  684 

16 _ 

15, 179 

15,  707 

16,  235 

17 _ 

16,  793 

17,  380 

17,  967 

18 _ 

18.  530 

19,  115 

19,  760 

19 . - 

20.  525 

21,  210 

21,  895 

20 _ 

22,  700 

23,  520 

24,  280 

$4,  621 
4,999 
5, 417 
5, 859 
6,270 
6, 722 
7, 199 
7, 793 
8,430 
9,194 
10, 160 

11,  243 

12,  441 

13,  723 
15, 158 
16,  763 
18.  554 
20,  375 
22,  580 
25,  040 


$4,  760 
5,148 
5,583 
6,035 
6, 461 
6, 925 
7,417 
8,028 

8,  685 

9,  477 

10,  481 

11,  590 

12,  830 

14.  155 

15,  632 
17,  291 
19, 141 
20,  990 
23,265 
25,  800 


$4, 899 
6,297 
5, 749 
6, 211 
6,  652 
7. 128 
7,635 

8,  263 
8,940 

9,  760 

10,  796 

11,  937 

13,  219 

14,  587 
16,  106 
17,  819 
19,  728 
21.  605 
23, 950 


$5, 038 
5, 446 
6,  915 
6, 387 
6,  843 
7, 331 
7, 853 
8,498 
9,195 

10,  043 

11,  111 

12,  284 

13,  008 

15.  019 

16,  680 

18, 347 

20,315 

22,  220 

24, 635 


$5, 177 
5,  595 
6,081 
6,663 
7,034 
7, 534 
8,  071 

8,  733 

9,  450 
10, 326 

11,  426 

12,  631 

13,  997 
15,  451 

17,  054 

18,  875 
20,  902 
22,  835 
25, 320 


$5,316 
5, 744 
6, 247 
6,739 
7, 225 
7,737 
8, 289 
8, 968 
9,  705 
10,609 

11,  741 

12,  978 
14,  386 
15,883 
17,  528 
19,  403 
21,  489 
23,  450 


10 


$5, 455 
6,893 
6,413 
6, 915 
7,416 
7, 940 
8, 507 
9,203 
9, 960 
10,892 

12,  056 

13,  325 

14,  775 
16,  315 
18,  002 
19,  931 
22,  076 
24,  065 


11 


$5, 694 
6, 042 
6, 579 
7, 091 
7,607 
8,143 
8,  725 


$5,733 
6, 191 
6,745 
7,267 
7,  798 
8, 346 


12 


3  (b)  Section  3543  (a)  of  title  39,  United  States  Code, 

4  is  amended  to  read  as  follows : 

5  “  (a)  There  is  established  a  basic  compensation  schedule 

6  which  shall  be  known  as  the  Rural  Carrier  Schedule  and  for 

7  which  the  symbol  shall  be  ‘RCS’.  Compensation  shall  be 

8  paid  to  rural  earners  in  accordance  with  this  schedule. 


“RURAL  CARRIER  SCHEDULE 


“Per  annum  rates  and  steps 

1 

2 

3 

4 

6 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

Carrier  in  rural  delivery 
service: 

Fixed  compensation  per 
annum _  - 

$2, 391 

$2, 507 

$2, 623 

$2, 739 

$2, 855 

$2, 971 

$3, 087 

$3,203 

$3,319 

$3, 435 

$3, 651 

$3,667 

Compensation  per  mile 
per  annum  for  each  mile 
up  to  30  miles  of  route. . 

88 

90 

92 

94 

96 

98 

100 

102 

104 

106 

108 

no 

For  each  mile  of  route 
over  30  miles - 

25 

25 

25 

25 

25 

25 

25 

25 

25 

25 

25 

26”. 

9  (c)  Section  3544(a)  of  title  39,  United  States  Code, 

10  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

11  “  (a)  There  is  established  a  basic  compensation  sclied- 

12  ule,  which  shall  be  known  as  the  Fourth  Class  Office  Schedule 
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12 

13 
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17 

18 

19 
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and  for  which  the  symbol  shall  he  ‘EOS’,  for  postmasters  in 


post  offices  of  the  fourth  class,  which  is  based  on  the  revenue 


units  of  the  post  office  for  the  preceding  fiscal  year.  Basic 


compensation  shall  be  paid  to  postmasters  in  post  offices  of 


the  fourth  class  in  accordance  with  this  schedule. 


‘FOURTH  CLASS  OFFICE  SCHEDULE 


‘Revenue  units 


Per  annum  rates  and  steps 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

30  but  fewer  than  36 _ 

24  but  fewer  than  30 _ _ 

18  but  fewer  than  24 _ 

12  but  fewer  than  18.  . . . 

6  but  fewer  than  12 . 

Fewer  than  6 _  _ 

$4,  019 
3,715 
3,064 
2, 407 
1,736 
1,308 

$4, 152 
3, 837 
3,168 
2,485 
1,791 
1,443 

$4,  285 
3, 959 
3,  272 
2,563 
1, 846 
1,488 

$4,  418 
4,081 
3,376 
2, 641 
1,901 
1,533 

$4,  651 
4,  203 
3, 480 
2,719 
1,956 
1, 578 

.$4,  684 
4,325 
3,584 
2,797 
2,011 
1,623 

$4,817 
4,447 
3, 688 
2, 875 
2,  066 
1,668 

$4, 950 
4,  569 
3,  792 
2, 953 
2,121 
1,713 

$5,  083 
4, 691 
3, 896 
3,031 
2,176 
1,758 

$5, 216 
4, 813 
4,000 
3, 109 
2,231 
1,803 

$5, 349 
4,935 
4, 104 
3, 187 
2,286 
1,848 

$5,482 

5,057 

4, 208 
3,265 

2,  341 
1,893”. 

(d)  The  basic  compensation  of  each  employee  subject 


to  the  Postal  Eield  Service  Schedule,  the  Rural  Carrier 


Schedule,  or  the  Fourth  Class  Office  Schedule  immediately 
prior  to  the  effective  date  of  this  section  shall  be  determined 
as  follows: 

(1)  Each  employee  shall  he  assigned  to  the  same 
numerical  step  for  his  position  which  he  had  attained 
immediately  prior  to  such  effective  date.  If  changes  in 
levels  or  steps  would  otherwise  occur  on  such  effective 
date  without  regard  to  enactment  of  this  Act,  such 
changes  shall  he  deemed  to  have  occurred  prior  to  con¬ 
version, 

(2)  If  the  existing  basic  compensation  is  greater 
than  the  rate  to  which  the  employee  is  converted  under 
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paragraph  ( 1 )  of  this  subsection,  the  employee  shall  be 
placed  in  the  lowest  step  which  exceeds  his  basic  com¬ 
pensation.  If  the  existing  basic  compensation  exceeds 
the  maximum  step  of  his  position,  his  existing  basic  com¬ 
pensation  shall  bo  established  as  his  basic  compensation. 
EMPLOYEES  IN  THE  DEPARTMENT  OF  MEDICINE  AND 
SURGERY  OF  THE  VETERANS’  ADMINISTRATION 

Sec.  105.  Section  4107  of  title  38,  United  States  Code, 
relating  to  grades  and  pay  scales  for  certain  positions  within 
the  Department  of  Medicine  and  Surgery  of  the  Veterans’ 
Administration,  is  amended  to  read  as  follows . 

“§4107.  Grades  and  pay  scales 

“  (a)  The  per  annum  full-pay  scale  or  ranges  for  posi¬ 
tions  provided  in  section  4103  of  this  title,  other  than  Chief 
Medical  Director  and  Deputy  Chief  Medical  Director,  shall 

be  as  follows : 

‘  ‘SECTION  410  3  SCHEDULE 

“Assistant  Chief  Medical  Director,  $25,890. 

“Medical  Director,  $22,760  minimum  to  $25,800 

maximum. 

“Director  of  Nursing  Service,  $17,550  minimum  to 


$23,013  maximum. 
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“Director  of  Chaplain  Service,  $17,550  minimum  to 
$23,013  maximum. 

“Chief  Pharmacist,  $17,550  minimum  to  $23,013 
maximum. 

“Chief  Dietitian,  $17,550  minimum  to  $23,013  maxi¬ 
mum. 

“(b)  (1)  The  grades  and  per  annum  full-pay  ranges  for 
positions  provided  in  paragraph  (1)  of  section  4104  of  this 
title  shall  be  as  follows : 

“physician  and  dentist  schedule 

“Director  grade,  $20,075  minimum  to  $25,435  maxi¬ 


mum. 

“Executive  grade,  $18,730  minimum  to  $24,355  maxi¬ 
mum. 


“Chief  grade,  $17,550  minimum  to  $23,013  maximum. 
“Senior  grade,  $15,106  minimum  to  $19,813  maximum. 
“Intermediate  grade,  $12,873  minimum  to  $16,905 
maximum. 

“Full  grade,  $10,927  minimum  to  $14,338  maximum. 
“Associate  grade,  $9,221  minimum  to  $12,056  maxi¬ 
mum. 


“nurse  schedule 

“Assistant  Director  grade,  $15,106  minimum  to  $19,813 
maximum. 

“Chief  grade,  $12,873  minimum  to  $16,905  maximum. 
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“Senior  grade,  $10,927  minimum  to  $14,338  maximum. 

“Intermediate  grade,  $9,221  minimum  to  $12,056 
maximum. 

“Full  grade,  $7,696  minimum  to  $10,045  maximum. 

“Associate  grade,  $6,730  minimum  to  $8,749  maximum. 

“Junior  grade,  $5,867  minimum  to  $7,649  maximum. 

“  (2)  No  person  may  hold  the  director  grade  unless  he 
is  serving  as  a  director  of  a  hospital,  domiciliary,  center, 
or  outpatient  clinic  (independent) .  No  person  may  hold 
the  executive  grade  unless  he  holds  the  position  of  chief  of 
staff  at  a  hospital,  center,  or  outpatient  clinic  (independent) , 
or  the  position  of  clinic  director  at  an  outpatient  clinic,  or 
comparable  position.” 

FOBEIGN  SEBYIOE  OFFICEBS ;  STAFF  OFFICEES  AND 

EMPLOYEES 


Sec.  106.  (a)  The  fourth  sentence  of  section  412  of  the 


Foreign  Service  Act  of  1946,  as  amended  (22  U.S.O.  867) , 


is  amended  to  read  as  follows:  “The  per  annum  salaries  of 


Foreign  Service  officers  within  each  of  the  other  classes  shall 
he  as  follows: 


$23, 935 
19, 504 

$24, 770 
20, 181 

$25, 890 
20, 858 

Class  2 _ _ _ 

$21,535 

$22, 212 

$22, 889 

$23, 566 

Class  3 _  _  _ 

15, 841 

16, 391 

16,941 

17,  491 

18, 041 

18, 591 

19,141 

Class  4 _  - _  _ 

12, 873 

13, 321 

13, 769 

14, 217 

14, 665 

15, 113 

15,  561 

Class  5 _  _ _ _ - 

10,  602 

10, 970 

11,338 

11,  706 

12, 074 

12, 442 

12, 810 

Class  6 _ _ _  _  _ 

8,  843 

9, 147 

9,  451 

9,  755 

10, 059 

10, 363 

10,  667 

Class  7 _ _ 

7, 473 

7,  724 

7,  975 

8,226 

8, 477 

8, 728 

8, 979 

Class 8 _  ---  -  - 

6,451 

6, 664 

6,877 

7, 090 

7, 303 

7, 516 

7, 729". 
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(b)  The  second  sentence  of  subsection  (a)  of  section 


415  of  such  Act  (22  U.S.C.  870  (a) )  is  amended  to  read  as 


follows:  “The  per  annum  salaries  of  such  staff  officers  and 


employees  within  each  class  shall  be  as  follows: 


“Class  1...  __ 

$15, 841 

$16, 391 

$16,941 

$17,491 

$18, 041 

$18,  591 

$19, 141 

$19, 691 

$20, 241 

$20, 791 

Class  2 . 

12, 873 

13, 321 

13,  769 

14,  217 

14,  665 

15, 113 

15,  661 

16,  009 

16,  457 

16, 905 

Class  3... 

10, 602 

10,  970 

11,338 

11,706 

12,  074 

12,  442 

12, 810 

13, 178 

13, 546 

13, 914 

Class  4 _ 

8, 843 

9,147 

9,451 

9,  755 

10,  059 

10, 363 

10, 667 

10, 971 

11,275 

11,679 

Class  5 . 

7, 974 

8,  246 

8,518 

8,790 

9,  062 

9, 334 

9,  606 

9, 878 

10, 150 

10,422 

Class  6 _ 

7,  201 

7,  441 

7,681 

7, 921 

8,161 

8, 401 

8,641 

8,881 

9,121 

9, 361 

Class  7 _ 

6,614 

6,832 

7,050 

7,268 

7,486 

7,  704 

7, 922 

8, 140 

8,358 

8, 576 

Class  8 . 

5, 853 

6,051 

6,249 

6,  447 

6,  645 

6, 843 

7,041 

7,239 

7,437 

7, 635 

Class  9 _ 

6,341 

5,517 

5,693 

5,  869 

6,  045 

6,  221 

6, 397 

6,  573 

6, 749 

6, 925 

Class  10 _ 

4,  776 

4,936 

5,  096 

5, 256 

5,416 

5,576 

6,736 

6, 896 

6,056 

6, 216”. 

(c)  Foreign  Service  officers,  Reserve  officers,  and  For¬ 


eign  Service  staff  officers  and  employees  who  are  entitled  to 
receive  basic  compensation  immediately  prior  to  the  effective 
date  of  this  section  at  one  of  the  rates  provided  by  section 
412  or  415  of  the  Foreign  Service  Act  of  1946  shall  receive 
basic  compensation,  on  and  after  such  effective  date,  at  the 
rate  of  their  class  determined  to  be  appropriate  by  the 


Secretary  of  State. 


AGRICULTURAL  STABILIZATION  AND  CONSERVATION 
COUNTY  COMMITTEE  EMPLOYEES 
Sec.  107.  The  rates  of  compensation  of  persons  em¬ 
ployed  by  the  county  committees  established  pursuant  to 
section  8  (b)  of  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allot¬ 
ment  Act  (16  U.S.C.  590h(b))  shall  be  increased  by 
amounts  equal,  as  nearly  as  may  be  practicable,  to  the 
increases  provided  by  section  102  (a)  of  this  title  for  cor¬ 
responding  rates  of  compensation. 
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SALABY  BATES  FIXED  BY  ADMINISTBATIVE  ACTION 

Sec.  108.  (a)  The  rates  of  basic  compensation  of  assist¬ 
ant  United  States  attorneys  whose  basic  salaries  are  fixed 
pursuant  to  section  508  of  title  '28,  United  States  Code,  shall 
be  increased,  effective  on  the  effective  date  of  section  102 
of  this  title,  by  amounts  equal,  as  nearly  as  may  be  prac¬ 
ticable,  to  the  increases  provided  by  section  102  (a)  of  this 
title  for  corresponding  rates  of  compensation. 

(b)  Notwithstanding  section  3679  of  the  Revised 
Statutes,  as  amended  (31  U.S.C.  665),  the  rates  of  com¬ 
pensation  of  officers  and  employees  of  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  and  of  the  municipal  government  of  the  District  of 
Columbia  whose  rates  of  compensation  are  fixed  by  adminis¬ 
trative  action  pursuant  to  law  and  are  not  otherwise  increased 
by  this  Act  are  hereby  authorized  to  be  increased,  effective 
on  the  effective  date  of  section  102  of  this  title,  by  amounts 
not  to  exceed  the  increases  provided  by  this  title  for  cor¬ 
responding  rates  of  compensation  in  the  appropriate  schedule 
or  scale  of  pay. 

(c)  Nothing  contained  in  this  section  shall  he  held  or 
considered  to  authorize  any  increase  in  the  rates  of  com¬ 
pensation  of  officers  and  employees  whose  rates  of  compen¬ 
sation  are  fixed  and  adjusted  from  time  to  time  as  nearly 
as  is  consistent  with  the  public  interest  in  accordance  with 
prevailing  rates  or  practices. 
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(d)  Nothing  contained  in  this  section  shall  affect  the 
authority  contained  in  any  law  pursuant  to  which  rates  of 
compensation  may  be  fixed  by  administrative  action. 

EFFECTIVE  DATES 

Sec.  109.  This  title  shall  become  effective  as  follows: 

(1)  This  section  and  sections  101,  103,  and  108 
shall  become  effective  on  the  date  of  enactment  of  this 
Act. 

(2)  Sections  102,  104,  105,  106,  and  107  shall 
become  effective  on  the  first  day  of  the  first  pay  period 
which  begins  on  or  after  July  1,  1966. 

Title  II— Judicial  Branch 

SIIOKT  TITLE 

Sec.  201.  This  title  may  be  cited  as  the  “Federal  Judi¬ 
cial  Salary  Act  of  1966”. 

JUDICIAL  BRANCH  EMPLOYEES 
Sec.  202.  (a)  The  rates  of  basic  compensation  of  offi¬ 
cers  and  employees  in  or  under  the  judicial  branch  of  the 
Government  whose  rates  of  compensation  are  fixed  by  or 
pursuant  to  paragraph  (2)  of  subdivision  a  of  section  62  of 
the  Bankruptcy  Act  (11  U.S.C.  102  (a)  (2)  ) ,  section  3656 
of  title  18,  United  States  Code,  the  third  sentence  of  section 
603,  sections  671  to  675,  inclusive,  or  section  604(a)  (5), 
of  title  28,  United  States  Code,  insofar  as  the  latter  section 
applies  to  graded  positions,  are  hereby  increased  by  amounts 


13 


1  reflecting  the  respective  applicable  increases  provided  by  sec- 

2  tion  102  (a)  of  title  I  of  this  Act  in  corresponding  rates  of 

3  compensation  for  officers  and  employees  subject  to  the  Classi- 

4  fication  Act  of  1949,  as  amended.  The  rates  of  basic  com- 

5  pensation  of  officers  and  employees  holding  ungraded  posi- 

6  tions  and  whose  salaries  are  fixed  pursuant  to  such  section 

7  604  (a)  (5)  may  be  increased  by  the  amounts  reflecting  the 

8  respective  applicable  increases  provided  by  section  102  (a) 

9  of  title  I  of  this  Act  in  corresponding  rates  of  compensation 

10  for  officers  and  employees  subject  to  the  Classification  Act 

11  of  1949,  as  amended. 

12  (b)  The  limitations  provided  by  applicable  law  on 

13  the  effective  date  of  this  section  with  respect  to  the  aggregate 

14  salaries  payable  to  secretaries  and  law  clerks  of  circuit  and 

15  district  judges  are  hereby  increased  by  amounts  which  re- 

16  fleet  the  respective  applicable  increases  provided  by  section 

17  102  (a)  of  title  I  of  this  Act  in  corresponding  rates  of  com- 

18  pensation  for  officers  and  employees  subject  to  the  Classifica- 

19  tion  Act  of  1949,  as  amended. 

20  (c)  Section  753  (e)  of  title  28,  United  States  Code  (re- 

21  lating  to  the  compensation  of  court  reporters  for  district 

22  courts) ,  is  amended  by  striking  out  the  existing  salary  limi- 

23  tation  contained  therein  and  inserting  a  new  limitation 

24  which  reflects  the  respective  applicable  increases  provided  by 

25  section  102  (a)  of  title  I  of  this  Act  in  corresponding  rates 
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of  compensation  for  officers  and  employees  subject  to  the 
Classification  Act  of  1949,  as  amended. 

EFFECTIVE  DATES 

Sec.  203.  This  title  shall  become  effective  as  follows: 

(1)  This  section  and  section  201  shall  become 
effective  on  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act. 

(2)  Section  202  shall  become  effective  on  the  first 
day  of  the  first  pay  period  which  begins  on  or  after 
July  1,  1966. 

Title  III— Legislative  Branch 

SHORT  TITLE 

Sec.  301.  This  title  may  be  cited  as  the  “Federal  Legis¬ 
lative  Salary  Act  of  1966”. 

LEGISLATIVE  BRANCH  EMPLOYEES 
Sec.  302.  (a)  Except  as  otherwise  provided  in  this  title, 
each  officer  or  employee  in  or  under  the  legislative  branch  of 
the  Government,  whose  rate  of  compensation  is  increased  by 
section  5  of  the  Federal  Employees  Pay  Act  of  1946,  shall 
be  paid  additional  compensation  at  the  rate  of  2.9  per  centum 
of  his  gross  rate  of  compensation  (basic  compensation  plus 
additional  compensation  authorized  by  law) . 

(b)  The  total  annual  compensation  in  effect  immediately 
prior  to  the  effective  date  of  this  section  of  each  officer  or 
employee  of  the  House  of  Eepresentatives,  whose  compensa¬ 
tion  is  disbursed  by  the  Clerk  of  the  House  of  Eepresentatives 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 


15 


and  is  not  increased  by  reason  of  any  other  provision  of  this 
section,  shall  be  increased  by  2.9  per  centum.  Notwithstand¬ 
ing  section  303  of  this  title  or  any  other  provision  of  this 
section,  the  total  annual  compensation  of  the  Clerk  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  and  the  Sergeant  at  Arms  of  the 
House  of  Representatives,  respectively,  shall  be  an  amount 
which  is  equal  to  the  total  annual  compensation  of  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Senate  and  the  Sergeant  at  Arms  of  the  Senate, 
respectively. 

(c)  The  rates  of  compensation  of  employees  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  whose  compensation  is  fixed  by 
the  House  Employees  Schedule  under  the  House  Employees 
Position  Classification  Act  (78  Stat.  1079-1084;  Public 
Law  88-652;  2  U.S.C.  291-303),  including  each  employee 
subject  to  such  Act  whose  compensation  is  fixed  at  a  saved 
rate,  are  hereby  increased  by  amounts  equal,  as  nearly  as 
may  be  practicable,  to  the  increases  provided  by  subsection 
(a)  of  this  section. 

(d)  The  additional  compensation  provided  by  this 
section  shall  be  considered  a  par,t  of  basic  compensation  for 
the  purposes  of  the  Civil  Service  Retirement  Act  (5  U.S.C. 
2251  and  following) . 

(e)  This  section  shall  not  apply  with  respect  to  ,the 
compensation  of  student  congressional  interns  authorized  by 
House  Resolution  416,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  and  the  com- 
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pensation  of  employees  whose  compensation  is  fixed  by  the 
House  Wage  Schedule  under  the  House  Employees  Position 
Classification  Act. 

SALABY  INCREASE  LIMITATION 

Sec.  303.  No  rate  of  compensation  shall  be  increased, 
by  reason  of  the  enactment  of  this  title,  to  an  amount  in 
excess  of  the  salary  rate  now  or  hereafter  in  effect  for 
lefvel  V  of  the  E ederal  Executive  Salary  Schedule. 

EFFECTIVE  dates 

Sec.  304.  This  title  shall  become  effective  as  follows: 

(1)  This  section  and  section  301  shall  become  effec¬ 
tive  on  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act. 

(2)  Sections  302  and  303  shall  become  effective  on 
the  first  day  of  the  first  pay  period  which  begins  on  or 
after  July  1,  1966. 

Title  IV — Miscellaneous  Provisions 

SALARY  STEPS  FOR  CERTAIN  EMPLOYEES  TRANSFERRED  TO 

POSTAL  FIELD  SERVICE 

Sec.  401.  Section  3551  of  title  39,  United  States  Code, 
is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new 
subsection : 

"(c)  The  Postmaster  General  may  appoint  or  advance 
any  Federal  employee  who,  together  with  his  function,  is 
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transferred,  prior  to,  on,  or  after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this 
subsection,  to  a  post  office  or  other  postal  installation  at  or 
to  ( 1 )  the  minimum  rate  for  his  position,  or  (2)  any  higher 
rate  for  his  position  which  is  less  than  one  full  step  above  the 
highest  rate  of  compensation  received  by  him  immediately 
prior  to  such  transfer.”. 

POSTAL  SENIORITY  ADJUSTMENTS 

Sec.  402.  Section  3552(d)  of  title  39,  United  States 
Code,  is  amended  to  read  as  follows : 

“(d)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  this  sec¬ 
tion.  the  Postmaster  General  shall  advance  any  employee  in 
the  postal  field  sendee  who — 

“(i)  was  promoted  to  a  higher  level  between  July 
9.  i960,  and  October  13.  1962;  and 

“(2)  is  senior  with  respect  to  total  postal  service 
to  an  employee  in  the  same  post  office  promoted  to  the 
same  level  on  or  after  October  13,  1962,  and  is  in  a 
step  in  the  same  level  below  the  step  of  the  junior 
employee. 

Such  advancement  by  the  Postmaster  General  shall  be  to  the 
highest  step  which  is  held  by  any  such  junior  employee. 
Any  increase  under  the  provisions  of  this  subsection  shall  not 
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constitute  an  equivalent  increase  and  credit  earned  prior  to 
adjustment  under  this  subsection  for  advancement  to  the 
next  step  shall  be  retained/’. 

SPECIAL  DELIVERY  MESSENGERS 

Sec.  403.  Section  3542  (c)  of  title  39,  United  States 
Code,  is  amended — 

(1)  by  striking  out  “7  cents  per  mile  or  major 
fraction  thereof”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “10  cents 
per  mile  or  major  fraction  thereof”;  and 

(2)  by  striking  out  “90  cents  per  hour”  and  insert¬ 
ing  in  lieu  thereof  “$1.25  per  hour”. 

OVERTIME 

Sec.  404.  (a)  Section  201  of  the  Federal  Employees 
Pay  Act  of  1945,  as  amended  (5  U.S.C.  911) ,  is  amended — 

(1)  by  inserting  “or  in  excess  of  eight  hours  in  a 
day”  immediately  following  “in  excess  of  forty  hours 
in  any  administrative  workweek”;  and 

(2)  by  striking  out  “grade  US-9”,  wherever  occur¬ 
ring  therein,  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “grade 

US-10”. 

(b)  Section  202  of  such  Act,  as  amended  (5  U.S.C. 
912) ,  is  amended  by  striking  out  “grade  US-9”  and  insert¬ 
ing  in  lieu  thereof  “grade  US-10”. 

(c)  Subsections  (b)  and  (c)  of  section  3573  of  title  39, 
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United  States  Code,  are  amended  by  striking  out  “level 
PFS-7”  and  “level  PFS-8”,  wherever  appearing  therein, 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “level  PFS-10”  and  “level 
PFS-11”,  respectively. 

(d)  Subsection  (a)  of  section  3575  of  title  39,  United 
States  Code,  is  amended  to  read  as  follows : 

“  (a)  Sections  3571,  3573,  and  3574  of  this  title  do  not 
apply  to  postmasters,  rural  carriers,  and  postal  inspectors.” 

SUNDAY  PREMIUM  PAY 

Sec.  405.  (a)  The  heading  of  title  III  of  the  Federal 
Employees  Pay  Act  of  1945,  as  amended,  is  amended  to 
read  as  follows : 

“TITLE  III— COMPENSATION  FOE  NIGHT, 
SUNDAY,  AND  HOLIDAY  WOEK” 

(b)  Section  302  of  such  Act,  as  amended  (5  U.S.C. 
922),  is  redesignated  as  section  303  of  such  Act. 

(c)  Title  III  of  such  Act,  as  amended  (5  U.S.C.  921 
and  folio  whig) ,  is  amended  by  inserting  immediately  follow¬ 
ing  section  301  thereof  the  following: 

“COMPENSATION  FOR  SUNDAY  WOEK 
“Sec.  302.  All  work  not  exceeding  eight  hours  which 


is  not  overtime  work  as  defined  in  section  201  of  this  Act 
and  which  is  performed  within  the  period  commencing  at 
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midnight  Saturday  and  ending  at  midnight  Sunday  shall  be 
compensated  at  the  rate  of  basic  compensation  of  the  officer 
or  employee  performing  such  work  on  Sunday  plus  premium 
compensation  at  a  rate  equal  to  25  per  centum  of  his  rate 
of  basic  compensation.’’ 

(d)  Section  401(1)  of  such  Act,  as  amended  (5 
U.S.C.  926(1)  ) ,  is  amended  by  inserting  “,  Sunday,”  im¬ 
mediately  following  the  word  “night”. 

(e)  Section  401  (2)  of  such  Act,  as  amended  (5  U.S.C. 
926(2)  ),  is  amended  by  inserting  on  Sundays,”  imme¬ 
diately  following  the  words  “duty  at  night”. 

(f)  The  first  paragraph  of  section  23  of  the  Independent 
Offices  Appropriation  Act,  1935,  as  amended  (5  U.S.C. 
673c) ,  is  amended  by  inserting  immediately  before  the  period 
at  the  end  thereof  the  following:  “:  Provided  further ,  That 
employees  subject  to  this  section  whose  regular  work  sched¬ 
ule  includes  an  eight-hour  period  of  service  any  part  of  which 
is  within  the  period  commencing  at  midnight  Saturday  and 
ending  at  midnight  Sunday  shall  be  paid  extra  compensation 
at  the  rate  of  25  per  centum  of  his  hourly  rate  of  basic  com¬ 
pensation  for  each  hour  of  work  performed  during  such 
eight-hour  period  of  service”. 
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HEALTH  AND  INSURANCE  COVERAGE  FOR  CERTAIN  EM¬ 
PLOYEES  ON  LEAVE  WITHOUT  PAY 
Sec.  406.  (a)  Section  6  of  the  Federal  Employees’ 
Group  Life  Insurance  Act  of  1954,  as  amended  (5  U.S.C. 
2095) ,  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  follow¬ 
ing  new  subsection : 

“  (d)  Notwithstanding  the  foregoing,  an  officer  or  em¬ 
ployee  who  enters  on  approved  leave  without  pay  to  serve 
as  a  full-time  officer  or  employee  of  an  organization  composed 
primarily  of  employees,  as  defined  in  section  2  of  this  Act, 
may,  within  sixty  days  after  entering  on  such  leave  without 
pay,  elect  to  continue  his  insurance  and  arrange  to  pay  cur¬ 
rently  into  the  fund,  through  his  employing  agency,  both 
employee  and  agency  contributions.  If  he  does  not  so  elect, 
his  insurance  will  continue  during  nonpay  status  and  termi¬ 
nate  as  provided  in  subsection  (a)  of  this  section.  The 
employing  agency  shall  forward  the  premium  payments  to 
the  fund  established  by  section  5  of  this  Act.” 

(b)  Section  7  (b)  of  the  Federal  Employees  Health 
Benefits  Act  of  1959,  as  amended  (5  U.S.O.  3006  (b)  ) ,  is 
amended — 
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(1)  by  inserting  “(1)”  immediately  following 
“ (b)  and 

(2)  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new 
paragraph : 

“  (2)  An  employee  who  enters  on  approved  leave  with¬ 
out  pay  to  serve  as  a  full-time  officer  or  employee  of  an  or¬ 
ganization  composed  primarily  of  employees,  as  defined  in 
section  2  of  this  Act,  may,  within  sixty  days  after  entering 
on  such  leave  without  pay,  file  with  his  employing  agency 
an  election  to  continue  his  health  benefits  coverage  and 
arrange  to  pay  currently  into  the  fund,  through  his  em¬ 
ploying  agency,  both  employee  and  agency  contributions. 
If  he  does  not  so  elect,  his  coverage  will  terminate  as  spec¬ 
ified  in  paragraph  ( 1 )  and  implementing  regulations.  The 
employing  agency  shall  forward  the  enrollment  charges  so 
paid  to  the  fund.” 

(c)  An  officer  or  employee  who  is  on  approved  leave 
without  pay  and  serving  as  a  full-time  officer  or  employee 
of  an  organization  composed  primarily  of  employees,  as  de¬ 
fined  in  section  2  of  the  Federal  Employees’  Group  Life  In¬ 
surance  Act  of  1954,  as  amended  (5  U.S.C.  2091) ,  or  sec¬ 
tion  2  of  the  Federal  Employees  Health  Benefits  Act  of 
1959,  as  amended  (5  U.S.C.  3001),  as  the  case  may  be, 
may,  within  sixty  days  after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this 
Act,  file  with  his  employing  agency  an  election  to  continue 
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any  insurance,  or  health  benefits  coverage,  or  both,  that  he 
has  on  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act,  and  arrange 
to  pay  currently  into  the  employees’  life  insurance  fund 
and  the  employees’  health  benefits  fund,  as  appropriate, 
both  employee  and  agency  contributions.  The  employ¬ 
ing  agency  shall  forward  such  payments  to  the  em¬ 
ployees’  life  insurance  fund  and  the  employees’  health  bene¬ 
fits  fund,  as  appropriate.  If  he  does  not  so  elect,  any  life 
insurance  and  health  benefits  coverage  will  continue  and 
terminate  as  for  other  employees  in  nonpay  status. 

(d)  The  United  States  Civil  Service  Commission  is 
authorized  to  issue  regulations  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of 
this  section  and  the  amendments  made  by  this  section. 

INCREASE  IN  UNIFORM  ALLOWANCES 
Sec.  407.  The  Federal  Employees  Uniform  Allowance 
Act,  as  amended  (5  U.S.C.  2131-2133),  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  section: 

“Sec.  405.  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  this 
title,  each  of  the  respective  maximum  uniform  allowances  in 
effect  on  April  1,  1966,  for  the  respective  categories  of  em¬ 
ployees  to  whom  uniform  allowances  are  paid  under  this 
title  are  hereby  increased,  subject  to  the  maximum  allow¬ 
ance  authorized  by  this  title,  as  follows : 

“(1)  If  the  maximum  uniform  allowance  is  $100 
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or  more,  such  allowance  shall  be  increased  by  25  per 
centum. 

“  (2)  If  the  maximum  uniform  allowance  is  $75  or 
more  but  less  than  $100,  such  allowance  shall  be  in¬ 
creased  by  30  per  centum. 

“  (3)  If  the  maximum  uniform  allowance  is  $50  or 
more  but  less  than  $75,  such  allowance  shall  be  increased 
by  35  per  centum. 

“  (4)  If  the  maximum  uniform  allowance  is  less 
than  $50,  such  allowance  shall  be  increased  by  40  per 
centum. 

Such  maximum  uniform  allowances,  as  in  effect  on  April  1, 
1966,  and  as  increased  by  this  section,  shall  not  be  reduced.”. 

EFFECTIVE  DATES 

Sec.  408.  This  title  shall  become  effective  as  follows: 

(1)  This  section  and  sections  401,  402,  406,  and 
407  shall  become  effective  on  the  date  of  enactment  of 
this  Act. 

(2)  Sections  403,  404,  and  405  shall  become  ef¬ 
fective  on  the  first  day  of  the  first  pay  period  which 
begins  on  or  after  July  1,  1966. 

Title  V— Civil  Service  Retirement 

SHORT  TITLE 

Sec.  501.  This  title  may  be  cited  as  the  “Civil  Service 
Retirement  Act  Amendments  of  1966”. 
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DEFINITIONS 

Sec.  502.  Section  1  (j)  of  the  Civil  Service  Retire¬ 
ment  Act  (5  U.S.C.  2251  (j)  )  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows : 

“(j)  The  term  ‘child’,  for  purposes  of  section  10(d), 
shall  mean  an  unmarried  child,  including  (1)  an  adopted 
child,  and  (2)  a  stepchild  or  recognized  natural  child  who 
lived  with  the  employee  or  Member  in  a  regular  parent-child 
relationship,  under  the  age  of  eighteen  years,  or  such  un¬ 
married  child  regardless  of  age  who  because  of  physical  or 
mental  disability  incurred  before  age  eighteen  is  incapable 
of  self-support,  or  such  unmarried  child  between  eighteen 
and  twenty-two  years  of  age  who  is  a  student  regularly  pur¬ 
suing  a  full-time  course  of  study  or  training  in  residence  in  a 
high  school,  trade  school,  technical  or  vocational  institute, 
junior  college,  college,  university,  or  comparable  recognized 
educational  institution.  A  child  who  is  a  student  shall  not  be 
deemed  to  have  ceased  to  he  a  student  during  any  interim 
between  school  years,  semesters,  or  terms  if  the  interim,  or 
other  period  of  nonattendance,  does  not  exceed  four  calendar 
months  and  if  he  shows  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Commission 
that  he  has  a  bona  fide  intention  of  continuing  to  pursue  such 
course  during  the  school  year,  semester,  or  term  immediately 
following  the  interim.  The  term  ‘child’,  for  purposes  of  sec- 
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tion  11,  shall  include  an  adopted  child  and  a  natural  child, 
but  shall  not  include  a  stepchild.” 

RETIREMENT  COVERAGE  FOR  CERTAIN  EMPLOYEES  ON 

LEAVE  WITHOUT  PAY 

Sec.  503.  Section  3  of  the  Civil  Service  Retirement 
Act  (5  U.S.C.  2253)  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end 
thereof  the  following  new  subsection: 

“  (k)  (1)  An  employee  who  enters  on  approved  leave 
without  pay  to  serve  as  a  full-time  officer  or  employee  of  an 
organization  composed  primarily  of  employees,  as  defined  in 
section  1  (a)  of  this  Act,  may,  within  sixty  days  after  enter¬ 
ing  on  such  leave  without  pay,  file  with  his  employing 
agency  an  election  to  receive  full  retirement  credit  for  his 
periods  of  such  leave  without  pay  and  arrange  to  pay  cur¬ 
rently  into  the  fund,  through  his  employing  agency,  amounts 
equal  to  the  retirement  deductions  which  would  be  applicable 
if  he  were  in  pay  status.  An  employee  who  is  on  approved 
leave  without  pay  and  serving  as  a  full-time  officer  or  em¬ 
ployee  of  such  an  organization  on  the  date  of  enactment  of 
this  subsection  may  similarly  elect  within  sixty  days  after 
such  date  of  enactment.  If  the  election  provided  by  this 
paragraph  is  not  made,  the  employee  shall  receive  credit 
for  such  periods  of  leave  without  pay  as  provided  in  the  sec¬ 
ond  sentence  of  section  3(c)  of  this  Act. 

“  (2)  An  employee  may  deposit  with  interest  an  amount 
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1  equal  to  retirement  deductions  representing  periods  of  ap- 

2  proved  leave  without  pay  while  serving,  prior  to  the  date 

3  of  enactment  of  this  subsection,  as  a  full-time  officer  or 

4  employee  of  an  organization  composed  primarily  of  em- 

5  ployees,  as  defined  in  section  1  (a)  of  this  Act,  and  may 

6  receive  full  retirement  credit  for  such  periods  of  leave  with- 

7  out  pay.  In  the  event  of  his  death,  a  survivor  as  defined  in 

8  section  1  (o)  of  this  Act  may  make  such  deposit.  If  the 

9  deposit  described  in  this  paragraph  is  not  made,  retirement 

10  credit  shall  be  allowed  in  accordance  with  the  second  sen- 

11  tence  of  section  3  (c)  of  this  Act.” 

12  IMMEDIATE  KETIKEMENT 

13  Sec.  504.  (a)  Section  6(a)  of  the  Civil  Service  Retire- 

14  ment  Act  (5  U.S.C.  2256(a))  is  amended  to  read  as 

15  follows : 

16  “  (a)  Any  employee  who  attains  the  age  of  fifty-five 

17  years  and  completes  thirty  years  of  service  shall,  upon  sep- 

18  aration  from  the  service,  be  paid  an  annuity  computed  as 

19  provided  in  section  9.” 

20  (fi)  Section  6(b)  of  such  Act  (5  U.S.C.  2256  (b)  )  is 

21  amended  to  read  as  follows : 

22  “  (fi)  Any  employee  who  attains  the  age  of  sixty  years 

23  and  completes  twenty  years  of  service  shall,  upon  separation 

24  from  the  service,  be  paid  an  annuity  computed  as  provided 

25  in  section  9.” 
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(c)  Section  6(f)  of  such  Act  (5  U.S.C.  2256(f)  )  is 
amended — 

(1)  by  inserting  in  the  third  sentence  thereof  im¬ 
mediately  following  the  words  “Any  Member”  the 
words  “or  former  Member”;  and 

(2)  by  adding  immediately  following  the  third  sen¬ 
tence  thereof  the  following  new  sentence:  “For  the  pur¬ 
poses  of  the  immediately  preceding  sentence,  service  in 
an  office  or  position  in  the  executive  branch  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  of  the  United  States,  including  each  corpora¬ 
tion  owned  or  controlled  by  such  Government,  which 
terminates  after  March  31,  1966,  shall  be  held  and  con¬ 
sidered  to  be  Member  service.”. 

ANNUITY  COMPUTATION 

Sec.  505.  (a)  Section  9  (c)  of  the  Civil  Service  Retire¬ 
ment  Act  (5  U.S.C.  2259  (c)  )  is  amended  by  striking  out 
in  the  second  sentence  thereof  the  words  “from  the  service” 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “or,  if  he  elects  to  have  his 
annuity  computed  or  recomputed  pursuant  to  section  13  (c) 
of  this  Act  following  service  in  an  appointive  position  which 
terminates  after  March  31,  1966,  the  basic  salary  he  is  re¬ 
ceiving  at  the  time  of  separation  from  such  appointive  posi¬ 
tion,  whichever  is  the  greater”. 
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(b)  Section  9  (d)  of  such  Act  (5  U.S.O.  2259  (d)  )  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows : 

“  (d)  The  annuity  as  hereinbefore  provided,  for  an  em¬ 
ployee  retiring  under  section  6(d),  shall  be  reduced  by  one- 
sixth  of  1  per  centum  for  each  full  month  such  employee  is 
under  the  age  of  fifty-five  years  at  date  of  separation.  The 
annuity  as  hereinbefore  provided,  for  a  Member  retiring 
under  the  second  or  third  sentence  of  section  6  (f)  or  the 
third  sentence  of  section  8(b),  shall  be  reduced  by  one- 
twelfth  of  1  per  centum  for  each  full  month  not  in  excess  of 
sixty,  and  one-sixth  of  1  per  centum  for  each  full  month  in 
excess  of  sixty,  such  Member  is  under  the  age  of  sixty  years 
at  date  of  separation.” 

SURVIVOR  ANNUITIES 

Sec.  506.  (a)  Section  10(a)  (2)  of  the  Civil  Service 
Retirement  Act  (5  U.S.C.  2260  (a)  (2)  )  is  amended  to  read 
as  follows: 

“(2)  An  annuity  computed  under  this  subsection  shall 
commence  on  the  day  after  the  retired  employee  dies,  and 
such  annuity  or  any  right  thereto  shall  terminate  on  the  last 
day  of  the  month  before  (A)  in  the  case  of  the  survivor  of 
a  retired  employee,  the  survivor’s  remarriage  prior  to  attain- 
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1  mg  age  sixty,  or  death  or  (B)  in  the  case  of  the  survivor  of 

2  a  Member,  the  survivor’s  death  or  remarriage.” 

3  (b)  The  last  sentence  of  section  10(c)  of  such  Act  (5 

4  U.S.C.  2260(c)  )  is  amended  to  read  as  follows:  “The  an- 

5  nuity  of  such  widow  or  dependent  widower  shall  commence 

6  on  the  day  after  the  employee  or  Member  dies,  and  an 

7  annuity  under  this  subsection  or  any  right  thereto  shall 

8  terminate  on  the  last  day  of  the  month  before  (1)  the  death 
3  of  the  widow  or  widower,  (2)  remarriage  of  the  widow  or 

10  widower  of  an  employee  prior  to  attaining  age  sixty,  (3)  re- 

11  marriage  of  the  widow  or  widower  of  a  Member  regardless 

12  of  age,  or  (4)  the  widower’s  becoming  capable  of  self- 

13  support.” 

14  (c)  Section  10(d)  of  such  Act  (5  U.S.O.  2260(d)) 

15  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

16  “(d)  If  an  employee  or  a  Member  dies  after  complet- 

17  ing  at  least  five  years  of  civilian  service,  or  an  employee  or  a 

18  Member  dies  after  having  retired  under  any  provision  of  this 
1°  Act,  and  is  survived  by  a  wife  or  by  a  husband,  each  sur- 

viving  child  shall  be  paid  an  annuity  equal  to  the  smallest 

21  of  ( 1 )  40  per  centum  of  the  employee’s  or  Member’s  aver- 

22  age  salary  divided  by  the  number  of  children,  (2)  $600,  or 

no 

(3)  $1,800  divided  by  the  number  of  children,  subject  to 

24  the  provisions  of  section  18.  If  such  employee  or  Member 

25  is  not  survived  by  a  wife  or  husband,  each  surviving  child 
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shall  be  paid  ail  annuity  equal  to  the  smallest  of  ( 1 )  50  per 
centum  of  the  employee’s  or  Member’s  average  salary 
divided  by  the  number  of  children,  (2)  $720,  or  (3)  $2,160 
divided  by  the  number  of  children,  subject  to  the  provisions 
of  section  18.  The  child’s  annuity  shall  commence  on  the 
day  after  the  employee  or  Member  dies  or  the  first  day  of 
the  month  in  which  the  child  later  becomes  or  again  becomes 
a  student  as  described  in  section  1  (j) ,  provided  the  lump¬ 
sum  credit,  if  paid,  is  returned  to  the  fund.  Such  annuity 
granted  under  this  Act  or  under  the  Act  of  May  29,  1930, 
as  amended  from  and  after  February  28,  1948,  or  any  right 
thereto  shall  terminate  on  the  last  day  of  the  month  before 
(1)  the  child’s  attaining  age  eighteen  unless  he  is  then  a 
student  as  described  or  incapable  of  self-support,  (2)  his 
becoming  capable  of  self-support  after  attaining  age  eighteen 
unless  he  is  then  such  a  student,  (3)  his  attaining  age 
twenty-two  if  he  is  then  such  a  student  and  not  incapable 
of  self-support,  (4)  his  ceasing  to  be  such  a  student  after 
attaining  age  eighteen  unless  he  is  then  incapable  of  self- 
support,  (5)  his  marriage,  or  (6)  his  death,  whichever  first 
occurs.  Upon  the  death  of  the  surviving  wife  or  husband 
or  termination  of  the  child’s  annuity,  the  annuity  of  any 
other  child  or  children  shall  be  recomputed  and  paid  as 
though  such  wife,  husband,  or  child  had  not  survived  the 
employee  or  Member.” 
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(d)  Section  10  of  such  Act  (5  U.S.C.  2260)  is  amended 
by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  subsection : 

(f)  In  the  case  of  a  surviving  spouse  whose  annuity 
under  this  section  is  hereafter  terminated  because  of  remar¬ 
riage  before  attaining  age  sixty,  annuity  at  the  same  rate 
shall  be  restored  commencing  on  the  day  such  remarriage 
is  dissolved  by  death,  annulment,  or  divorce :  Provided,  That 

(1)  said  surviving  spouse  elects  to  receive  such  annuity 
in  lieu  of  any  survivor  benefit  to  which  he  or  she  may  be 
entitled,  under  this  or  any  other  retirement  system  established 
for  employees  of  the  Government,  by  reason  of  the  remarriage 
and  ( 2 )  any  lump  sum  paid  upon  termination  of  the  annuity 
is  returned  to  the  fund.” 

RECOMPUTATION  OF  CERTAIN  ANNUITIES 

Sec.  507.  Effective  July  1,  1966,  the  annuity  of — 

(1)  each  retired  employee  who  retired  under  the 
Civil  Service  Ketirement  Act  on  or  after  April  1,  1948, 
and  prior  to  October  11,  1962,  and  who  elected  a  re¬ 
duction  in  his  or  her  annuity  in  order  to  provide  a  sur¬ 
vivor  annuity  for  his  or  her  spouse, 

(2)  each  survivor  designated  by  an  individual  who 
retired  under  such  Act  as  described  in  subparagraph 
(1)  of  this  section,  and 

(3)  each  surviving  spouse  whose  entitlement  to 
annuity  under  such  Act  resulted  from  the  death  of  an 
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employee  on  or  after  February  29,  1948,  and  prior  to 
October  11,  1962, 

shall  be  recomputed  and  paid  as  if  the  formula  enacted  by 
section  1103  of  the  Postal  Service  and  Federal  Employees 
Salary  Act  of  1962  (76  Stat.  870;  Public  Law  87-793)  had 
been  in  effect  on  the  date  of  such  retirement  or  death.  No 
decrease  shall  be  made,  by  reason  of  the  enactment  of  this 
section,  in  the  annuity  received  by  any  person  immediately 
prior  to  July  1,  1966,  or  the  annuity  which  any  person  may 
be  entitled  to  receive  immediately  prior  to  such  da,te.  The 
annuity  of  a  child  shall  not  be  affected  by  reason  of  the 
enactment  of  this  section.  No  annuity  shall  be  paid,  by  rea¬ 
son  of  the  enactment  of  this  section,  for  any  period  prior  to 
the  date  of  such  enactment. 

EFFECTIVE  DATES 

Sec.  508.  (a)  Except  as  otherwise  provided,  this  sec¬ 
tion,  section  507,  section  509,  and  subsections  1  (j),  3  (k), 
6(a),  6(b),  6(f),  9(c),  9(d),  10(a)  (2),  10(c),  10(d), 
and  10(f)  of  the  Civil  Service  Retirement  Act,  as  enacted 
or  amended  by  this  title,  shall  become  effective  on  the  date 
of  enactment  of  this  Act. 

(1))  The  amendments  made  by  this  title,  except  the 
amendment  to  section  1  (j)  of  the  Civil  Service  Retirement 
Act,  shall  not  apply  in  the  cases  of  persons  retired  or  other¬ 
wise  separated  prior  to  these  respective  effective  dates,  and 
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the  rights  of  such  persons  and  their  survivors  shall  continue 
in  the  same  manner  and  to  the  same  extent  as  if  this  title 
had  not  been  enacted. 

(c)  The  amendment  made  by  this  title  to  section  1  (j) 
of  the  Civil  Service  Retirement  Act  shall  become  effective 
with  respect  to  the  children  of  persons  retired  or  otherwise 
separated  prior  to,  on,  or  after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this 
Act,  except  that  no  annuity  shall  be  paid  by  reason  of  this 
amendment  for  any  period  prior  to  the  date  of  its  enactment. 


MISCELLANEOUS 


Sec.  509.  The  provisions  under  the  heading 


SERVICE  RETIREMENT  AND  DISABILITY  FUNI)”  ill 


“CIVIL 
title  I 


of  the  Independent  Offices  Appropriation  Act,  1959  (72 
Stat.  1064;  Public  Law  85-844),  shall  not  apply  with 
respect  to  benefits  resulting  from  the  enactment  of  this  Act. 
Title  VI— Federal  Employees’  IIealtii  Benefits 


GOVERNMENT  CONTRIBUTIONS 


Sec.  601.  Subsection  (a)  of  section  7  of  the  Federal 
Employees  Health  Benefits  Act  of  1959,  as  amended  (73 
Stat.  713;  5  U.S.C.  3006(a)),  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows : 

“(a)  (1)  Except  as  provided  in  paragraph  (2)  of  this 
subsection,  the  biweekly  Government  contribution  for  health 
benefits  for  employees  or  annuitants  enrolled  in  health  bene¬ 
fits  plans  under  this  Act,  in  addition  to  the  contributions  re- 
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quired  by  paragraph  (3),  shall  be  $1.62  if  the  enrollment 
is  for  self  alone  or  $3.94  if  the  enrollment  is  for  self  and 
family,  commencing  with  the  first  pay  period  beginning  on 
or  after  July  1,  1966. 

“  (2)  For  an  employee  or  annuitant  enrolled  in  a  plan 
for  which  the  biweekly  subscription  charge  is  less  than  twice 
the  Government  contribution  established  under  paragraph 
(1)  of  this  subsection,  the  Government  contribution  shall 
be  50  per  centum  of  the  subscription  charge,  commencing 
with  the  first  pay  period  beginning  on  or  after  July  1,  1966.” 

Passed  the  House  of  Representatives  April  6,  1966. 

Attest:  RALPH  R.  ROBERTS, 

Clerk. 
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sales  bill.  Senate  received 
late  committee  voted  to  re- 


SENATE 

1.  PARTICIPATION  S&LES.  By  a  50-20  vote,  concurred  in  the  House  version  of  S. 

3283,  the  participation  sales  bill.  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to\the  Presi¬ 
dent.  The /bill  is  designed  to  provide  an  efficient  and  orderly  method  of  li¬ 
quidating/ financial  assets  held  by  Federal  credit  agencies  and  to  car^y  for¬ 
ward  thp  objective  of  substituting  private  for  public  credit  in  fundingvthe 
loan  programs.  It  would  accomplish  this  by  enabling  these  agencies,  witr 
approval  of  Congress,  to  enter  into  trust  agreements  with  the  Federal  National 
Mortgage  Association  whereby  that  Association  would  sell  participation  certiN 
.cates  based  on  a  pool  or  pools  of  Federal  credit  agency  loans,  pp. 


10653-6C 


2 


2.nWJ3EAT  AGREEMENT.  Received  from  the  President  a  protocol  for  extension  of  the 
International  Wheat  Agreement  for  1  year  from  July  31,  1966.  pp.  10616-7 


3.  TOBACCi 
warning 


Sen.  Moss  criticized  the  USDA  film,  "The  World  of  Pleasure,”  atffl  said 
vabels  are  needed  on  cigarettes  for  export,  p.  10628 


SCHOOL  MILK.  \Sen.  Proxmire  said  this  Department  admits  that  the 
bill  would  not\jreach  a  majority  of  needy  children  with  free  mi! 


fild  nutrition 
pp.  10628-9 


SOIL  SURVEYS.  Passed  as  reported  S.  902,  to  require  this  Department  to  make 
available  soil  surveys  needed  by  States  and  other  public/agencies,  including 
community  development  districts,  for  guidance  in  community  planning  and  resource 
development,  pp.  10631'  / 


6.  LAND  EXCHANGES.  Passed  without,  amendment  S,  2264^  to  authorize  this  Department 
to  complete  authorized  land  exchanges  if  the  Jhnds  offered  to  the  U.  S.  are 
worth  at  least  two-thirds  of  theV^lue  of  the  Federal  lands  and  the  balance  is 
paid  in  cash  or  a  cash  deposit  or  p^forrpdnce  bond  is  given  assuring  conveyance 
to  the  U.  S.  of  additional  accept able^'Ldrids  for  the  balance  of  the  value. 

PP.  10633-4  X\ 


7.  FOREST  RECREATION.  Passed  withou^amendment  TL  R.  10366,  to  establish  the  Mount 


n Si%S  !ini%altieCF?SsMnt^4  'W?JSon  NaV>al  Forest.  Va-  11113  15111  11111 


p.  10634 

8.  FARM  PRICES.  Sen.  Symington  said  food  prices  have  been  going  up  while  farm 

prices  have  been  going  d<*wn  and  that  the  National  CoWssion  on  Food  Marketing 
is  considering  this  situation,  pp.  10643-4 


9.  FOREIGN  AID.  SenylTausche  commended  India  for  permitting  aNfertilizer  company 
to  make  an  investment  there,  pp.  10645-6 


10.  WATER  RESOURCES.  Sen.  Anderson  inserted  and  commended  an  address\by  Sen.  Jack- 
son,  "Water  and  the  Nation."  pp.  10649-50 


11.  APPROPRIATIONS.  Passed  as  reported  H.  R.  14266,  the  Treasury,  Post  Off^qe,  and 

aPProPriation  bill.  Senate  conferees  were  appointed,  pft. 


L0660-3 


[2.  POPULATION.  Sen.  Gruening  commended  Federal  assistance  in  connection  with  popu- 
lation  control,  pp.  10663-7 


PERSONNEL;  PAY.  The  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Committee  voted  to  report 
(but  did  not  actually  report)  with  amendments  H.  R.  14122,  the  Federal  pay 
bill.  As  approved  by  the  Senate  committee,  the  bill  provides  as  follows: 

"(1)  Provides  a  2.9-percent  increase  across  the  board,  effective  July  1, 
1966; 

(2)  Retains  the  House-passed  one-step  increase  in  the  Government's  contri¬ 
bution  to  high-option  health  insurance  by  10  percent; 

"(3)  Retains  the  provision  for  retirement  on  a  full  annuity  at  age  55  after 
JU  years  of  service,  or  at  age  60  after  20  years'  service; 

"(4)  Liberalizes  survivor  annuity  benefits  for  future  widows  of  Federal 
employees  and  children  of  deceased  Federal  employees; 

"(5)  Provides  a  10-percent  increase  in  the  annuities  of  widows  or  future 
widows  of  Federal  employees  who  died  or  retired  prior  to  October  11,  1962. 

This  provision  was  adopted  in  lieu  of  the  House  provision  for  recomputation  of 


annuities; 

,!(6)  Extends  health  insurance  coverage  to  children  up  to  22  years  of  age. 
The  present  maximum  age  is  21; 

"(7)  Liberalizes  overtime  pay  law  for  classified  and  postal  supervisory 
employees; 

"(8)  Provides  Sunday  premium  pay  at  25  percent  for  classified  and  wage 
board  employees; 

"(9)  Increases  uniform  allowances  for  Federal  employees  by  an  average  of 
25  percent.” 


HOUSE 

14.  SOYBEANS.  Rep,  Smith,  Iowa,  expressed  the  belief  that  "it  is  in  the  national 
interest  both  to  have  an  increased  acreage  of  soybeans  and  to  protect  the 
>roducers  of  these  soybeans  against  an  inadequate  return  for  producing  the 

^tra  soybeans,"  pp.  10594-6 

15.  FOREIGN  TRADE.  Rep.  Cameron  criticized  the  Findley  amendment  to  the  .agri¬ 

cultural  appropriation  bill  which  "would  prohibit  the  sale  of  U.  Si  surplus 
agricultural  commodities  under  the  food- for- peace  program  to  nations  which 
sold  or  transported  goods  to  North  Vietnam"  calling  it  a  "pointless  proviso." 
pp.  10597-9 

16.  ECONOMY.  Rep.  Pa^an  commended  and  inserted  excerpts  from  W.  E.  Turner's 

book,  "Stable  Money\  A  Conservative  Answer  to  Business/Cycles."  pp.  10599- 
600  \  / 

Rep.  Derwinski  inserted  replies  he  received  from  his  constituents  on  a 
cost-of-living  inquiry  indicating  that  "the  public  is  properly  upset  at  the 
wage  and  price  confusion.,'\D.  10604 

17.  FARM  POLICIES,  Rep,  Langen  claimed  administration  actions  "are  depressing 

farm  prices"  and  commended  and  lasted  nujrferous  Representatives  who  have  in¬ 
troduced  legislation  "to  protect  lh\S ./agriculture  from  the  administration' s 
unjust  and  inequitable  economic  discrimination. "  p.  10608 


ITEMS  ir  APPEND! 

18.  LABELING.  Extension  of  remarjcs  of  Rep.  Love'Vrging  enactment  of  truth  in 

packaging  and  labeling  legislation,  p.  A2737 

19.  SMALL  BUSINESS.  Rep.  Evins,  Tenn. ,  inserted  a  pre^s  release  announcing  the 

reopening  of  the  Smajd  Business  Administration' s  business  loan  program. 

P.  A2739 

Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Evins  praising  the  nomii^tion  of  Bernard  L. 
Boutin  as  Administrator  of  the  Small  Business  Admin,  p.  A2745 

20.  ELECTRTF ICATiON .  Rep.  Callan  inserted  several  prize  winning  essays  on  the  pur¬ 

pose  and  >dccompl ishments  of  rural  electrification  in  Nebraska.  \pp.  A2742-4 

21.  PARTICIPATION  SALES.  Speech  in  the  House  by  Rep.  Love  in  support  of\£be  par¬ 

ticipation  sales  bill.  pp.  A2744-5 

22.  yRaRM  PROGRAM.  Speoch  in  the  House  by  Rep.  Bandstra  commending  the  administra¬ 
tion's  farm  program  with  suggested  changes.  pp.  A2745-6 


\ 


^  AID  Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Fraser  favoring  long-term  author!, 

zatlon  for  the  foreign  aid  program  and  inserting  an  article,  "A  Better  Base’s 
for  Foreign  Aid."  pp.  A2746-7  ^ 

24.  FLO^D  PROTECTION.  Rep.  Boggs  inserted  his  address  reviewing  the  work  /t  Con- 
gr^s.^^^Mg-sr168  in  hurrlcane  pr°tection  and  £1°°d  protect  19ft  pro- 

2S'  Jf?"  QUill>VL tnserted  tu°  articles  supporting  the  f£ee dom-of- 

information  bill.  p.  A2751  r 

BILLS  INTRODUCED 

26*  TamendedTAtION’i-h\r3391  ^  Sen*  Magnuson>  to  amend  the  pipping  Act,  1916,  as 
amended,  to  authorise,  exemption  from  the  provisions  of/the  Act;  to  Commerce 

Committee.  RemarksNof  author  p.  10618  7 

27.  REERE^TI0N*  H*  R*  1519^by  Rep.  Saylor,  to  provide/additional  authority  to 

the  ISecretary  of  the  Inferior  for  land  acquisiti/h  in  the  Delaware  Water  Gap 

oT^sn^-rs  interior  and  A«ai-  *—«••• 

28.  ELECTRIFICATION.  H.  R.  15194  bV  Rep.  Saylo/^  to  authorize  the  Secretary  of 

the  Interior  to  make  dispositiotkof  geothermal  steam  and  associated  geotherm¬ 
al  resources;  to  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee. 

PRINTED  HEARINGS  RECEIVED  BY  THIS  OFFICE 

29‘  ^^Appropriation!* Committee?^  3*  <°‘>«a“°"  and  Maintenance) . 

H.  Appropriations  Co^itt^. "““'V  a"d  Wel£a“  £~  *»«•  part  5. 

S.  Awr;piiat^nse?o™i«i:  '  and  ExeC“tlVe  Vce  appropriations  for  1967. 
Public  Works  appropriations  for  1967,  Part  1.\h.  Appropriations  Committee 

30'  CAgri“uureCSiti-/^R'  U788’  t0  £“e"d  ““  C°”Vy  Exchan8e  Act 

31.  FISHERIES.  S.  jyfes.  29,  survey  of  fishery  resources.  S\  Commerce  Committee, 

32.  PERSONNEL.  n.F  10294,  reduce  standby  status  of  firefightink  personnel  in 

U.  S.  Government.  H.  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Committee). 

33‘  MvearAlL^fUfrI0Na-c  S>  31°5’  "llltary  «»“ruction  authoriza\n,  fiscal 
year  19^7.  S.  Armed  Services  Committee.  ^ 

34'  “Sion1!88  ZtTZlitlT Economlc  Opporcunity  Act  of  1964>  PaV  «• 

35‘  /pM«!d!ngsSbef!!!'uUSit:ati0n-0£  a“°rney’S  £ees  £or  services  rendered  i^ 

/ proceedings  before  U.  S.  agencies.  S.  Judiciary  Committee. 


.  H. 
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Treaty  of  Amity  and  Economic  Relations  between 
U.S.  and  the  Togolese  Republic,  signed  at  Lome,  on 
February  8,  1966  (Ex.  E,  89th  Cong.,  2d  sess.) ;  and 
Protocoifor  further  extension  of  International  Wheat 
Agreement\i962,  open  for  signature  in  Washington 
April  4-29,  1966  (Ex.  F,  89th  Cong.,  2d  sess.). 

\  Pages  10616-10617 

Confirmations:  Numerous  nominations  in  the  Army 
and  Air  Force  were  Confirmed.  Pogei0684  * 

Nominations:  Senate  received  one  judicial  and  numer¬ 
ous  Public  Health  Servicfe.  and  Navy  nominations. 

\.  Pages  1 0683— 1 0684 

Record  Vote:  One  record  vote  was  taken  today. 

\  Page  1 0660 

Program  for  Tuesday:  Senate  niet  at  noon  and  ad¬ 
journed  at  3:09  p.m.  until  noon  Tuesday,  May  24,  when 
it  will  consider  H.R.  14324,  NASA  authorizations  for 
fiscal  year  1967.  \  Page  10683 

Committee  Meetings  \ 

(  Com  mittees  not  listed  did  not  meet)  \ 

APPROPRIATIONS— INDEPENDENT  OFFICES\ 

Committee  on  Appropriations :  Subcommittee  resumed 
its  hearings  on  H.R.  14921,  fiscal  1967  appropriations  for 
independent  offices,  receiving  testimony  in  behalf  of\ 
funds  for  their  respective  agencies  from  William  J. 
Driver,  Administrator,  Veterans’  Administration;  and  / 
Rosel  H.  Hyde,  Acting  Chairman,  and  Kenneth  A.  Cox/ 
member,  both  of  the  Federal  Communications  Com¬ 
mission.  / 

Hearings  continue  tomorrow,  with  testimony  on 
funds  for  the  Federal  Home  Loan  Bank  Bomd,  and  > 
other  agencies.  / 

FISHERY  ZONE  / 

Committee  on  Commerce:  On  Friday,  May  20,  Mer¬ 
chant  Marine  and  Fisheries  Subcommittee  continued  its 
hearings  on  S.  2218,  to  establish/a  contiguous  fishery 
zone  beyond  the  territorial  se^r  of  the  U.S.,  receiving 
testimony  from  Jacob  Ostensen,  New  Bedford  Fisher¬ 
men’s  Union,  Massachusetts;  Harold  E.  Lokken,  Fish¬ 
ing  Vessel  Owners  Association,  Seattle;  Art  Anderson, 
Fishermen’s  Marketing  Association,  Astoria,  Oreg.; 
Dr.  E.  W.  Harvey,  A.  J.  Conger,  Raymond  Hall,  and 
James  Parker,  all  dr  the  Otter  Trawl  Commission  of 
Oregon;  and  Allen  J.  Malchow,  James  Suomela,  and 
Tom  Cook,  all/of  the  West  Coast  Trollers  Association. 
Hearings  veer e  recessed  subject  to  call. 

D.C.  EDUCATION 

Committee  on  the  District  of  Columbia :  Subcommittee 
on  Public  Health,  Education,  Welfare,  and  Safety,  in 
executive  session,  approved  for  full  committee  considera- 
Jnon  with  amendments  S.  293,  to  establish  a  public  com¬ 


munity  college  and  public  college  of  arts  and  sciences 
in  the  D.C.  / 

NOMINATIONS  / 

Committee  on  Foreign  Relations :  Committee hehlhear- 
ings  on  the  nominations  of  John  W.  Tuthill,  ofTllinois, 
to  be  Ambassador  to  Brazil;  Elliott  P.  SkinnCr,  of  New 
York,  to  be  Ambassador  to  the  Republic  of  JAppcr  Volta ; 
Eugene  M.  Locke,  of  Texas,  to  be  Amtatssador  to  Pak¬ 
istan;  and  Jacob  D.  Beam,  of  New  Jer/y,  to  be  Ambas¬ 
sador  to  Czechoslovakia.  The  nominees  were  present  to 
testify  and  answer  questions  on  thCir  own  behalf. 

NATIONAL  SCIENCE  POLICY 

Committee  on  Governmem  Operations :  On  Friday, 
May  20,  Subcommittee  on  Government  Research  held 
an  executive  seminar  tc/receive  the  views  of  several  of 
the  Nation’s  scientific  leaders,  and  others,  regarding 
establishment  and  development  of  a  National  Science 
Policy.  Participating  in  this  session  were:  Dr.  Ithiel 
deSola  Pool,  prpressor  of  political  science,  MIT ;  Dr.  Ed 
A.  Gee,  research  department,  E.  I.  du  Pont  de  Nemours, 
Inc.;  MikeGorman,  National  Committee  Against  Men¬ 
tal  Illnes^Dr.  Irving  Kayton,  Syndig,  Inc.,  Washington, 
D.C.;  Dr.  Ralph  E.  Lapp,  a  consulting  physicist,  Wash- 
ington,  D.  C.;  Dr.  Joshua  Lederberg,  professor  of  genet¬ 
ics/Stanford  University;  Dr.  Gene  Nordby,  dean  of 
engineering,  University  of  Oklahoma;  Dr.  Richard  D. 
<Poole,  dean  of  business  administration,  Oklahoma  State 
University;  Dr.  Richard  B.  Roberts,  Carnegie  Institute 
of 'Washington ;  Dr.  Alexander  Sachs,  an  economist, 
NevAYork  City;  Dr.  Irving  Siegel,  Upjohn  Institute 
for  Employment  Research,  Washington,  D.C.;  Dr. 
James  EPWebb,  Director,  NASA;  Dr.  Alvin  Weinberg, 
Oak  Ridge'National  Laboratory,  Tennessee;  Dr.  Edward 
Wenk,  Jr.,  Science  Policy  Research  Division,  Library  of 
Congress;  and\Dr.  John  R.  Platt,  Institute  on  Mental 
Health  ResearchpUniversity  of  Michigan. 

PARKS  AND  RECITATION 

Committee  on  InterioAand  Insular  Affairs:  On  Friday, 
May  20,  Subcommittees™  Parks  and  Recreation  ap¬ 
proved  for  full  committee  Consideration  S.  Con.  Res.  39, 
to  establish  a  Roanoke  Islahd,  N.C.,  Memorial  Com¬ 
mission,  prior  to  which  action,  fn  open  session,  testimony 
thereon  was  received  from  Howatel  R.  Stagner,  Assistant 
Director,  National  Park  Service,\Department  of  the 
Interior;  and  Dr.  Robert  Lee  Humber,  of  North 
Carolina.  \ 

Subcommittee  also  held  hearings  on  ^460,  to  estab¬ 
lish  the  Connecticut  River  National  Parkway  and 
Recreation  Area,  receiving  testimony  from  Senator  Ribi- 
coff;  Representative  St.  Onge;  Stewart  L.  Udail,  Secre¬ 
tary,  and  Edward  C.  Crafts,  Director,  Bureau  of  cWdoor 
Recreation,  both  of  the  Department  of  the  InteHor; 
Joseph  Gill,  Commissioner  of  Natural  Resources;  Julian 
Rosenberg,  Connecticut  Valley  Action  Council;  andN 
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punes  J.  Hartnett,  Representative  of  the  Connecticut 
Legislature.  Hearings  were  recessed  subject  to  call. 

QUININE 

Committee  on  the  Judiciary:  The  Antitrust  and  Monop¬ 
oly  Subcommittee  continued  its  series  of  hearings  to 
study  the  cau$£  of  skyrocketing  prices  of  quinine  and 
quinidine,  having  as  its  witnesses  Dr.  Walter  Modell, 
director  of  clinical  pharmacology,  Cornell  University 
Medical  College;  and  Lloyd  Miller,  representing  U.S 
Pharmacopia,  New  York  City. 

Hearings  were  recessed  subject  to  call. 

NARCOTICS 

Committee  on  the  Judiciary:  Special  Subcommittee  on 
Narcotics  continued  its  hearingkon  S.  2152,  proposed 
Narcotic  Addict  Rehabilitation  Ack  and  other  pending 
related  bills,  and  on  the  matter  of  thdincreasing  use  by 
young  people  of  hallucinogenic  drug^such  as  LSD. 
Witnesses  heard  were  Senator  Murphy  pDr.  James  L. 
Goddard,  Commissioner,  Food  and  Drug\Vdministra- 
tion;  and  Drs.  Duke  Fisher  and  J.  Thomas  Uhgerleider, 
both  of  the  UCLA  Medical  College. 

Hearings  continue  on  Wednesday,  May  25. 

LIBRARIES 

Committee  on  Labor  and  Public  Welfare:  On  Friday, 
May  20,  committee  held  hearings  on  S.  3076,  proposed 
Library  Services  and  Construction  Act  Amendments  of 
1966,  and  related  bills,  receiving  testimony  from  Harolc  ' 
Howe  II,  Commissioner  of  Education,  Department/bf 
HEW;  L.  Quincy  Mumford,  Librarian  of  Congress; 
Mrs.  Emerson  Hines,  American  Association  of  Univer¬ 
sity  Women,  Arlington,  Va.;  and  a  panel  of  thefollow- 


ing  witnesses  representing  the  American  Library 
Association:  Emerson  Greenaway,  director,  Free 
brary  of  Philadelphia;  Mrs.  Carma  Leigh,  State  librarian, 
Sacramento,  Calif.;  John  Anderson,  the  Public  Library, 
Tucson,  Ariz.;  Miss  Marion  H.  Vedder,  Division  of 
Library  Extension,  New  York  State  Department  of 
Education,  Albany  ;  and  Miss  Germaine  Kr^ftek,  Ameri¬ 
can  Library  Association. 

Hearings  were  adjourned  subject  tc/call. 


FEDERAL  EMPLOYEES’  PAY 

Committee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service:  Committee, 
in  executive  session,  unanimously  approved  for  reporting 
with  amendments  H.R.  14122,  providing  salary  increases 
for  Federal  employees. 

The  bill  as  amended  will  do  the  following: 

(1)  Provides  a  2.9-percent  increase  across  the  board,  effective 
July  1, 1966; 

(2)  Retains  the  House-passed  one-step  increase  in  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  s  contribution  to  high-option  health  insurance  by  10 
percent; 

(3)  Retains  the  provision  for  retirement  on  a  full  annuity  at 
age  55  after  30  years  of  service,  or  at  age  60  after  20  years’  sendee; 

(4)  Liberalizes  survivor  annuity  benefits  for  future  widows  of 
Federal  employees  and  children  of  deceased  Federal  employees; 

(5)  Provides  a  10-percent  increase  in  the  annuities  of  widows 
or  future  widows  of  Federal  employees  who  died  or  retired 
prior  to  October  11,  1962.  This  provision  was  adopted  in  lieu 
of  the  House  provision  for  recomputation  of  annuities; 

(6)  Extends  health  insurance  coverage  to  children  up  to  22 
years  of  age.  The  present  maximum  age  is  21; 

(7)  Liberalizes  overtime  pay  law  for  classified  and  postal 
supervisory  employees; 

(8)  Provides  Sunday  premium  pay  at  25  percent  for  classified 
and  wage  board  employees; 

(9)  Increases  uniform  allowances  for  Federal  employees  by 
^  an  average  of  25  percent. 


House  of  Representatives 


Chamber  Action 

Bills  Introduced:  14  public/bills,  H.R.  15182-15195; 
and  6  private  bills,  H.R.  15796-15201,  were  introduced. 

Page  10615 

Bills  Reported:  Repoyfs  were  filed  as  follows: 

H.R.  11087, to  exempt  from  D.C.  taxes  real  property 
investment  incomemf  certain  foreign  corporations,  filed 
on  Friday,  May  3/ (H.  Rept.  1546) ;  and 
H.R.  10744,  amending  the  District  of  Columbia  Alco¬ 
holic  Beverage  Control  Act,  filed  on  Friday,  May  20 
(H.  Rept/547).  Page  10615 

D.C.  Legislation:  The  consideration  of  legislation  per¬ 
taining  to  the  District  of  Columbia  was  in  order  and  the 
fohmving  bills  were  called  up,  considered,  and  passed  by 
mce  votes: 


D.C.  tax :  H.R.  11087M0  exempt  from  D.C.  taxes  real 
property  investment  incor^e  of  certain  foreign  corpora¬ 
tions  (sent  to  the  Senate  without  amendment). 

D.C.  alcoholic  beverage  conhol:  H.R.  10744  (adopted 
committee  amendments  and  arKamendment  designed 
to  raise  the  age  limit  from  18  to  2rsvears  for  purchasing 
beer  and  light  wine),  to  amend  the  District  of  Columbia 
Alcoholic  Beverage  Control  Act  (senKlo  the  Senate). 

Pa^es  10589-10594 

e  referred 


( 10615 


Bills  Referred:  Four  Senate-passed  bills  w 
to  the  appropriate  committees. 

Program  for  Tuesday:  Adjourned  at  12:50  p.m\until 
Tuesday,  May  24,  1966,  at  12  o’clock  noon,  when 
House  will  consider  H.R.  13712,  the  minimum 
bill  (open  rule — 4  hours  of  debate). 
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GHLIGHTS:  House  passed  labor  standards  bill.  pp.  lX46-94 


HOUSE 


1.  LABOR  STAND/tDS,  Passed,  303-93,  with  amendments  H.  R.  13712,  to  liberalize  and 
expand  th>e  coverage  of  the  Fair  Labor  Standards  Act.  A  recommittal  motion  de¬ 
signed  yo  strike  out  all  agricultural  sections  from  the  bill  and  regarding  food 
processing  in  certain  industries  in  regard  to  overtime  during  peak  seasons  on 
higl/y  perishable  products  was  rejected,  168-231.  Agreed  to  amendments  to\pro- 
teor  young  people's  part-time  agricultural  employment  opportunities  and  allA 
■rtain  wages  to  be  set  under  the  Sugar  Act.  pp.  11046-94 


2.  RESEARCH.  Agreed  to  the  conference  report  on  S.  944,  the  oceanographic  researc 
bih.  pp.  11042-6 


3.  DAIRY  INDUSTRY.  Rep.  O'Konski  said  the  number  of  dairy  producers  is  becon>!Uig 
smallerXand  gave  his  reasons  for  this  development,  pp.  11099-102 


C 


4.  FOOD  FOR  FREEDOM.  Rep.  Harvey,  Ind. ,  inserted  an  article,  "U.  S.  Fooy  and 
Freedom  Pol\cies  Argued--Military  View  Given  Priority."  p.  11099 


5.  FARM  LOANS.  Received  a  report  of  GAO  on  a  review  of  efforts  to  hdve  borrowers 
refinance  their  farmers  Home  Administration  loans  when  private /or  cooperate 
credit  becomes  available;  to  Government  Operations  Committee./  p.  11123 


6.  ADMINISTRATION.  Received  from  GAO  a  compilation  of  recommendations  for  im¬ 
proving  Government  operations  (H.  Doc.  446).  p.  11123 


SENATE 


7,  MARKETING.  The  Commerce  Committee  reported  with  amendment,  during  adjournment 
on  May  25,  S.  985,  the  proposed  Fair  Packaging  any  Labeling  Act  of  1966  (S. 
Rept.  1186).  p.  11001 

Sen.  Cotton  submitted  an  amendment  which  would  strike  from  this  bill  the 
subsections  giving  "officials  downtown  the  poj^er  to  ultimately  determine  the 
sizes  and  weights  in  which  commodrties  shall/be  packaged."  p.  11008 


G 


8.  PERSONNEL;  PAY.  The  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Committee  reported  with  an 
amendment  H.  R.  14122,  the  Federal  pay  bill  (S.  Rept.  1187).  p.  11003 


9.  DISASTER  RELIEF.  H.  R.  15151,  to  pernfit  £he  planting  of  alternate  crops  on 

acreage  which  is  unplanted  because  .of  natural  disaster,  was  placed  on  the  calen¬ 
dar  with  the  understanding  that  itr  will  notNbe  considered  until  next  week, 
pp.  11001-3 


10.  RECREATION.  The  Interior  and  insular  Affairs  Committee  voted  to  report  (but  did 
not  actually  report)  H.  R.  10451,  authorizing  transfer  of  certain  Colo,  lands 
from  the  Interior  Departmej(t  to  the  Agriculture  Department  for  recreation  de¬ 
velopment.  p.  D463  /  \ 


11.  DAIRY  IMPORTS.  Sen,  Ha/rtke  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  to'S.  3273,  the  proposed 
Dairy  Import  Act  of  1966.  p.  11008 


12.  SCHOOL  MILK.  Sen. /Proxmire  inserted  excerpts  from  test imonyv setting  out  the 
"difficulties  t^e  administration's  proposed  80-percent  cutback  in  the  special 
milk  program  fat  schoolchildren  would  impose  on. . .Massachusetup."  p.  11009 


13, 


FARM  PROGRAM \J  Sen.  Metcalf  commended  and  inserted  an  article,  " 
Farm  Leadership  Role."  pp.  11016-7 

Sen.  Sdott  commended  and  inserted  an  article,  "Agriculture  and 
Growth/)  describing  the  role  of  the  private,  as  well  as  the 
in  injuring  agricultural  development,  pp.  11030-2 


Govern  Takes 


governme 


onomic 
t,  sector 


14.  PATENTS.  Sen.  Long,  La.,  urged  defeat  of  S.  1809,  to  establish  a  uniform\ 
n/xional  policy  concerning  property  rights  in  inventions  made  through  the 
-Venditure  of  public  funds,  pp.  11040-41 
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FEDERAL  EMPLOYEES’  SALARY  INCREASES 


May  26,  1966. — Ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  Monroney,  from  the  Committee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service, 

submitted  the  following 

REPORT 

together  with 
INDIVIDUAL  VIEWS 

[To  accompany  H.R.  14122] 

The  Committee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service,  to  which  was 
referred  the  bill  (H.R.  14122)  to  adjust  the  rates  of  basic  compensa¬ 
tion  of  certain  employees  of  the  Federal  Government,  and  for  other 
purposes,  having  considered  the  same,  reports  favorably  thereon 
with  an  amendment  and  recommends  that  the  bill  as  amended  do  pass. 

The  committee  has  stricken  out  all  language  following  the  enacting 
clause  and  substituted  a  new  text  to  reflect  three  significant  and  several 
technical  changes  in  the  bill  as  referred.  The  three  significant 
changes  in  the  House  bill  are  deletion  of  the  recomputation  of  civil 
service  survivor  annuities,  reduction  in  overtime  pay  for  certain 
classified  employees  in  excess  of  8  hours  in  1  day,  and  modification 
of  the  junior-senior  salary  adjustment  for  postal  supervisors. 

ANNUITY  RECOMPUTATION 

The  committee  has  removed  section  507  from  the  bill  and  provided 
in  lieu  of  the  annuity  recomputation  an  across-the-board,  10-percent 
increase  in  the  annuities  of  widows  of  all  Federal  employees  who 
died  or  retired  prior  to  the  Civil  Service  Retirement  Act  amendments 
of  October  1962. 

As  referred,  section  507  would  have  recomputed  the  amount  paid 
and  the  amount  received  in  all  annuities  for  which  a  survivor  election 
was  made  between  April  1,  1948  (the  date  at  which  the  general  per¬ 
centage  reduction  for  survivor  annuities  became  effective),  and 
October  11,  1962  (the  date  at  which  the  present  percentage  reduction 
became  effective).  Three  different  percentage  reductions  existed  in 
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law  during  that  span  of  15  years.  Employees  paid  different  amounts 
according  to  the  amount  of  their  base  annuity  and  the  date  of  their 
retirement.  Section  507  would  have  treated  all  as  if  they  had  retired 
under  the  provisions  of  the  1962  amendments — a  reduction  of  2.5 
percent  of  the  first  $3,600  and  10  percent  of  any  amount  in  excess  of 
$3,600  to  provide  the  annuitant’s  widow  with  55  percent  of  the  life 
annuity. 

The  administration  expressed  very  strong  opposition  to  this  pro¬ 
vision.  Recomputation,  as  a  method  of  liberalizing  retirement 
benefits  for  retired  employees,  has  not  been  enacted  into  law  since 
prior  to  the  major  retirement  amendments  of  February  29,  1948. 
Although  the  annual  cost  of  this  particular  recomputation  proposal 
was  $12.4  million,  the  increase  in  the  unfunded  liability  of  the  civil 
service  retirement  and  disability  fund  was  estimated  to  be  $355  million. 
Once  the  pattern  of  recomputation  of  annuities  based  on  existing  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  act  is  established,  the  annual  cost  to  the  fund  or  to 
general  revenue  could  amount  to  a  staggering  figure. 

To  avoid  this  future  problem  and  at  the  same  time  provide  an  J 
immediate  benefit  for  those  in  greatest  need,  the  committee  has  ■ 
substituted  a  10-percent  increase  in  the  annuities  of  all  widows  and 
widowers  (including  future  widows  and  widowers)  whose  annuities 
are  based  on  an  employee’s  death  or  retirement  prior  to  the  1962 
amendment.  This  group  has  the  smallest  average  annuity. 

Overtime  for  Classified  Employees 

The  committee  has  modified  the  provisions  of  the  House  bill  to 
exclude  from  overtime  pay  (on  a  daily  basis)  any  employee  engaged 
in  professional  or  technical  engineering  and  scientific  activities  whose 
basic  workweek  is  determined  to  be  the  “first  40  hours”  of  the  week, 
and  any  employee  paid  above  GS-10,  step  1,  who  has  such  a  work¬ 
week.  This  amendment  will  preserve  the  benefits  of  overtime  pay 
for  most  employees  and  avoid  paying  overtime  to  employees  who  do 
not  have  a  regularly  established  5-day  workweek  but  who  also  do  not 
work  more  than  40  hours  a  week. 

The  committee  has  also  amended  the  bill  to  increase  the  maximum 
rate  for  premium  compensation  from  GS-9  to  GS-10.  This  applies 
to  firefighters,  investigators,  and  other  employees  whose  workweek  is  C* 
irregular  and  unscheduled.  >1 

Postal  Supervisors  Adjustment 

Because  of  certain  changes  in  promotion  rules  enacted  in  the 
Salary  Reform  Act  of  1962,  and  because  of  an  extra  within-level  step 
increase  granted  to  the  first  four  levels  of  employees  in  the  Postal 
Field  Service  in  that  act,  some  supervisory  employees  promoted 
immediately  prior  to  the  1962  act  are  paid  less  than  junior  employees 
who  received  the  extra  step  and  were  promoted  after  the  1962  act. 
To  reconcile  this  unintended  result,  the  committee  recommends  that 
any  employee  promoted  between  July  9,  1960,  and  October  11,  1962, 
who  is  in  the  same  postal  service  occupational  group  as  an  employee 
promoted  after  October  11,  1962,  and  who  is  below  the  step  held  by 
the  junior  employee,  shall  be  granted  an  increase  to  raise  him  to  the 
step  held  by  the  junior  employee. 
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The  committee  intends  for  the  Postmaster  General  to  implement 
this  provision  by  dividing  postal  employees  into  three  occupational 
groups,  mail  operations,  vehicle  operations  and  maintenance,  and 
building  operation  and  maintenance.  Employees  in  the  same  group 
will  be  compared  to  determine  whether  an  adjustment  under  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  this  act  shall  be  made.  Employees  in  different  occupational 
groups  shall  not  be  compared.  The  committee  is  confident  that  just 
and  equitable  procedures  will  be  established  by  the  Postmaster 
General  to  carry  out  the  intent  of  this  language. 

The  committee  recognizes  the  problem  which  the  extra  step  in¬ 
crease  in  1962  created.  To  continue  indefinitely  such  adjustments 
and  within-level  advancement  would  soon  establish  a  concept  that 
total  postal  service  is  a  more  important  basis  for  salary  than  the  far 
more  important  basis  of  continued  proficiency  in  a  salary  level. 
Seniority  adjustments  should  not  be  made  by  comparing  the  pay 
received  by  any  junior  employee  who  happens  to  be  in  the  same  salary 
level  without  consideration  of  the  kind  of  work  performed  or  the 
career  promotion  ladder  involved.  There  may  be  an  inequity 
regarding  the  pay  standing  of  twm  foremen  of  mails,  PFS-7,  but  there 
is  no  inequity  regarding  a  foreman  of  mails,  PFS-7,  and  a  foreman  of 
auto  mechanics,  PFS-7.  The  recruitment  base  is  different  and  the 
career  expectations  are  totally  different. 

The  remedy  provided  in  section  402  and  the  partial  remedy  provided 
in  the  1964  Salary  Reform  Act  eliminates  any  necessity  to  consider 
this  proposal  in  the  future. 

Major  Provisions  of  the  Bill 

Title  I  provides  an  average  increase  of  2.9  percent  in  the  basic 
compensation  of  employees  subject  to  the  four  statutory  schedules — 
the  general  schedule  of  the  Classification  Act,  the  Postal  Field  Service 
schedule,  and  the  schedules  for  employees  in  the  Department  of 
Medicine  and  Surgery  in  the  Veterans’  Administration  and  the 
Foreign  Service.  Employees  in  the  offices  of  county  committees 
under  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act  are  also 
included.  Employees  whose  salaries  are  adjusted  by  administrative 
action  are  authorized  to  receive  the  increase. 

Section  103  permits  the  appointment  of  new  employees  at  a  rate 
above  the  entrance  rate  of  the  grade  in  GS-11  and  above  when  the 
Civil  Service  Commission  approves  such  appointments.  Present  law, 
enacted  in  1964,  permits  such  appointments  in  GS-13  and  above. 

Title  II  increases  or  authorizes  increases  for  employees  in  the 
judicial  branch  of  the  Government. 

Title  III  increases  or  authorizes  increases  for  employees  of  the 
Congress  and  employees  of  Members  of  Congress. 

The  effective  date  for  all  salary  increases  is  the  first  day  of  the 
first  pay  period  beginning  on  or  after  July  1,  1966. 

Title  IV  provides  several  improvements  in  law  governing  Federal 
employment. 

Section  401  will  permit  the  Postmaster  General  to  appoint  or 
advance  any  employee  transferred,  with  his  function,  into  the  postal 
service  to  a  step  in  the  level  of  the  postal  field  service  schedule 
most  nearly  equal  to  his  salary  under  any  other  Federal  pay  schedule 
or  system.  The  general  rule  in  the  postal  service  is  to  enter  at  the 
first  step,  regardless  of  previous  salary  or  experience.  This  occasion- 
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ally  results  in  an  employee  losing  money  because  the  postal  service 
has  taken  over  a  function  previously  administered  by  another  agency. 

Section  402  permits  the  adjustment  of  salary  for  certain  postal 
supervisors  previously  discussed  in  this  report. 

Section  403  increases  the  mileage  and  hour  allowance  for  special 
delivery  messengers  who  use  their  own  vehicle.  This  payment  is 
usually  confined  to  Christmastime  when  Government  vehicles  are 
not  easily  available  to  special  delivery  messengers. 

Section  404  authorizes  overtime  payment  for  work  in  excess  of 
8  hours  in  1  day  for  classified  employees  with  the  exception  of  certain 
engineering  and  scientific  employees.  Federal  employees  get  overtime 
pay  for  work  in  excess  of  40  hours  in  a  week,  but  heretofore  the  law 
has  not  required  pay  for  work  in  excess  of  8  hours  in  a  day.  This 
provision  will  reward  such  service  and  serve  as  an  incentive  to  agency 
management  to  improve  schedules  to  avoid  overtime  work. 

Section  404  also  raises  the  grade  level  for  overtime  pay  from  the 
rate  paid  GS— 9,  step  1,  to  the  same  step  of  GS— 10.  Employees  above 
that  level  can  be  paid  or  given  compensatory  time  off,  at  the  discre¬ 
tion  of  management. 

Section  404  also  raises  the  level  for  mandatory  overtime  pay  for 

PuS!aIu  Tployees  from  PFS-7  to  PFS-10.  The  1965  Salary  Act 
abolished  compensatory  time  below  level  8  and  permitted  payment 
abovelevel  7  at  the  discretion  of  the  Postmaster  General.  Evidence 
studied  by  the  committee  indicates  that  many  employees  in  these 
upper  levels  of  firstline  supervisors  are  not  able  to  use  their  accumu¬ 
lated  compensatory  time  because  of  the  significant  increase  in  mail 
volume.  Congress  did  not  intend  this  result.  Because  there  has 
been  no  positive  inclination  by  the  Department  to  pay  these  employees 
lor  overtime  work,  the  committee  has  resolved  the  problem  by  requir¬ 
ing  such  payment. 

Section  405  applies  to  classified  and  wage  board  employees  a  sig¬ 
nificant  liberalization  granted  postal  employees  in  1965.  This  section 
requires  a  premium  of  25  percent  of  base  pay  for  any  employee  whose 
regularly  scheduled  5-day  workweek  includes  Sunday.  The  premium 
will  be  paid  for  the  entire  8-hour  period  of  service  regardless  of  the 
numbers  of  hours  which  actually  occur  on  Sunday.  This  is  identical 
to  the  provisions  for  regular  postal  employees  enacted  last  year. 

Section  406  permits  full-time  officers  and  employees  of  Federal  ( 
employee  unions  to  carry  Federal  life  and  health  ‘insurance  while 
serving  as  union  officers  provided  that  the  total  cost  of  such  insur¬ 
ance  is  paid  b\  the  employee  and  his  union.  The  officer  will  receive 
the  benefit  of  the  group  rate  at  his  own  expense.  The  Government 
will  pay  nothing. 

Section  407  requires  the  25-percent  increase  in  uniform  allowance 
authorized  in  the  1965  Salary  Act.  The  House-approved  provision 
has  been  amended  to  permit  the  Federal  agency  to  make  payment 
dnect  to  the  uniform  vendor  and  deduct  a  service  discount  of  4 
percent  from  the  amount  paid  to  the  vendor. 

Section  408  equalizes  the  salary  of  the  Director  of  the  Federal 
Mediation  and  Conciliation  Service  with  the  salary  of  the  Chairman 
oi  the  Federal  Mediation  Board  at  level  III  of  the  Federal  Executive 
Salary  Schedule  ($28,500). 

Title  V  includes  several  significant  amendments  to  the  Civil  Serv¬ 
ice  .Retirement  Act  to  improve  the  retirement  benefits  of  Federal 
employees. 
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Section  502  eliminates  the  requirement  that  a  child  be  dependent 
upon  a  Federal-employee  parent  in  order  to  receive  a  survivor  annu¬ 
ity.  This  will  permit  the  children  of  a  working  mother  to  receive 
a  survivor  annuity  in  the  event  of  her  death.  The  section  also  raises 
from  21  to  22  the  maximum  age  for  student  survivors  to  receive 
annuity  payment. 

Section  503  permits  credit  for  leave  without  pay  for  Federal  em¬ 
ployee  union  officers  for  the  purposes  of  retirement.  Under  current 
law,  these  officers  have  received  a  half-year’s  credit  for  each  full  year 
on  leave  without  pay  without  contribution.  The  Retirement  Act  was 
not  designed  to  permit  this  credit.  Section  503  remedies  this  defect 
by  requiring,  after  the  enactment  of  this  act,  that  any  such  union 
officer  shall  receive  credit  for  time  served  as  a  union  officer  only  if  he 
pays  the  full  amount  of  employee  and  agency  contributions.  There 
will  be  no  cost  to  the  Government. 

Section  504  enacts  a  long-sought  goal  of  Federal  employees — retire- 
ment  on  a  full  annuity  at  age  55  after  30  years’  service.  Retirement 
y  on  a  full  annuity  will  also  be  permitted  at  age  60  after  20  years’  service. 

Section  505  prohibits  a  Member  of  Congress  from  retiring  at  age  55 
on  an  unreduced  annuity.  The  provisions  of  present  law,  reducing 
the  full  annuity  by  1  percent  for  each  full  year  below  60,  will  continue 
to  be  applicable  to  Members  of  Congress. 

Section  506  permits  the  widow  of  a  Federal  employee  to  continue 
receiving  her  survivor  annuity  if  she  remarries  after  attaining  age  60, 
or  to  have  her  annuity  reinstated  in  the  event  a  remarriage  prior  to 
age  60  is  terminated.  If  such  a  widow  has  an  election  of  survivor 
annuities  under  any  Federal  employee  retirement  program,  she  may 
elect  which  she  wishes  to  receive,  but  cannot  receive  more  than  one. 

Section  507  increases  the  annuities  of  widows  and  widowers  of 
Federal  employees  who  died  or  retired  prior  to  October  11,  1962,  by  10 
percent.  Spouses  of  Federal  employees  who  retired  prior  to  that  date 
shall  receive  the  10-percent  increase  when  their  aunnity  commences. 

Section  508  establishes  the  effective  dates  of  the  retirement  amend¬ 
ments.  Except  for  the  amendments  affecting  the  student  survivor 
annuity  of  children  of  Federal  employees,  the  amendments  are 
entirely  prospective  and  shall  have  no  effect  upon  the  annuities  or 
^  entitlement  to  annuity  of  any  person  who  died  or  was  separated  or 
^retired  prior  to  the  effective  date  of  this  act.  In  the  cases  of  surviving 
student  children,  however,  the  amendments  shall  apply  to  any  such 
child  who  is  otherwise  eligible  under  the  conditions  of  these  amend¬ 
ments. 

Section  601  increases  the  maximum  age  limit  for  health  insurance 
coverage  for  the  children  of  employees  from  21  to  22.  This  ins  in  line 
with  the  age  increase  for  survivor  children  receiving  civil  service 
annuities  while  in  college. 

Section  602  increases  the  Government’s  contribution  to  the  cost  of 
high-option  health  insurance  by  approximately  10  percent.  Employ¬ 
ees  have  paid  the  full  cost  of  each  insurance  premium  increase  since 
the  program  was  commenced  in  1960.  Congress  did  not  intend  for 
the  employee  to  pay  a  disproportionate  share  of  the  cost  of  the  pro¬ 
gram.  This  is  not  characteristic  of  private  enterprise  and  should  not 
be  followed  in  the  Federal  program.  The  percentage  of  contribution 
by  the  Government  will  increase  from  about  28  percent  to  about  38 
percent  for  the  high-option  insurance  program  carried  by  most 
Federal  employees. 
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For  the  purpose  of  determining  costs  attributable  to  the  wage-price 
guideposts,  the  bill  as  referred  cost  $519.6  million  annually.  The 
committee  amendments  have  reduced  this  by  $13.8  million  to  $505.8 
million.  Of  this  total  amount,  $416.7  million  is  pay  increase,  and 
the  remainder  is  attributable  to  fringe  benefit  features  of  the  bill- 
retirement  liberalizations,  increased  Government  contribution  to  the 
cost  of  health  insurance,  Sunday  premium  pay,  overtime  pay,  annuity 
increases,  and  other  provisions. 

The  Consumer  Price  Index  of  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  was 
110.4  when  Congress  increased  Federal  salaries  in  October  1965.  For 
April  1966,  the  most  recent  report,  the  indicator  was  112.5,  an  increase 
of  1.9  percent  in  6  months.  In  purchasing  power,  the  Federal  em¬ 
ployee  will  get  a  net  increase  of  1  percent,  minus  Federal,  State,  and 
local  taxes,  civil  service  retirement  deductions,  and  life  insurance 
premiums.  The  committee  believes  that  it  has  done  everything 
reasonably  possible  to  produce  a  pay  bill  in  line  with  the  administra¬ 
tion’s  program.  To  do  less  than  that  contained  in  the  reported  bill 
would  be  to  do  practically  nothing  at  all. 

The  following  table  illustrates  the  cost  of  the  bill: 


Estimated,  cost  of  the  hill,  as  reported 


Salary  increase 


Milliom 

$416.  7 


Classified  service _  273.  1 

Postal  service _  131.  5 

Veterans’  Administration _ 6.  7 

Foreign  Service _  5.  4 


Additional  health  insurance _ _ _  34.  0 

Postal  supervisors  adjustment _  2.  0 

Uniform  allowance  increase  1 _ 

Special  delivery  allowance _  .  3 

Postal  supervisors  overtime _  14.  3 

Classified  overtime _  5.  5 

Sunday  premium _  32.  0 

Retirement  benefits: 

55/30—60/20 _  19.  7 

Widow’s  remarriage _  12.  0 

Child’s  annuity _  .  3 

Annuity  increase _  7.  0 

Additional  interest  on  the  unfunded  liability  of  the  civil  service  retire¬ 
ment  and  disability  fund _  30.  3 

Equivalent  offset 2 _  (68.  3) 


Total  cost _  505.  8 

1  This  cost  is  not  included  because  it  was  charged  against  the  cost  of  the  1965  Salary  Act  and  is  not  properly 
attributable  to  this  bill. 

2  This  offset  against  the  total  cost  of  the  bill  is  derived  from  the  additional  cost  of  retirement  benefits  under 
present  law  plus  new  benefits  created  by  the  enactment  of  the  retirement  provisions  of  this  bill,  approxi¬ 
mately  0.5  percent  of  present  payroll. 

In  the  Economic  Report.  1965,  the  Council  of  Economic  Advisers  stated  the  following:  “On  Jan.  1, 
employer  payroll  taxes  to  finance  social  security  and  Medicare  rose  substantially,  raising  labor  costs  per  hour 
by  an  average  of  2/3  of  a  percent.  These  taxes  are  not  included  in  the  definition  of  employee  compensation 
for  purposes  of  the  guideposts,  since  the  rates  and  benefits  are  determined  by  law  rather  than  by  collective 
bargaining.  Nonetheless,  recognition  has  to  be  taken  of  the  extraordinary  increases  in  taxes  at  this  time, 
which  will  raise  both  unit  labor  costs  and  yield  future  benefits  to  employees." 

Because  the  principle  of  the  guideposts  is  to  permit  all  to  participate  in  the  general  increase  in  productivity 
and  prosperity,  the  executive  branch  agrees  that  an  equivalent  offset  should  be  included  in  determining  the 
increase  in  compensation  for  Federal  employees. 
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The  committee  strongly  urges  the  executive  branch  to  improve  its 
methodology  in  estimating  the  cost  of  pay  legislation.  Since  this 
legislation  was  introduced  in  the  House  of  Representatives,  the  esti¬ 
mates  of  cost  provided  the  Congress  by  various  agencies  in  the 
executive  branch  have  changed  several  times.  Items  which  were 
included  as  cost  items  at  one  time  were  excluded  at  another.  The 
cost  of  the  uniform  allowance  was  included  by  the  Post  Office  Depart¬ 
ment  even  though  it  had  been  charged  against  the  cost  of  the  1965 
pay  bill  and  the  necessary  funds  had  been  included  (and  approved  by 
one  House)  in  the  Department’s  1967  fiscal  year  budget. 

There  appears  to  be  no  central  intelligence  for  gathering  data  con¬ 
cerning  Federal  employment  and  civilian  payroll  costs.  There 
appears  to  be  no  means  of  ascertaining  the  cost  of  a  proposal  once  it 
has  been  enacted  into  law.  In  1965,  Congress  enacted  a  severance 
pay  bill  for  employees  who  are  involuntarily  separated  from  the  service 
without  title  to  an  immediate  civil  service  annuity.  The  executive 
branch  estimated  this  provision  to  cost  $50  million.  Whether  that 
j  estimate  was  accurate  cannot  be  proved.  In  the  present  bill,  the 
estimated  cost  of  the  Sunday  premium  pay  provision  is  $32  million. 
This  figure  was  derived  on  the  basis  of  Sunday  work  performed  prior 
to  the  Korean  conflict  and  then  projected  to  present  employment  and 
payroll  levels.  There  is  no  way  to  ascertain  its  validity. 

In  recommending  salary  increases  in  1966,  the  executive  branch 
established  3.2  percent  of  total  payroll  as  the  ceiling.  The  cost  of 
each  item,  however  small  and  regardless  of  the  numbers  it  was  de¬ 
signed  to  benefit,  was  charged  against  this  total.  If  the  executive 
branch  intends  to  continue  such  a  policy,  it  must  refine  its  cost-esti¬ 
mating  procedures.  In  an  age  of  computers,  there  is  no  good  reason 
why  such  improvement  cannot  be  achieved. 

Pursuant  to  this  objective,  the  committee  requests  that  the  Post¬ 
master  General  take  whatever  steps  are  necessary  to  determine  ex¬ 
actly  the  cost  of  implementing  section  402  of  the  bill,  the  junior-senior 
postal  supervisor  adjustment,  and  report  the  cost  to  the  committee 
within  90  days  following  the  enactment  of  this  act. 

In  appearing  before  this  committee  on  future  Federal  salary  legis¬ 
lation,  the  executive  branch  should  be  prepared  to  present  evidence 
concerning  the  accuracy  of  cost  estimates  for  the  various  fringe  benefit 
)  provisions  of  this  bill  as  well  as  precise  calculations  for  cost  estimates 
of  proposals  under  consideration  at  that  time. 
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Changes  in  Existing  Law 

In  compliance  with  subsection  4  of  rule  XXIX  of  the  Standing 
Rules  of  the  Senate,  changes  in  existing  law  made  by  the  bill  as  re¬ 
ported  are  shown  as  follows  (existing  law  in  which  no  change  is  pro¬ 
posed  is  shown  in  roman;  existing  law  proposed  to  be  omitted  is  en¬ 
closed  in  black  brackets;  new  matter  is  shown  in  italic) : 


SECTIONS  603(b)  AND  801  OF  THE  CLASSIFICATION  ACT  OF 
1949  (5  U.S.C.  1113(b)  AND  1131) 

TITLE  VI— BASIC  COMPENSATION  SCHEDULES 


******* 

Sec.  603.  *  *  * 

(b)  The  compensation  schedule  for  the  General  Schedule  shall  be 
as  follows: 


Per  annum  rates  and  steps 


Grade 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

GS-X _ 

$3,  507 

$3, 626 

$3,745 

$3, 864 

$3,983 

$4, 102 

$4, 221 

$4, 340 

$4, 459 

$4, 578 

GS-2 _ 

3,814 

3, 943 

4,  072 

4,201 

4,330 

4, 459 

4,588 

4, 717 

4,846 

4,975 

GS-3 _ 

4, 149 

4, 289 

4,  429 

4, 569 

4,709 

4,849 

4,989 

5,129 

5, 269 

5, 409 

GS-4 _ 

4,641 

4, 797 

4,953 

5,109 

5,265 

5,  421 

5,  577 

5,  733 

5,889 

6,045 

GS-5 _ 

6,181 

5,352 

5, 523 

5,694 

5,865 

6, 036 

6,207 

6,378 

6,  549 

6,720 

GS-6 _ 

5, 702 

5,894 

6, 086 

6,278 

6, 470 

6,  662 

6, 854 

7, 046 

7,238 

7,  430 

GS-7 _ 

6, 269 

6,476 

6,683 

6, 890 

7,097 

7, 304 

7, 511 

7, 718 

7,925 

8, 132 

GS-8 _ 

6, 869 

7, 097 

7, 325 

7, 553 

7, 781 

8, 009 

8,237 

8, 465 

8,693 

8,921 

GS-9 . . 

7,479 

7, 733 

7,987 

8,241 

8, 495 

8,  749 

9, 003 

9,257 

9,  511 

9, 765 

GS-10 _ 

8,184 

8, 464 

8,744 

9, 024 

9,304 

9, 584 

9,864 

10, 144 

10,  424 

10, 704 

GS-11 _ 

8,961 

9,267 

9,  573 

9, 879 

10, 185 

10, 491 

10, 797 

11,103 

11,409 

11,715 

GS-12.; _ 

10, 619 

10,987 

11,355 

11,723 

12, 091 

12, 459 

12, 827 

13, 195 

13, 563 

13, 931 

GS-13 _ 

12, 510 

12, 945 

13,380 

13, 815 

14, 250 

14, 685 

15,120 

15, 555 

15, 990 

16,425 

GS-14 _ 

14, 680 

15, 188 

15, 696 

16, 204 

16, 712 

17,220 

17, 728 

18,  236 

18,744 

19, 252 

GS-16 _ 

17, 055 

17, 645 

18, 235 

18, 825 

19, 415 

20, 005 

20, 595 

21,185 

21,  775 

22, 365 

GS-16 

19,  619 

20,  297 

20, 975 

21,653 

22, 331 

23,  009 

23,687 

24, 365 

25, 043 

GS-17 

22, 217 

22;  994 

23,  771 

24; 548 

25;  325 

GS-18 _ 

25; 382 

Grade 


Per  annum  rates  and  steps 


1 

2 

3 

4- 

6 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

GS-1 _ 

$ 3 , 609 

$3, 7 31 

$3, 853 

$3, 976 

$4, 097 

$4,  219 

$ 4,341 

$4, 463 

$4, 685 

$4,  707 

GS-2 _ 

3,926 

4,068 

4,191 

4,324 

4,457 

4,690 

4,723 

4,866 

4,989 

6,122 

GSS _ _ 

4,269 

4, 413 

4,557 

4,701 

4,845 

4,989 

5,133 

5,277 

5,421 

6, 666 

GS-4 _ 

4,  776 

4,936 

5,096 

6,256 

5,416 

6, 576 

5,736 

5,896 

6,056 

6,216 

GS-5 . . 

6,331 

5,607 

5,683 

5,859 

6,035 

6, 211 

6,387 

6,563 

6,739 

6, 915 

GS-6 _ _ 

6,867 

6,066 

6,263 

6,461 

6,659 

6,857 

7,055 

7,253 

7,451 

7,649 

GS-7 _ 

6,  46I 

6,664 

6,877 

7,090 

7,303 

7, 516 

7,7 29 

7,942 

8, 155 

8,368 

GS-8 . 

7,068 

7,303 

7 ,638 

7,773 

8,008 

8,243 

8,478 

8,713 

8,948 

9,183 

GS-9 _ _ 

7,696 

7,957 

8,218 

8,479 

8,740 

9,001 

9,262 

9,623 

9,784 

10,045 

GS-10 . 

8,421 

8,709 

8,997 

9,285 

9,673 

9,861 

10, 149 

10,  437 

10, 725 

11,013 

GS-11 . . 

9,221 

9,636 

9,851 

10, 166 

10, 481 

10, 796 

11,111 

11,42,6 

11,741 

12, 066 

GS-1 2.. . . 

10, 927 

11,306 

11,685 

12, 064 

12,  443 

12, 822 

13, 201 

IS,  680 

13,959 

14, 338 

GS-1S _ _ - 

12, 873 

IS,  321 

IS,  769 

14,  217 

14,  665 

15, 113 

15, 661 

16, 009 

16, 467 

16,905 

GS-14 . . — - 

16, 106 

16, 629 

16, 152 

16, 675 

17, 198 

17,  721 

18, 244 

18, 767 

19,290 

19, 813 

GS-16.— . . 

17, 660 

18, 157 

18, 764 

19,371 

19,978 

20, 585 

21, 192 

21,799 

22, 406 

23, 013 

GS-16  . 

20, 076 

20,  746 

21,415 

22, 086 

22,  755 

23, 425 

24, 095 

24, 765 

25,435 

GS-17 

22  760 

23,620 

24, 280 

25,040 

25,800 

GS-18  . 

26,890 

****** 
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Sec.  801.  All  new  appointments  shall  be  made  at  the  minimum 
rate  of  the  appropriate  grade,  except  that  in  accordance  with  regu¬ 
lations  prescribed  by  the  Commission  which  provide  for  such  con¬ 
siderations  as  the  candidate’s  existing  salary,  unusually  high  or 
unique  qualifications,  or  a  special  need  of  the  Government  for  his 
services,  the  head  of  any  department  may,  with  the  approval  of  the 
Commission  in  each  specific  case,  appoint  individuals  to  positions  in 
[grade  13]  grade  11  and  above  of  the  General  Schedule  at  such  rate 
or  rates  above  the  minimum  rate  of  the  appropriate  grade  as  the 
Commission  may  authorize  for  this  purpose.  The  approval  of  the 
Commission  in  each  specific  case  shall  not  be  required  with  respect  to 
appointments  made  by  the  Librarian  of  Congress. 


TITLE  39,  UNITED  STATES  CODE 
Part  III.— PERSONNEL 

*  *  *  *  *  *'* 

Chapter  45— COMPENSATION  IN  THE  POSTAL  FIELD  SERVICE 

Compensation  and  Allowances 

§  3542.  Postal  Field  Service  Schedule. 

(a)  There  is  established  a  basic  compensation  schedule  for  posi¬ 
tions  in  the  postal  field  service  which  shall  be  known  as  the  Postal 
Field  Service  Schedule  and  for  which  the  symbol  shall  be  “PFS”. 
Except  as  provided  in  sections  3543  and  3544  of  this  title,  basic  com¬ 
pensation  shall  be  paid  to  all  employees  in  accordance  with  such 
schedule. 

Postal  Field  Service  Schedule 


1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 
9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

16. 

17. 

18. 

19. 

20. 


PFS 


12  3  4 


$4, 086 
4,  424 
4,  780 
5,181 
5,536 
5,941 
6, 361 
6,888 
7, 449 
8,110 
8, 961 
9, 914 
10, 956 
12,  077 
13, 349 
14, 751 
16, 320 
18, 078 
20, 042 
22, 217 


$4,  221 
4,569 
4, 941 
5, 352 
5, 722 
6,138 
6, 573 
7,116 
7,697 
8,385 
9,267 
10,  251 
11,334 
12, 497 
13, 810 
15, 264 
16,890 
18,  710 
20,  741 
22, 994 


$4, 356 

4,  714 
5,102 

5,  523 
5,908 
6,335 

6,  785 
7,344 

7,  945 
8, 660 
9,  573 

10, 588 
11,712 
12, 917 

14,  271 

15,  777 
17, 460 
19, 342 
21,440 
23, 771 


$4, 491 
4, 859 
5,263 
5,694 
6, 094 
6,532 
6, 997 
7,  572 
8,193 
8, 935 
9, 879 
10,925 
12, 090 
13, 337 
14,  732 
16,290 
18, 030 
19,974 
22, 139 
24, 538 


Per  annum  rates  and  steps 


5 


$4, 626 

5,  004 
5, 424 
5,865 
6,280 

6,  729 

7. 209 
7, 800 
8,441 

9. 210 
10, 185 
11,262 
12, 468 
13, 757 
15, 193 
16,803 
18, 600 
20, 606 
22,838 
25, 325 


6 


$4,  761 
5,149 
5,585 
6, 036 
6, 466 
6, 926 
7, 421 
8,  028 
8,689 
9, 485 
10, 491 
11,599 
12, 846 
14, 177 
15, 654 
17, 316 
19, 170 
21,  238 
23, 537 


7 


$4, 896 
5, 294 
5, 746 
6, 207 
6,652 
7,123 
7,633 
8, 256 
8,937 
9, 760 
10,  797 
11, 936 
13, 224 
14, 597 
16,115 
17, 829 
19, 740 
21,870 
24, 236 


8 


*5, 031 
5,439 
5, 907 
6,378 
6, 838 
7, 320 
7, 845 
8, 484 
9,185 
10, 035 
11,103 
12, 273 
13, 602 
15, 017 
16,  576 
18, 342 
20,310 
22, 502 
24, 935 


9 


$5, 166 
5,584 
6,068 
6, 549 
7, 024 
7, 517 
8, 057 
8,  712 
9, 433 
10, 310 
11,409 
12, 610 
13,980 
15, 437 
17, 037 
18,855 
20, 880 
23, 134 


10 


$5, 301 
5, 729 
6,229 

6,  720 

7,  210 
7, 714 
8, 269 
8, 940 
9,  681 

10, 585 
11,715 
12, 947 
14, 358 
15, 857 
17, 498 
19, 368 
21, 450 
23, 766 


n 


12 


$5, 436 
5,874 
6,390 
6,891 
7,396 
7, 911 
8, 481 


$5, 571 
6,019 
6, 551 
7, 062 
7,582 
8,108 
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POSTAL  FIELD  SERVICE  SCHEDULE 


1. 
t . 
3. 
4- 
6. 
6 . 
7. 
8- 
9. 
10 
11. 
It 

13 

14 
16 
16 

17 

18 
19 
SO 


Per  annum  rates  and  steps 


PFS 


1 

t 

S 

4 

6 

6 

7 

8 

84, 204 
4,662 
4,919 
6,331 
6,697 
6,113 
6,646 
7,088 
7,666 
8,346 
9,221 
10, 202 
11,274 
12,  427 
13, 736 
16,179 
16,  793 
18, 630 
20, 626 
22, 760 

84,343 
4,701 
5,085 
5,607 
6,888 
6, 316 
6,763 
7,323 
7, 920 
8,628 
9,636 
10, 649 
11,663 
12,  859 
14,210 
15, 707 
17,380 
19, 145 
21,210 
23, 520 

84, 482 
4,860 
5,261 
6,683 
6,079 
6, 619 
6,981 
7,668 
8,176 
8,911 
9,861 
10, 896 
12, 062 
IS,  291 
14, 684 
16, 235 
17, 967 
19,  760 
21,  896 
24, 280 

84, 612 
4, 999 
6,417 
6,869 
6,270 
6,722 
7, 199 
7,793 
8,430 
9,194 
10, 166 
11,243 
12, 441 

15,  723 
15, 168 

16,  763 
18,554 
20, 376 
22, 860 
25, 040 

84,760 
6,148 
6,683 
6,036 
6,461 
6,925 
7,417 
8,028 
8,685 
9, 477 
10, 481 
11,590 
12,  830 
14, 166 
15, 632 
17, 291 
19, 141 
20,990 
23, 266 
25,800 

84, 899 
5,297 
6,749 
6,211 
6,652 
7,328 
7,636 
8,263 
8,940 
9, 7  60 
10,  796 
11,937 
IS,  219 
14, 587 
16, 106 
17,819 
19, 728 
21,  660 
23, 950 

86, 038 
6,446 
5,916 
6,387 
6,843 
7,331 
7,853 
8, 498 
9,195 
10,043 
11,111 
12,284 
IS,  608 
15,019 
16, 580 
18,347 
20, 316 
22, 220 
24, 636 

86, 177 
5,595 
6,081 
6,563 
7,034 
7,534 
8,071 
8,733 
9,450 
10, 326 
11,426 
12, 631 
13,997 
16, 451 
17, 054 
18, 876 
20, 902 
22, 835 
26, 320 

10 


11 


It 


$6, 316 
6,7  44 
6,24  7 
6, 739 
7,326 
7,737 
8,289 
8,968 
9,706 
10, 609 
11,70 
12, 978 
11 386 
16,883 
17, 628 
19, 403 
21,489 
23,460 


86,466 
6,893 
6,413 
6,915 
7, 416 
7,6  ' 
8,607 
9,203 
9,960 
10, 892 
12, 066 
IS,  326 
14,776 
16, 316 
18,002 
19, 931 
22, 076 
24,066 


$6, 694 
6,042 
6,679 
7,091 
7,607 
8,143 
8,726 


86, 733 
6,191 
6,746 
7,267 
7,798 
8,346 


I 


(b)  The  basic  salary  for  hourly  rate  employees  shall  be  computed 
by  dividing  the  per  annum  rates  prescribed  in  the  Postal  Field  Service 
Schedule  (1)  by  2,080  in  the  case  of  hourly  rate  employees  other  than 
substitutes,  and  (2)  by  2,016  in  the  case  of  substitute  employees. 

(c)  In  addition  to  the  compensation  provided  under  this  section 
regular  and  substitute  special  delivery  carriers  and  special  delivery 
messengers  at  first  class  post  offices  shall  be  paid  an  automotive 
equipment  maintenance  allowance  at  the  rate  of  £7]  10  cents  per  mile 
or  major  fraction  thereof  for  miles  traveled  under  the  direction  of  the 
Department  in  making  delivery  of  special  delivery  mail  or  at  the 
option  of  the  Postmaster  General  at  the  rate  of  [90  cents]  $1.25  per 
hour  spent  in  making  delivery  of  special  delivery  mail.  Payments  for 
equipment  maintenance  shall  be  made  at  the  same  periods  and  in 
the  same  manner  as  payments  of  regular  compensation. 

§  3543.  Rural  Carrier  Schedule 

(a)  There  is  established  a  basic  compensation  schedule  which  shall 
be  known  as  the  Rural  Carrier  Schedule  and  for  which  the  symbol 
shall  be  “RCS”.  Compensation  shall  be  paid  to  rural  carriers  ini 
accordance  with  this  schedule. 


Rural  Carrier  Schedule 


Per  annum  rates  and  steps 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

Carrier  in  rural  delivery 
service:  Fixed  com¬ 
pensation  per  annum . . . 

$2, 301 

$2,412 

$2, 523 

$2,634 

$2,  745 

$2, 856 

$2, 967 

.$3, 078 

$3, 189 

$3,300 

$3, 411 

$3, 522 

Compensation  per  mile 
per  annum  tor  each 
mile  up  to  30  miles  of 
route _  _ 

86 

88 

90 

92 

94 

96 

98 

100 

102 

104 

106 

108 

For  each  mile  of  route 
over  30  miles _ 

25 

25 

25 

25 

25 

25 

25 

25 

25 

25 

25 

25 
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Per  annum  rates  and  steps 


1 

t 

8 

4 

6 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

Carrier  in  rural  delivery 
service: 

Fixed  compensation 
per  annum  _ 

$2,  S91 

$2,  507 

$2,  62S 

$2,  739 

82, 855 

$2, 971 

83, 087 

83, 203 

83, 319 

83, 435 

83,  551 

83, 667 

Compensation  per 
mile  per  annum  for 
each  mile  up  to  SO 
miles  of  route . . 

88 

90 

92 

94 

96 

98 

100 

102 

104 

106 

108 

110 

For  each  mile  of  route 
over  SO  miles ...  _  . 

ts 

26 

26 

26 

26 

26 

26 

26 

26 

26 

26 

26 

******* 

3544.  Fourth  Class  Office  Schedule 

(a)  There  is  established  a  basic  compensation  schedule  which  shall 
be  known  as  the  Fourth  Class  Office  Schedule  and  for  which  the  symbol 
shall  be  “FOS”,  for  postmasters  in  post  offices  of  the  fourth  class  which 
is  based  on  the  revenue  units  of  the  post  office  for  the  preceding  fiscal 
year.  Basic  compensation  shall  be  paid  to  postmasters  in  post  offices 
of  the  fourth  class  in  accordance  with  this  schedule. 


Fourth  Class  Office  Schedule 


Revenue  units 


Per  annum  rates  and  steps 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

30  but  fewer  than  36  _  _ 

$3,  906 

$4,035 

$4,164 

$4, 293 

$4, 422 

$4,  551 

$4,  680 

$4,  809 

$4,938 

$5,  067 

$5, 196 

$5, 325 

24  but  fewer  than  30 _ 

3,610 

3,729 

3,  848 

3, 967 

4,086 

4,  205 

4,324 

4,443 

4,562 

4,681 

4, 800 

4,  919 

18  but  fewer  than  24 _ 

2,  978 

3,079 

3,180 

3, 281 

3,382 

3,483 

3,  584 

3,  685 

3,  786 

3,887 

3, 988 

4, 089 

12  but  fewer  than  18 _ 

2.339 

2,415 

2,  491 

2,  567 

2,643 

2,  719 

2,  795 

2, 871 

2,  947 

3,023 

3,099 

3, 175 

6  but  fewer  than  12.  _ 

1,687 

1,741 

1,795 

1,849 

1,903 

1,957 

2,011 

2,  065 

2,119 

2,173 

2,227 

2, 281 

Fewer  than  6 _ 

1,359 

1,403 

1,447 

1,491 

1,535 

1,579 

1,623 

1,667 

1,711 

1,755 

1,799 

1,843 

FOURTH  CLASS  OFFICE  SCHEDULE 


Per  annum  rates  and  steps 


Revenue  units 


1 

2 

8 

4 

6 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

30  but  fewer  than  36 .. 

84.  019 

84, 152 

84, 285 

84, 418 

84,  551 

84, 684 

84,  817 

84, 960 

85, 083 

85,216 

85, 349 

85, 482 

24  but  fewer  than  30 _ 

3,  7 15 

3,837 

3,  959 

4, 081 

4,203 

4,325 

4, 441 

4,569 

4,691 

4, 813 

4,935 

5,057 

18  but  fewer  than  24.. _ 

3,064 

3,168 

3, 272 

3,376 

3,  480 

3,584 

3, 688 

3,792 

3,896 

4,000 

4,104 

4,208 

12  but  fewer  than  18.. 

2,407 

2, 486 

2,663 

2,641 

2,  719 

2,  797 

2, 875 

2,953 

3,031 

3,109 

3,187 

3,265 

6  but  fewer  than  12.. 

1,736 

1,791 

1,846 

1,901 

2,956 

2, 011 

2,066 

2, 121 

2,176 

2,231 

2,286 

2,341 

Fewer  than  6.. .  . 

1,398 

1,443 

1,488 

1,633 

1,578 

1,623 

1,668 

1,713 

1,758 

1,803 

1,848 

1,893 

******* 


Salary  Steps  and  Promotions 

******* 

§  3551.  Appointments  to  positions  in  the  postal  field  service 

(a)  The  Postmaster  General  may  appoint  any  person  who  has  been 
employed  in  a  civilian  capacity  in  any  branch  of  the  Government  to 
any  position  in  a  regional  or  district  office  or  to  any  professional  or 
scientific  position  and  may  place  him  in  any  step  in  the  salary  level 
of  the  Postal  Field  Service  Schedule  which  is  less  than  one  full  step 
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above  the  highest  basic  salary  which  he  received  from  the  United 
States. 

(b)  The  Postmaster  General  may  appoint  any  employee  of  the 
legislative  branch  whose  compensation  is  disbursed  by  the  Secretary 
of  the  Senate  or  the  Clerk  of  the  House  of  Representatives,  and  who 
has  completed  two  or  more  years  of  service  as  such  an  employee, 
and  any  Member  of  the  Senate  or  House  of  Representatives  who  has 
completed  two  or  more  years  of  service  as  such  a  Member,  to 
any  position  in  the  postal  field  service  and  may  fix  his  initial  rate  of 
compensation  at  the  minimum  rate  of  the  appropriate  level  of  the 
basic  salary  schedule  applicable  to  the  position,  or  at  any  step  of  that 
level  that  does  not  exceed  the  highest  previous  rate  of  compensation 
received  by  him  during  his  service  in  the  legislative  branch. 

(c)  The  Postmaster  General  may  appoint  or  advance  any  Federal 
employee  who,  together  with  this  junction,  is  transferred,  prior  to,  on, 
or  after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  subsection,  to  a  post  office  or  other 
postal  installation  at  or  to  ( 1 )  the  minimum  rate  for  his  position,  or  (J2) 
any  higher  rate  for  his  position  which  is  less  than  one  full  step  above  the 
highest  rate  of  compensation  received  by  him  immediately  prior  to  such 
transfer. 


C 


§  3552.  Automatic  advancement  by  step  increases 


*  *  *  *  *  *  * 

[(d)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  subsections  (a),  (b),  and 
(c)  of  this  section,  the  Postmaster  General  is  authorized  to  advance 
any  employee  in  PFS  level  9  or  below  who — 

[(1)  was  promoted  to  a  higher  level  between  July  9,  1960, 
and  October  13,  1962;  and 

[(2)  is  senior  with  respect  to  total  postal  service  to  an  employee 
in  his  own  post  office  promoted  to  the  same  position  since  October 
13,  1962,  and  is  at  a  step  in  the  level  below  the  step  of  the  junior 
employee. 

Any  increase  under  the  provisions  of  this  subsection  shall  not  constitute 
an  equivalent  increase  and  credit  earned  prior  to  adjustment  under 
this  subsection  for  advancement  to  the  next  step  shall  be  retained.] 


§  3573.  Compensatory  time,  overtime,  and  holidays 

(a)  In  emergencies  or  if  the  needs  of  the  service  require,  the  Post-/* 
master  General  may  require  employees  to  perform  overtime  work  orv 
to  work  on  holidays.  Overtime  work  is  any  work  officially  ordered  or 
approved  which  is  performed  by — 

(1)  an  annual  rate  regular  employee  in  excess  of  his  regular 
work  schedule, 

(2)  an  hourly  rate  regular  employee  in  excess  of  eight  hours 
in  a  day  or  forty  hours  in  a  week,  and 

(3)  a  substitute  employee  in  excess  of  forty  hours  in  a  week. 
The  Postmaster  General  shall  determine  the  day  and  week  used  in 
computing  overtime  work. 

(b)  For  each  hour  of  overtime  work  the  Postmaster  General  shall 
compensate  an  employee  in  the  “PFS”  Schedule  as  follows: 

(1)  He  shall  pay  each  employee  in  or  below  salary  level  [PFS- 
7]  PFS-10  compensation  at  the  rate  of  150  per  centum  of  the 
hourly  rate  of  basic  compensation  for  his  level  and  step  computed 
by  dividing  the  scheduled  annual  rate  of  basic  compensation  by 
two  thousand  and  eighty. 
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(2)  He  shall  grant  each  employee  in  or  above  salary  level 
[PFS-8]  PFS-11  compensatory  time  equal  to  the  overtime 
worked,  or  in  his  discretion  in  lieu  thereof  pay  such  employee 
compensation  at  the  rate  of  150  per  centum  of  the  hourly  rate  of 
basic  compensation  of  the  employee  or  of  the  hourly  rate  of  the 
basic  compensation  for  the  highest  step  of  salary  level  [PFS-7] 
PFS-10,  whichever  is  the  lesser. 

(c)  For  officially  ordered  or  approved  time  worked  on  a  day 
referred  to  as  a  holiday  in  the  Act  of  December  26,  1941  (55  Stat. 
862;  5  U.S.C.  87b),  or  on  a  day  designated  by  Executive  order  as  a 
holiday  for  Federal  employees,  under  regulations  prescribed  by  the 
Postmaster  General,  an  employee  in  the  PFS  schedule  shall  receive 
extra  compensation,  in  addition  to  any  other  compensation  provided 
for  by  law,  as  follows: 

(1)  Each  regular  employee  in  or  below  salary  level  [PFS-7] 
PFS-10  shall  be  paid  extra  compensation  at  the  rate  of  100  per 
centum  of  the  hourly  rate  of  basic  compensation  for  his  level  and 
step  computed  by  dividing  the  scheduled  annual  rate  of  basic 
compensation  by  two  thousand  and  eighty. 

(2)  Each  regular  employee  in  or  above  salary  level  [PFS-8] 
PFS-11  shall  be  granted  compensatory  time  in  an  amount  equal 
to  the  time  worked  on  such  holiday  within  thirty  working  days 
thereafter  or,  in  the  discretion  of  the  Postmaster  General,  in  lieu 
thereof  shall  be  paid  extra  compensation  for  the  time  so  worked 
at  the  rate  of  100  per  centum  of  the  hourly  rate  of  basic  com¬ 
pensation  for  his  level  and  step  computed  by  dividing  the  sched¬ 
uled  annual  rate  of  basic  compensation  by  two  thousand  and 
eighty. 

(3)  For  work  performed  on  Christmas  Day  (A)  each  regular 
employee  shall  be  paid  extra  compensation  at  the  rate  of  150 
per  centum  of  the  hourly  rate  of  basic  compensation  for  his  level 
and  step,  computed  by  dividing  the  scheduled  annual  rate  of  basic 
compensation  by  two  thousand  and  eighty,  and  (B)  each  sub¬ 
stitute  employee  shall  be  paid  extra  compensation  at  the  rate  of 
50  per  centum  of  the  hourly  rate  of  basic  compensation  for  his 
level  and  step. 

♦  *  :jc  sje  s|e  sje  sjs 


SECTION  4107  OF  TITLE  38,  UNITED  STATES  CODE 
§  4107.  Grades  and  pay  scales 

(a)  The  per  annum  full-pay  scale  or  ranges  for  positions  provided 
in  section  4103  of  this  title,  other  than  Chief  Medical  Director  and 
Deputy  Chief  Medical  Director,  shall  be  as  follows: 

SECTION  4103  SCHEDULE 

Assistant  Chief  Medical  Director,  [$25,382]  $25,890. 

Medical  Director,  [$22,217]  $22,760  minimum  to  [$25,325] 
$25,800  maximum. 

Director  of  Nursing  Service,  [$17,055]  $17,550  minimum  to 
[$22,365]  $23,013  maximum. 

Director  of  Chaplain  Service,  [$17,055]  $17,550  minimum  to 
[$22,365]  $23,013  maximum. 
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Chief  Pharmacist,  [$17,055]  $17,550  minimum  to  [$22,365] 
$23,013  maximum. 

Chief  Dietitian,  [$17,055]  $17,550  minimum  to  [$22,365]  $23,013 
maximum. 

(b)(1)  The  grades  and  per  annum  full-pay  ranges  for  positions  pro¬ 
vided  in  paragraph  (1)  of  section  4104  of  this  title  shall  be  as  follows: 

PHYSICIAN  AND  DENTIST  SCHEDULE 

Director  grade,  [$19,619]  $20,075  minimum  to  [$25,043]  $25,435 
maximum. 

Executive  grade,  [$18,291]  $18,730  minimum  to  [$24,024]  $24,355 
maximum. 

Chief  grade,  [$17,055]  $17,550  minimum  to  [$22,365]  $23,013 
maximum. 

Senior  grade,  [$14,680]  $15,106  minimum  to  [$19,252]  $19,813 
maximum. 

Intermediate  grade,  [$12,510]  $12,873  minimum  to  [$16,425] 
$16,905  maximum. 

Full  grade,  [$10,619]  $10,927  minimum  to  [$13,931]  $14,338 
maximum. 

Associate  grade,  [$8,961]  $9,221  minimum  to  [$11,715]  $12,056 
maximum. 

NURSE  SCHEDULE 

Assistant  Director  grade,  [$14,680]  $15,106  minimum  to  [$19,252] 
$19,813  maximum. 

Chief  grade,  [$12,510]  $12^873  minimum  to  [$16,425]  $16,905 
maximum. 

Senior  grade,  [$10,619]  $10,927  minimum  to  [$13,931]  $14,338 
maximum. 

Intermediate  grade,  [$8,961]  $9,221  minimum  to  [$11,715] 
$12,056  maximum. 

Full  grade,  [$7,479]  $7,696  minimum  to  [$9,765]  $10,045  maxi¬ 
mum. 

Associate  grade,  [$6,540]  $6,730  minimum  to  [$8,502]  $8,749 
maximum. 

Junior  grade,  [$5,702]  $5,867  minimum  to  [$7,430]  $7,649  max¬ 
imum. 

(2)  No  person  may  hold  the  director  grade  unless  he  is  serving  as 
a  director  of  a  hospital,  domiciliary,  center,  or  outpatient  clinic  (inde¬ 
pendent).  No  person  may  hold  the  executive  grade  unless  he  holds 
the  position  of  chief  of  staff  at  a  hospital,  center,  or  outpatient  clinic 
(independent),  or  the  position  of  clinic  director  at  an  outpatient  clinic, 
or  comparable  position. 


SECTIONS  412  AND  415(a)  OF  THE  FOREIGN  SERVICE  ACT 
OF  1946  (22  U.S.C.  867  AND  870(a)) 

FOREIGN  SERVICE  OFFICERS 

Sec.  412.  There  shall  be  ten  classes  of  Foreign  Service  officers,  in¬ 
cluding  the  classes  of  career  ambassador  and  of  career  minister.  The 
per  annum  salary  of  a  career  ambassador  shall  be  at  the  rate  provided 
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by  law  for  level  IV  of  the  Federal  Executive  Salary  Schedule.  The 
per  annum  salary  of  a  career  minister  shall  be  at  the  rate  provided  by 
law  for  level  V  of  such  schedule.  The  per  annum  salaries  of  Foreign 
Service  officers  within  each  of  the  other  classes  shall  be  as  follows: 


Class  1 
Class  2. 
Class  3 
Class  4. 
Class  5. 
Class  6. 
Class  7. 
Class  8. 


$23,  465 

$24,284 

$25, 382 

18, 954 

19,  612 

20,270 

$20, 928 

$21,  586 

15, 395 

15,929 

16,463 

16,  997 

17,  531 

12,  510 

12, 945 

13,  380 

13, 815 

14,250 

10,  303 

10,  661 

11,019 

11,377 

11,  735 

8,594 

8,  889 

9, 184 

9,  479 

9,774 

7,262 

7,506 

7,  750 

7,994 

8,238 

6,269 

6,476 

6,683 

6,  890 

7,097 

$22,  244 
18, 065 
14,685 
12, 093 
10, 069 
8,482 
7,304 


$22,  902 
18,  599 
15, 120 
12,  451 
10,364 
8,726 
7,511 


Class  t. 
Class  2. 
Class  3. 
Class  If. 
Class  5. 
Class  6 
Class  7. 
\Class  8. 


$23, 935 

$24, 77 0 

$25, 890 

19, 333 

20,004 

20, 676 

$21,  347 

$22, 018 

$22,  689 

$23, 360 

15, 81,1 

16, 391 

16,  941 

17, 491 

18, 041 

18, 591 

19, 141 

12, 873 

IS,  321 

13, 7 69 

14, 217 

14, 065 

15,  US 

15, 561 

10,  602 

10,  970 

11,338 
9, 451 

11,706 

12, 074 

12,  442 

12, 810 

8,843 

9,147 

9,765 

10, 059 

10, 363 

10, 667 

7,473 

7,7  24 

7,975 

8,226 

8,477 

8,728 

8,979 

6,451 

6,664 

6,877 

7,090 

7,303 

7 ,516 

7,729 

******* 
FOREIGN  SERVICE  STAFF  OFFICERS  AND  EMPLOYEES 

Sec.  415.  (a)  There  shall  be  ten  classes  of  Foreign  Service  staff  offi¬ 
cers  and  employees,  referred  to  hereafter  as  staff  officers  and  employees. 
The  per  annum  salaries  of  such  staff  officers  and  employees  within 
each  class  shall  be  as  follows: 


$15, 395 

$15,929 

$16,  463 

$16, 997 

$17, 531 

$18,  065 

$18,  599 

$19, 133 

$19,  667 

$20, 201 

12, 510 

12, 945 

13, 380 

13,  815 

14,250 

14,  685 

15, 120 

15,555 

15,990 

16, 425 

10, 303 

10,  661 

11,019 

11,377 

11,735 

12, 093 

12,451 

12, 809 

13, 167 

13,  525 

8,594 

8, 889 

9,184 

9,479 

9,  774 

10,069 

10, 364 

10,  659 

10,  954 

11, 249 

7,749 

8,  013 

8, 277 

8,541 

8,  805 

9,069 

9,333 

9,  597 

9,  861 

10, 125 

6,  998 

7, 231 

7,464 

7,697 

7,930 

8,163 

8.396 

8.  629 

8,  862 

9,095 

6,  428 

6,  640 

6,  852 

7,064 

7, 276 

7,488 

7,  700 

7,  912 

8, 124 

8, 336 

5, 688 

5,  880 

6,072 

6,  264 

6,  456 

6,  648 

6,  840 

7,032 

7, 224 

7,416 

5,190 

5,361 

5,532 

5,  703 

5, 874 

6.045 

6,216 

6, 387 

6, 558 

6,729 

0 _ 

4,  641 

4,797 

4, 953 

5,109 

5, 265 

5,421 

5,  577 

5,733 

5,889 

6, 045 

Class  1. 
Class  2. 
Class  3. 
Class  4_ 
Class  5. 
Class  6. 
Class  7. 
Class  8. 
Class  9. 


Class  1 _ _ 

$15,  841 

$16, 391 

$16, 941 

$17,491 

$ 18,041 

$18, 591 

$19, 141 

$19, 691 

$20,  241 

$20, 791 

Vlass  2.- . . 

12, 873 

IS,  321 

IS,  769 

14,217 

14, 665 

15,113 

15, 561 

16,009 

16,  457 

16,905 

Class  S _ 

10, 602 

10,970 

11,338 

11,706 

12,074 

12,  442 

12, 810 

IS,  178 

IS,  546 

13,914 

Class  4 _ ___ 

8,843 

9,147 

9,  451 

9,755 

10, 059 

10, 363 

10,  667 

10, 971 

11,275 

11, 579 

Class  5 _ _ _ 

7, 974 

8,246 

8,518 

8,790 

9,062 

9,334 

9,606 

9,878 

10, 150 

10, 422 

Class  6 _ _ 

7,201 

7,441 

7,681 

7,921 

8,161 

8, 401 

8,641 

8,881 

9, 121 

9,361 

Class  7. . . . 

6,614 

6,832 

7,050 

7,268 

7,  486 

7, 704 

7,922 

8,140 

8,358 

8,576 

Class  8 _  _ 

5,853 

6,051 

6,249 

6,44  7 

6,645 

6,843 

7,041 

7, 239 

7, 437 

7,635 

Class  9 _ 

5, 341 

5,517 

5,693 

5,869 

6,045 

6,221 

6,397 

6,573 

6, 749 

6,925 

Class  10 _ _ 

4, 77 6 

4,936 

5,096 

5,256 

5,416 

5,576 

5,736 

5,896 

6,056 

6,216 

SECTIONS  201,  202,  TITLE  III,  AND  SECTION  401  OF  THE 
FEDERAL  EMPLOYEES  PAY  ACT  OF  1945  (5  U.S.C.  911,  912, 
921  AND  FOLLOWING,  AND  926) 

Sec.  201.  All  hours  of  work  officially  ordered  or  approved  in  excess 
of  forty  hours  in  any  administrative  workweek  or,  with  the  exception  of 
employees  engaged  in  professional  or  technical  engineering  or  scientific 
activities  for  whom  the  first  forty  hours  of  duty  in  an  administrative  work¬ 
week  is  the  basic  workweek  and  employees  whose  basic  compensation 
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exceeds  the  minimum  rate  of  grade  GS-10  of  the  Classification  Act  of 
1949,  as  amended,  for  whom  the  first  forty  hours  of  duty  in  an  adminis¬ 
trative  workweek  is  the  basic  workweek,  in  excess  of  eight  hours  in  a  day 
performed  by  officers  and  employees  to  whom  this  title  applies  shall 
be  considered  to  be  overtime  work  and  compensation  for  such  overtime 
work,  except  as  otherwise  provided  for  in  this  Act,  shall  be  at  the 
following  rates: 

(1)  For  each  officer  and  employee  whose  basic  compensation  is 
at  a  rate  which  does  not  exceed  the  minimum  scheduled  rate  of 
basic  compensation  provided  for  grade  [GS-9]  GS-10  in  the 
Classification  Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  the  overtime  hourly  rate 
of  compensation  shall  be  an  amount  equal  to  one  and  one-half 
times  the  hourly  rate  of  basic  compensation  of  such  officer  or 
employee,  and  all  of  such  amount  shall  be  considered  premium 
compensation. 

(2)  For  each  officer  and  employee  whose  basic  compensation 
is  at  a  rate  which  exceeds  the  minimum  scheduled  rate  of  basic 
compensation  provided  for  grade  [GS-9]  GS-10  in  the  Classi¬ 
fication  Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  the  overtime  hourly  rate  of 
compensation  shall  be  an  amount  equal  to  one  and  one-half  times 
the  hourly  rate  of  such  minimum  scheduled  rate  of  basic  com¬ 
pensation,  and  all  of  such  amount  shall  be  considered  premium 
compensation. 

Sec.  202.  (a)  The  head  of  any  department,  independent  establish¬ 
ment,  or  agency,  including  Government-owned  or  controlled  corpora¬ 
tions,  or  of  the  municipal  government  of  the  District  of  Columbia, 
or  the  head  of  any  legislative  or  judicial  agency  to  which  this  title 
applies,  (1)  may,  at  the  request  of  any  officer  or  employee,  grant  such 
officer  or  employee  compensatory  time  off  from  his  scheduled  tour  of 
duty  in  lieu  of  payment  for  an  equal  amount  of  time  spent  in  irregular 
or  occasional  overtime  work,  and  (2)  may,  at  his  own  discretion, 
provide  that  any  officer  or  employee,  whose  rate  of  basic  compensation 
is  in  excess  of  the  maximum  scheduled  rate  of  basic  compensation 
provided  for  grade  [GS-9]  GS-10  in  the  Classification  Act  of  1949, 
as  amended,  shall  be  compensated  for  irregular  or  occasional  overtime 
work  for  which  compensation  would  be  due  under  this  Act  with  an 
equal  amount  of  compensatory  time  off  from  his  scheduled  tour  of 
duty  in  lieu  of  such  compensation. 

(b)  The  Architect  of  the  Capitol  may,  in  his  discretion,  grant 
per  annum  employees  compensatory  time  off  from  duty  in  lieu  of 
overtime  compensation  for  any  work  in  excess  of  forty  hours  in  any 
regularly  scheduled  administrative  workweek. 


( 


******* 


TITLE  III— COMPENSATION  FOR  [NIGHT  AND]  NIGHT, 
SUNDAY,  AND  HOLIDAY  WORK 


NIGHT  PAY  DIFFERENTIAL 

Sec.  301.  (a)  Any  regularly  scheduled  work  between  the  hours  of 
six  o’clock  postmeridian  and  six  o’clock  antemeridian  (including 
periods  of  absence  with  pay  during  such  hours  due  to  holidays,  and 
any  such  hours  within  periods  of  leave  with  pay  if  such  periods  total 
less  than  eight  hours  during  any  pay  period)  shall  be  considered  night- 
work,  except  as  provided  in  subsection  (b),  and  any  officer  or  employee 


FEDERAL  EMPLOYEES’  SALARY  INCREASES 


17 


performing  such  work  to  whom  this  title  applies  shall  be  compen¬ 
sated  for  such  work  at  his  rate  of  basic  compensation  plus  premium 
compensation  amounting  to  10  per  centum  of  such  rate,  unless  other¬ 
wise  provided  in  title  IV  of  this  Act.  This  section  shall  not  operate 
to  modify  the  provisions  of  the  Act  of  July  1,  1944  (Public  Law  Num¬ 
bered  394,  Seventy-eighth  Congress),  or  any  other  law  authorizing 
additional  compensation  for  nightwork. 

(b)  The  head  of  any  department,  independent  establishment,  or 
agency,  including  Government-owned  or  controlled  corporations,  may 
designate  any  time  after  six  o’clock  postmeridian  and  any  time  before 
six  o’clock  antemeridian  as  the  beginning  and  end,  respectively,  of 
nightwork  for  the  purpose  of  subsection  (a)  at  any  post  outside  the 
several  States  and  the  District  of  Columbia  where  customary  hours  of 
business  extend  into  the  hours  of  nightwork  provided  by  such 
subsection. 

COMPENSATION  FOR  SUNDAY  WORK 

Sec.  302.  Any  regularly  scheduled  eight-hour  period  oj  service  which 
is  not  overtime  work  as  defined  in  section  201  oj  this  Act  any  part  oj 
which  is  perjormed  within  the  period  commencing  at  midnight  Saturday 
and  ending  at  midnight  Sunday  shall  be  compensated  jor  the  entire 
period  oj  service  at  the  rate  oj  basic  compensation  oj  the  officer  or  employee 
perjorming  such  work  plus  premium  compensation  at  a  rate  equal  to  25 
per  centum  oj  his  rate  oj  basic  compensation. 

COMPENSATION  FOR  HOLIDAY  WORK 

Sec.  [302]  303.  (a)  All  work  not  exceeding  eight  hours,  which  is 
not  overtime  work  as  defined  in  section  201  of  this  Act  and  which  is 
performed  on  a  holiday  designated  by  Federal  statute  or  Executive 
order,  shall  be  compensated  at  the  rate  of  basic  compensation  of  the 
officer  or  employee  performing  such  work  on  a  holiday  plus  premium 
compensation  at  a  rate  equal  to  the  rate  of  basic  compensation  of  such 
officer  or  employee. 

,(b)  Any  officer  or  employee  who  is  required  to  perform  any  work 
on  such  a  holiday  shall  be  compensated  for  at  least  two  hours  of  such 
work,  and  any  such  premium  compensation  due  under  the  provisions 
of  this  section  shall  be  in  addition  to  any  premium  compensation 
which  may  be  due  for  the  same  work  under  the  provisions  of  section 
301  of  this  Act  providing  premium  compensation  for  nightwork. 

(c)  Overtime  work,  as  defined  in  section  201  of  this  Act,  on  Sundays 
and  such  holidays  shall  be  compensated  in  accordance  with  the 
provisions  of  such  section  201. 

TITLE  IV— SPECIAL  PROVISIONS  FOR  CERTAIN  TYPES  OF 

WORK 

Sec.  401.  The  head  of  any  department,  independent  establishment, 
or  agency,  including  Government-owned  or  controlled  corporations,  or 
of  the  municipal  government  of  the  District  of  Columbia  may,  with 
the  approval  of  the  Civil  Service  Commission,  provide  that — 

(1)  any  officer  or  employee  in  a  position  requiring  him  regu¬ 
larly  to  remain  at,  or  within  the  confines  of,  his  station  during 
longer  than  ordinary  peiiods  of  duty,  a  substantial  part  of  which 
consists  of  remaining  in  a  standby  status  rather  than  performing 
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work,  shall  receive  premium  compensation  for  such  duty  on  an 
annual  basis  in  lieu  of  premium  compensation  provided  by  any 
other  provisions  of  this  Act.  Premium  compensation  under  this 
paragraph  shall  be  determined  as  an  appropriate  percentage  (not 
in  excess  of  25  per  centum)  of  such  part  of  the  rate  of  basic 
compensation  for  any  such  position  as  does  not  exceed  the  mini¬ 
mum  scheduled  rate  of  basic  compensation  provided  for  grade 
[GS-9]  GS-10  in  the  Classification  Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  by 
taking  into  consideration  the  number  of  hours  of  actual  work 
required  in  such  position,  the  number  of  hours  required  in  a  stand¬ 
by  status  at  or  within  the  confines  of  the  station,  the  extent  to 
which  the  duties  of  such  position  are  made  more  onerous  by  [night 
or]  night,  Sunday,  or  holiday  work,  or  by  being  extended  oyer 
periods  of  more  than  forty  hours  a  week,  and  any  other  relative 
factors;  or 

(2)  any  officer  or  employee  in  a  position  in  which  the  hours  of 
duty  cannot  be  controlled  administratively,  and  which  requires 
substantial  amounts  of  irregular,  unscheduled,  overtime  duty  and 
duty  at  [night  and]  night,  on  Sundays,  and  on  holidays  with  the 
officer  or  employee  generally  being  responsible  for  recognizing, 
without  supervision,  circumstances  which  require  him  to  remain 
on  duty,  shall  receive  premium  compensation  for  such  duty  on 
an  annual  basis  in  lieu  of  premium  compensation  provided  by 
any  other  provisions  of  this  Act,  except  for  regularly  scheduled 
overtime  duty.  Premium  compensation  under  this  paragraph 
shall  be  determined  as  an  appropriate  percentage  (not  in  excess 
of  15  per  centum)  of  such  part  of  the  rate  of  basic  compensation 
for  any  such  position  as  does  not  exceed  the  minimum  scheduled 
rate  of  basic  compensation  provided  for  grade  [GS-9]  GS-10  in 
the  Classification  Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  by  taking  into  con¬ 
sideration  the  frequency  and  duration  of  night,  Sunday,  holiday, 
and  unscheduled  overtime  duty  required  in  such  position. 

FIRST  PARAGRAPH  OF  SECTION  23  OF  THE  INDEPENDENT 
OFFICES  APPROPRIATION  ACT,  1935,  AS  AMENDED  (5 
U.S.C.  673c) 

Sec.  23.  The  weekly  compensation,  minus  any  general  percent¬ 
age  reduction  which  may  be  prescribed  by  Act  of  Congress,  for  the 
several  trades  and  occupations,  which  is  set  by  wage  boads  or  other 
wage-fixing  authorities,  shall  be  reestablished  and  maintained  at 
rates  not  lower  than  necessary  to  restore  the  full  weekly  earnings 
of  such  employees  in  accordance  with  the  full-time  weekly  earnings 
under  the  respective  wage  schedules  in  effect  on  June  1,  1932:  Provided, 
That  the  regular  hours  of  labor  are  hereby  established  at  not  more 
than  eight  per  day  or  forty  per  week,  but  work  in  excess  of  such 
hours  shall  be  permitted  when  administratively  determined  to  be  in 
the  public  interest:  Provided  further,  That  overtime  work  in  excess  of 
eight  hours  per  day  or  in  excess  of  forty  hours  per  week  shall  be 
compensated  for  at  not  less  than  time  and  one-half  the  basic  rate  of 
compensation,  except  that  employees  subject  to  this  section  who  are 
regularly  required  to  remain  at  or  within  the  confines  of  their  post  of 
duty  in  excess  of  eight  hours  per  day  in  a  standby  or  on-call  status 
shall  be  paid  overtime  rates  only  for  hours  of  duty,  exclusive  of  eating 
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and  sleeping  time,  in  excess  of  forty  per  week:  Provided  further,  That 
employees  subject  to  this  section  whose  regular  work  schedule  includes  an 
eight-hour  period  of  service  any  part  of  which  is  within  the  period  com¬ 
mencing  at  midnight  Saturday  and  ending  at  midnight  Sunday  shall  be 
paid  extra  compensation  at  the  rate  of  25  per  centum  of  his  hourly  rate 
of  basic  compensation  for  each  hour  of  work  performed  during  such 
eight-hour  period  of  service. 


SECTION  6  OF  THE  FEDERAL  EMPLOYEES’  GROUP  LIFE 
INSURANCE  ACT  OF  1954,  AS  AMENDED  (5  U.S.C.  2095) 

Sec.  6.  (a)  Each  policy  purchased  under  this  Act  shall  contain  a 
provision,  in  terms  approved  by  the  Commission,  to  the  effect  that  any 
insurance  thereunder  on  any  employee  shall  cease  upon  his  separation 
from  the  service  or  twelve  months  after  discontinuance  of  his  salary 
payments,  whichever  first  occurs,  subject  to  a  provision  which  shall  be 
contained  in  the  policy  for  temporary  extension  of  coverage  and  for 
conversion  to  an  individual  policy  of  life  insurance  under  conditions 
approved  by  the  Commission. 

(b)  If  upon  such  date  as  the  insurance  would  otherwise  cease  the 
employee  retires  on  an  immediate  annuity  and  (1)  his  retirement  is 
for  disability  or  (2)  he  has  completed  twelve  years  of  creditable  serv¬ 
ice,  as  determined  by  the  Commission,  his  life  insurance  only  may, 
under  conditions  determined  by  the  Commission,  be  continued  without 
cost  to  him,  but  the  amount  of  such  insurance  shall  be  reduced  by  2 
per  centum  thereof  at  the  end  of  each  full  calendar  month  following 
the  date  the  employee  attains  age  sixty-five  or  retires,  whichever  is 
later,  subject  to  minimum  amounts  prescribed  by  the  Commission,  but 
not  less  than  25  per  centum  of  the  insurance  in  force  preceding  the 
first  such  reduction.  Periods  of  honorable  active  service  in  the  Army 
Navy,  Air  Force,  Marine  Corps,  or  Coast  Guard  of  the  United  States 
shall  be  credited  toward  the  required  twelve  years  provided  the  em¬ 
ployee  has  completed  at  least  five  years  of  civilian  service. 

(c)  If  upon  such  date  as  the  insurance  would  otherwise  cease  the 
employee  is  receiving  benefits  under  the  Federal  Employees’  Com¬ 
pensation  Act  because  of  disease  or  injury  to  himself,  his  life  insurance 
may,  as  provided  in  subsection  (b),  be  continued  during  the  period  he 
is  in  receipt  of  such  benefits  and  held  by  the  United  States  Department 
of  Labor  to  be  unable  to  return  to  duty. 

(d)  Notwithstanding  the  foregoing,  an  officer  or  employee  who  enters 
on  approved  leave  without  pay  to  serve  as  a  full-time  officer  or  employee 
of  an  organization  composed  primarily  of  employees,  as  defined  in  section 
2  of  this  Act,  may,  within  sixty  days  after  entering  on  such  leave  without 
pay,  elect  to  continue  his  insurance  and  arrange  to  pay  currently  into 
the  fund,  through  his  employing  agency,  both  employee  and  agency 
contributions  from  the  beginning  of  leave  without  pay.  If  he  does  not 
so  elect,  his  insurance  will  continue  during  nonpay  status  and  terminate 
as  provided  in  subsection  (a)  of  this  section.  The  employing  agency 
shall  forward  the  premium  payments  to  the  fund  established  by  section  5 
of  this  Act. 
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SECTION  2(d),  SECTION  7  (a)  (1)  AND  (2),  AND  SECTION  7(b) 
OF  THE  FEDERAL  EMPLOYEES  HEALTH  BENEFITS  ACT  OF 
1959,  AS  AMENDED  (5  U.S.C.  3001(d)  AND  3006  (a)  AND  (b)) 

Sec.  2.  *  *  * 

(d)  Member  of  family  means  an  employee’s  or  annuitant’s  spouse 
and  any  unmarried  child  (under  the  age  of  [twenty-one]  twenty-two 
years  (including  (A)  an  adopted  child,  and  (B)  a  stepchild,  foster 
child,  or  recognized  natural  child  who  lives  with  the  employee  or 
annuitant  in  a  regular  parent-child  relationship),  or  (2)  regardless  of 
age  who  is  incapable  of  self-support  because  of  mental  or  physical 
incapacity  that  existed  prior  to  his  reaching  the  age  of  [twenty-one] 
twenty-two  years. 

CONTRIBUTIONS 

[Sec.  7.  (a)(1)  Except  as  provided  in  paragraph  (2)  of  this  sub¬ 
section,  the  Government  contribution  for  health  benefits  for  em¬ 
ployees  or  annuitants  enrolled  in  health  benefits  plans  under  this  Act, 
in  addition  to  the  contributions  required  by  paragraph  (3),  shall  be 
50  per  centum  of  the  lowest  rates  charged  by  a  carrier  for  a  level  of 
benefits  offered  by  a  plan  under  paiagraph  (1)  or  paragraph  (2)  of 
section  4,  but  (A)  not  less  than  $1.25  or  more  than  $1.75  biweekly 
for  an  employee  or  annuitant  who  is  enrolled  for  self  alone  and  (B)  not 
less  than  $3  or  more  than  $4.25  biweekly  for  an  employee  or  annuitant 
who  is  enrolled  for  self  and  family. 

[(2)  For  an  employee  or  annuitant  enrolled  in  a  plan  described 
under  section  4  (3)  or  (4)  for  which  the  biweekly  subscription  charge 
is  less  than  twice  the  Government  contribution  established  under  para¬ 
graph  (1)  of  this  subsection,  the  Government  contribution  shall  be 
50  per  centum  of  the  subscription  charge.] 

Sec.  7.  (a)(1)  Except  as  provided  in  paragraph  (2)  of  this  subsection, 
the  biweekly  Government  contribution  for  health  benefits  for  employees 
or  annuitants  enrolled  in  health  benefits  plans  under  this  Act,  in  addition 
to  the  contributions  required  by  paragraph  (3),  shall  be  $1.62  if  the  enroll¬ 
ment  is  for  self  alone  or  $3.94  if  the  enrollment  is  for  self  and  family 
commencing  with  the  first  pay  period  beginning  on  or  after  July  1,  1966. 

(2)  For  an  employee  or  annuitant  enrolled  in  a  plan  for  which  the 
biweekly  subscription  charge  is  less  than  twice  the  Government  contribu¬ 
tion  established  under  paragraph  (1)  of  this  subsection,  the  Government 
contribution  shall  be  50  per  centum  of  the  subscription  charge,  commencing 
with  the  first  pay  period  beginning  on  or  after  July  1,  1966. 

******* 

(b)(1)  An  employee  enrolled  in  a  health  benefits  plan  under  this  Act 
who  is  placed  in  a  leave  without  pay  status  may  have  his  coverage  and 
the  coverage  of  members  of  his  family  continued  under  such  plan  for 
a  period  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  accordance  with  regulations  pre¬ 
scribed  by  the  Commission.  Such  regulations  may  provide  for  the 
waiving  of  contributions  by  the  employee  and  the  Government. 

(2)  An  employee  who  enters  on  approved  leave  withour  pay  to  serve 
as  a  full-time  officer  or  employee  of  an  organization  composed  primarily 
of  employees,  as  defined  in  section  2  of  this  Act,  may,  within  sixty  days 
after  entering  on  such  leave  without  pay,  file  with  his  employing  agency  an 
election  to  continue  his  health  benefits  coverage  and  arrange  to  pay  cur¬ 
rently  into  the  fund,  through  his  employing  agency  from  the  beginning  of 
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leave  without  pay,  both  employee  and  agency  contributions.  Ij  he  does 
not  so  elect,  his  coverage  will  terminate  as  specified  in  paragraph  ( 1 )  and 
imvlementing  regulations.  The  employing  agency  shall  forward  the 
enrollment  charges  so  paid  to  the  fund. 


THE  FEDERAL  EMPLOYEES  UNIFORM  ALLOWANCE  ACT 
(TITLE  IV  OF  THE  ACT  OF  SEPTEMBER  1,  1954;  PUBLIC 
LAW  763,  EIGHTY-THIRD  CONGRESS;  5  U.S.C.  2131-2133) 

TITLE  IV— UNIFORM  ALLOWANCES 

Sec.  401.  This  title  may  be  cited  as  the  “Federal  Employees 
Uniform  Allowance  Act”. 

Sec.  402.  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  annually 
to  each  agency  of  the  Government  of  the  United  States  or  of  the 
District  of  Columbia  (including  Government-owned  corporations), 
upon  a  showing  of  the  necessity  or  desirability  thereof,  an  amount 
not  to  exceed  $125  multiplied  by  the  number  of  the  employees  of 
such  agency  who  are  required  by  regulation  or  by  law  to  wear  a 
prescribed  uniform  in  the  performance  of  his  or  her  official  duties  and 
who  are  not  being  furnished  with  such  uniform.  The  head  of  any 
agency  to  which  any  such  appropriation  is  made  shall,  out  of  funds 
made  available  by  such  appropriation,  (1)  furnish  to  each  such  em¬ 
ployee  such  uniform  at  a  cost  not  to  exceed  $125  per  annum,  or 
(2)  pay  to  each  such  employee  an  allowance  for  defraying  the  expenses 
of  acquisition  of  such  uniform  at  such  times  and  in  such  amounts, 
not  to  exceed  $125  per  annum,  as  may  be  prescribed  in  accordance 
with  rules  and  regulations  promulgated  pursuant  to  section  404. 
In  those  instances  where  the  agency  makes  reimbursement  direct  to  the 
uniform  vendor,  the  head  of  the  agency  may  deduct  a  service  charge  not 
to  exceed  4  per  centum.  Where  the  furnishing  of  a  uniform  or  the 
payment  of  a  uniform  allowance  is  authorized  under  any  other  provi¬ 
sion  of  law  or  regulation  existing  on  the  date  of  enactment  of  this 
Act,  the  head  of  the  agency  may  in  his  discretion  continue  the  furnish¬ 
ing  of  such  uniform  or  the  payment  of  such  allowance  under  such  law 
or  regulation,  but  where  a  uniform  is  furnished  or  allowance  paid 
under  any  such  law  or  regulation  no  uniform  shall  be  furnished  or 
allowance  paid  under  this  section. 

Sec.  403.  Allowances  paid  under  this  title  shall  not  be  considered 
as  pay,  salary,  or  compensation  within  the  meaning  of  the  Civil 
Service  Retirement  Act  of  May  29,  1930,  as  amended,  or  as  wages 
within  the  meaning  of  section  209  of  the  Social  Security  Act,  as 
amended,  or  chapters  21  and  24  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954. 

Sec.  404.  The  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  is  authorized 
and  directed  to  promulgate  such  rules  and  regulations  as  may  be 
necessary  to  provide  for  the  uniform  administration  of  this  title. 

Sec.  405.  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  this  title,  each  of 
the  respective  maximum  uniform  allowances  in  effect  on  April  1,  1966,' 
for  the  respective  categories  of  employees  to  whom  uniform  allowances  are 
paid  under  this  title  are  hereby  increased,  subject  to  the  maximum  allow¬ 
ance  authorized  by  this  title,  as  follows: 

(1)  If  the  maximum  uniform  allowance  is  $100  or  more,  such 
allowance  shall  be  increased  by  25  per  centum. 
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(2)  If  the  maximum  uniform  allowance  is  $75  or  more  but  less 
than  $100,  such  allowance  shall  be  increased  by  30  per  centum. 

(3)  If  the  maximum  uniform  allowance  is  $50  or  more  but  less 
than  $75,  such  allowance  shall  be  increased  by  35  per  centum. 

(4)  If  the  maximum  uniform  allowance  is  less  than  $50,  such 
allowance  shall  be  increased  by  40  per  centum. 

Such  maximum  uniform  allowances,  as  in  effect  on  April  1,  1966,  and  as 
increased  by  this  section,  shall  not  be  redxeced. 


FEDERAL  EXECUTIVE  SALARY  ACT  OF  1964  (PUBLIC  LAW 

88-426;  5  U.S.C.  2211) 

Sec.  301.  This  title  may  be  cited  as  the  “Federal  Executive  Salary 
Act  of  1964”. 

******* 

Sec.  303  *  *  * 

(c)  Level  III  of  the  Federal  Executive  Salary  Schedule  shall  apply 
to  the  following  offices  and  positions,  for  which  the  annual  rate  of 
basic  compensation  shall  be  $28,500: 

******* 

(47)  Director  of  the  Federal  Mediation  and  Conciliation  Service. 

(d)  Level  IV  of  the  Federal  Executive  Salary  Schedule  shall  apply 
to  the  following  offices  and  positions,  for  which  the  annual  rate  of 
basic  compensation  shall  be  $27,000: 

******* 

[(30)  Director  of  the  Federal  Mediation  and  Conciliation  Service.] 
******* 

CIVIL  SERVICE  RETIREMENT  ACT  (5  U.S.C.  2251  (j);  2253; 

2256  (a),  (b),  (f);  2259  (c),  (d);  2260  (a)-(e)) 

DEFINITIONS 

Section  1.  Wherever  used  in  this  Act — 
******* 

(j)  The  term  “child”,  for  purposes  of  section  10(d),  shall  mean  an  un¬ 
married  child,  including  (1)  an  adopted  child,  and  (2)  a  stepchild  or 
recognized  natural  child  who  [received  more  than  one-half  his  support 
from  and]  lived  with  the  Member  or  employee  in  a  regular  parent- 
child  relationship,  under  the  age  of  eighteen  years,  or  such  unmarried 
child  regardless  of  age  who  because  of  physical  or  mental  disability 
incurred  before  age  eighteen  is  incapable  of  self-support,  or  such 
unmarried  child  between  eighteen  and  [twenty-one]  twenty-two  years 
of  age  who  is  a  student  regularly  pursuing  a  full-time  course  of  study  or 
training  in  residence  in  a  high  school,  trade  school,  technical  or  voca¬ 
tional  institute,  junior  college,  college,  university,  or  comparable 
recognized  educational  institution.  A  child  whose  [twenty-first] 
twenty-second  birthday  occurs  prior  to  July  1  or  after  August  31  of  any 
calendar  year,  and  while  he  is  regularly  pursuing  such  a  course  of 
study  or  training,  shall  be  deemed  for  the  purposes  of  this  paragraph 
and  section  10(d)  to  have  attained  the  age  of  [twenty-one]  twenty-two 
on  the  first  day  of  July  following  such  birthday.  A  child  who  is  a 


FEDERAL  EMPLOYEES’  SALARY  INCREASES 


23 


student  shall  not  be  deemed  to  have  ceased  to  be  a  student  during 
any  interim  between  school  years  if  the  interim  does  not  exceed  five 
months  and  if  he  shows  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Commission  that  he 
has  a  bona  fide  intention  of  continuing  to  pursue  a  course  of  study  or 
training  in  the  same  or  different  school  during  the  school  semester 
(or  other  period  into  which  the  school  year  is  divided)  immediately 
following  the  interim. 

The  term  “child”,  for  purposes  of  section  11,  shall  include  an  adopted 
child  and  a  natural  child,  but  shall  not  include  a  stepchild. 

******  * 

CREDITABLE  SERVICE 

Sec.  3.  *  *  * 

******* 

(k)(l)  An  employee  who  enters  on  approved  leave  without  pay  to  serve 
as  a  full-time  officer  or  employee  of  an  organization  composed  primarily  of 
employees,  as  defined  in  section  1  (a)  of  this  Act,  may,  within  sixty  days 
after  entering  on  such  leave  without  pay,  file  with  his  employing  agency  an 
election  to  receive  full  retirement  credit  for  his  periods  of  such  leave  without 
pay  and  arrange  to  pay  currently  into  the  fund,  through  his  employing 
agency,  amounts  equal  to  the  retirement  deductions  and  agency  contribu¬ 
tions  which  would  be  applicable  if  he  were  in  pay  status.  An  employee 
who  is  on  approved  leave  without  pay  and  serving  as  a  full-time  officer  or 
employee  of  such  an  organization  on  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  subsec¬ 
tion  may  similarly  elect  within  sixty  days  after  such  date  of  enactment. 
If  the  election  and  all  payments  provided  by  this  paragraph  are  not  made, 
the  employee  shall  receive  no  credit  for  such  periods  of  leave  without  pay 
occurring  on  or  after  date  of  enactment  of  this  subsection,  notwithstanding 
the  provisions  of  the  second  sentence  of  section  3(c)  of  this  Act. 

(2)  An  employee  may  deposit  with  interest  an  amount  equal  to  retire¬ 
ment  deductions  representing  any  period  or  periods  of  approved  leave 
without  pay  while  serving,  prior  to  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  subsection, 
as  a  full-time  officer  or  employee  of  an  organization  composed  primarily  of 
employees,  as  defined  in  section  1  (a)  of  this  Act,  and  may  receive  full 
retirement  credit  for  such  period  or  periods  of  leave  without  pay.  In  the 
event  of  his  death,  a  survivor  as  defined  in  section  1  (o)  of  this  Act  may  make 
such  deposit.  If  the  deposit  described  in  this  paragraph  is  not  made  in 
full,  retirement  credit  shall  be  allowed  in  accordance  with  the  second 
sentence  of  section  3  (c)  of  this  Act. 

******* 

IMMEDIATE  RETIREMENT 

Sec.  6.  (a)  Any  employee  who  attains  the  age  of  [sixty]  fifty-five 
years  and  completes  thirty  years  of  service  shall,  upon  separation  from 
the  service,  be  paid  an  annuity  computed  as  provided  in  section  9. 

[(b)  Any  employee  who  attains  the  age  of  fifty-five  years  and  com¬ 
pletes  thirty  years  of  service  shall,  upon  separation  from  the  service 
prior  to  attainment  of  the  age  of  sixty  years,  be  paid  a  reduced  annuity 
computed  as  provided  in  section  9.] 

(b)  Any  employee  who  attains  the  age  of  sixty  years  and  completes 
twenty  years  of  service  shall,  upon  separation  from  the  service,  be  paid 
an  annuity  computed  as  provided  in  section  9. 
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COMPUTATION  OF  ANNUITY 

Sec.  9.  (a)  *  *  * 

******* 

[(d)  The  annuity  as  hereinbefore  provided,  for  an  employee  retir¬ 
ing  under  section  6(b)  or  6(d)  or  a  Member  retiring  under  the  second 
or  third  sentence  of  section  6(f)  or  the  third  sentence  of  section  8(b), 
shall  be  reduced  by  one-twelfth  of  1  per  centum  for  each  full  month 
not  in  excess  of  sixty,  and  one-sixth  of  1  per  centum  for  each  full 
month  in  excess  of  sixty,  such  employee  or  Member  is  under  the  age 
of  sixty  years  at  date  of  separation.] 

( d )  The  annuity  as  hereinbefore  provided,  for  an  employee  retiring 
under  section  6(d),  shall  be  reduced  by  one-sixth  of  1  per  centum  for  each 
full  month  such  employee  is  under  the  age  oj  fifty -five  years  at  date  oj 
separation.  The  annuity  as  hereinbefore  provided,  for  a  Member  retiring 
under  the  second  or  third  sentence  of  section  6(f)  or  the  third  sentence  oj 
section  8(b),  shall  be  reduced  by  one-twelfth  oj  1  per  centum  for  eachjullm. 
month  not  in  excess  o  f  sixty,  and  one-sixth  oj  1  per  centum  for  each  full  % 
month  in  excess  oj  sixty,  such  Member  is  under  the  age  oj  sixty  years  at 
date  oj  separation. 

******* 
SURVIVOR  ANNUITIES 


Sec.  10.  (a)(1)  If  an  employee  or  Member  dies  after  having  retired 
under  any  provision  of  this  Act  and  is  survived  by  a  wife  or  husband 
to  whom  the  employee  or  Member  was  married  at  the  time  of  retire¬ 
ment,  such  wife  or  husband  shall  be  paid  an  annuity  equal  to  55  per 
centum  of  an  annuity  computed  as  provided  in  subsections  (a),  (b), 
(c),  (d),  (e),  and  (f)  of  section  9,  as  may  apply  with  respect  to  the 
annuitant,  or  of  such  portion  thereof  as  may  have  been  designated  in 
writing  for  such  purpose  by  the  employee  or  Member  at  the  time  of 
retirement,  unless  the  employee  or  Member  has  notified  the  Com¬ 
mission  in  writing  at  the  time  of  retirement  that  he  does  not  desire 
his  wife  or  husband  to  receive  such  annuity. 

[(2)  An  annuity  computed  under  this  subsection  shall  commence 
on  the  day  after  the  retired  employee  or  Member  dies,  and  such 
annuity  or  any  right  thereto  shall  terminate  on  the  last  day  of  the 
month  before  the  survivor’s  death  or  remarriage.] 

(2)  An  annuity  computed  under  this  subsection  shall  commence  on  the 
day  after  the  retired  employee  dies,  and  such  annuity  or  any  right  thereto 
shall  terminate  on  the  last  day  oj  the  month  bejore  (A)  in  the  case  oj  the 
survivor  oj  a  retired  employee,  the  survivor's  remarriage  prior  to  attain¬ 
ing  age  sixty,  or  death  or  (B)  in  the  case  oj  the  survivor  oj  a  Member,  the 
survivor’s  death  or  remarriage. 

(b)  The  annuity  of  a  survivor  designated  under  section  9(h)  shall 
be  55  per  centum  of  the  reduced  annuity  computed  as  provided  in 
subsections  (a),  (b),  (c),  (d),  (e),  (f),  and  (h)  of  section  9  as  may 
apply  with  respect  to  the  annuitant.  The  annuity  of  such  survivor 
shall  commence  on  the  day  after  the  retired  employee  or  Member 
dies,  and  such  annuity  or  any  right  thereto  shall  terminate  on  the 
last  day  of  the  month  before  the  survivor’s  death. 

(c)  If  an  employee  or  a  Member  dies  after  completing  at  least 
five  years  of  civilian  service,  the  widow  or  dependent  widower  of  such 
employee  or  Member  shall  be  paid  an  annuity  equal  to  55  per  centum 
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of  an  annuity  computed  as  provided  in  subsections  (a),  (b),  (c),  (e), 
and  (f)  of  section  9  as  may  apply  with  respect  to  the  employee  or 
Member.  [The  annuity  of  such  widow  or  dependent  widower  shall 
commence  on  the  day  after  the  employee  or  Member  dies,  and  such 
annuity  or  any  right  thereto  shall  terminate  on  the  last  day  of  the 
month  before  (1)  death  or  remarriage  of  the  widow  or  widower  or 
(2)  the  widower’s  becoming  capable  of  self-support.]  The  annuity 
of  such  widow  or  dependent  widower  shall  commence  on  the  day  after  the 
employee  or  Member  dies,  and  an  annuity  under  this  subsection  or  any 
right  thereto  shall  terminate  on  the  last  day  of  the  month  before  ( 1 )  the 
death  of  the  widow,  or  widower,  (2)  remarriage  of  the  widow  or  widower 
of  an  employee  prior  to  attaining  age  sixty,  (2)  remarriage  of  the  widow 
or  widower  of  a  Member  regardless  of  age,  or  (4)  the  widower’s  becoming 
capable  of  self-support. 

[(d)  If  an  employee  or  a  Member  dies  after  completing  at  least  five 
years  of  civilian  service,  or  an  employee  or  a  Member  dies  after  having 
retired  under  any  provision  of  the  Act,  and  is  survived  by  a  wife  or  by  a 
^husband,  each  surviving  child  who  received  more  than  one-half  of  his 
'support  from  such  employee  or  Member  shall  be  paid  an  annuity  equal 
to  the  smallest  of  (1)  40  per  centum  of  the  employee’s  or  Member’s 
average  salary  divided  by  the  number  of  children,  (2)  $600,  or  (3) 
$1,800  divided  by  the  number  of  children.  If  such  employee  or 
Member  is  not  survived  by  a  wife  or  husband,  each  surviving  child  shall 
be  paid  an  annuity  equal  to  the  smallest  of  (1)  50  per  centum  of  the 
employee’s  or  Member’s  average  salary  divided  by  the  number  of 
children,  (2)  $720,  or  (3)  $2,160  divided  by  the  number  of  children. 
The  child’s  annuity  shall  commence  on  the  day  after  the  employee  or 
Member  dies,  and  such  annuity  granted  under  this  Act  or  under  the 
Act  of  May  29,  1930,  as  amended  from  and  after  February  28,  1948,  or 
any  right  thereto  shall  terminate  on  the  last  day  of  the  month  before 
(1)  his  attaining  age  eighteen  unless  incapable  of  self-support,  (2)  his 
becoming  capable  of  self-support  after  age  eighteen,  (3)  his  marriage, 
or  (4)  his  death,  except  that  the  annuity  of  a  child  who  is  a  student  as 
described  in  section  l(j)  shall  terminate  on  the  last  day  of  the  month 
before  (1)  his  marriage,  (2)  his  death,  (3)  his  ceasing  to  be  such  a 
student,  or  (4)  his  attaining  age  twenty-one.  Upon  the  death  of  the 
surviving  wife  or  husband  or  termination  of  the  annuity  of  the  child, 
)the  annuity  of  any  other  child  or  children  shall  be  recomputed  and  paid 
as  though  such  wife,  husband,  or  child  had  not  survived  the  employee 
or  Member.] 

( d )  If  an  employee  or  a  Member  dies  after  completing  at  least  five 
years  of  civilian  service,  or  an  employee  or  a  Member  dies  after  having 
retired  under  any  provision  of  this  Act,  and  is  survived  by  a  wife  or  by 
a  husband,  each  surviving  child  shall  be  paid  an  annuity  equal  to  the 
smallest  of  ( 1 )  40  per  centum  of  the  employee’s  or  Member’s  average 
salary  divided  by  the  number  of  children,  (2)  $600,  or  ( 3 )  $1,800  divided 
by  the  number  of  children,  subject  to  the  provisions  of  section  18.  If  such 
employee  or  Member  is  not  survived  by  a  wife  or  husband,  each  surviving 
child  shall  be  paid  an  annuity  equal  to  the  smallest  of  ( 1 )  50  per  centum 
of  the  employee’s  or  Member’s  average  salary  divided  by  the  number  of 
children,  ( 2 )  $720,  or  (3)  $2,160  divided  by  the  number  of  children, 
subject  to  the  provisions  of  section  18.  The  commencing  date  of  a  child’s 
annuity  under  this  Act  or  the  Act  of  May  29,  1930,  as  amended  from 
and  after  February  28,  1948,  shall  be  deemed  to  be  the  day  after  the 
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employee  or  Member  dies,  with  payment  beginning  on  that  day  or  be¬ 
ginning  or  resuming  on  the  first  day  of  the  month  in  which  the  child 
later  becomes  or  again  becomes  a  student  as  described  in  section  l(j), 
provided  the  lump-sum  credit,  ij  paid,  is  returned  to  the  fund.  Such 
annuity  shall  terminate  on  the  last  day  of  the  month  before  ( 1 )  the  child’s 
attaining  age  eighteen  unless  he  is  then  a  student  as  described  or  incapable 
of  self-support,  (2)  his  becoming  capable  of  self-support  after  attaining 
age  eighteen  unless  he  is  then  such  a  student,  (3)  his  attaining  age  twenty- 
two  if  he  is  then  such  a  student  and  not  incapable  of  self-support,  (4) 
his  ceasing  to  be  such  a  student  after  attaining  age  eighteen  unless  he 
is  then  incapable  of  self-support,  ( 5 )  his  marriage,  or  ( 6 )  his  death, 
whichever  first  occurs.  Upon  the  death  of  the  surviving  wife  or  husband 
or  termination  of  the  child’s  annuity,  the  annuity  of  any  other  child  or 
children  shall  be  recomputed  and  paid  as  though  such  wife,  husband,  or 
child  had  not  survived  the  employee  or  Member. 

(e)  In  case  a  Member  separated  from  service  with  title  to  a  deferred 
annuity  under  this  Act,  either  prior  to,  on,  or  after  the  effective  date 
of  the  Civil  Service  Retirement  Act  Amendments  of  1956,  shall  here¬ 
after  die  before  having  established  a  valid  claim  for  annuity  and  is 
survived  by  a  wife  or  husband  to  whom  married  at  date  of  separation, 
such  surviving  wife  or  husband  (1)  shall  be  paid  an  annuity  equal  to 
55  per  centum  of  the  Member’s  deferred  annuity  commencing  on  the 
day  after  the  Member’s  death  and  terminating  on  the  last  day  of  the 
month  before  death  or  remarriage  of  such  surviving  wife  or  husband 
or  (2)  may  elect  to  receive  a  lump-sum  credit  in  lieu  of  annuity  if  such 
wife  or  husband  is  the  person  who  would  be  entitled  to  the  lump-sum 
credit  and  files  application  therefor  with  the  Commission  prior  to  the 
award  of  such  annuity. 

(/)  In  the  case  of  a  surviving  spouse  whose  annuity  under  this  section 
is  hereafter  terminated  because  of  remarriage  before  attaining  age  sixty, 
annuity  at  the  same  rate  shall  be  restored  commencing  on  the  day  such 
remarriage  is  dissolved  by  death,  annulment,  or  divorce:  Provided,  That 
( 1 )  said  surviving  spouse  elects  to  receive  such  annuity  in  lieu  of  any 
survivor  benefit  to  which  he  or  she  may  be  entitled,  under  this  or  any  other 
retirement  system  established  for  employees  of  the  Government,  by  reason 
of  the  remarriage  and  ( 2 )  any  lump  sum  paid  upon  termination  of  the 
annuity  is  returned  to  the  fund. 


SECTION  18  OF  THE  CIVIL  SERVICE  RETIREMENT  ACT 

(5  U.S.C.  2268) 

******* 

(g)  Efiective  on  ( 1 )  the  first  day  of  the  second  month  after  the  enact¬ 
ment  of  this  Act,  or  (2)  the  commencing  date  of  annuity,  whichever  is 
later,  the  annuity  of  each  surviving  spouse  whose  entitlement  to  annuity 
payable  from  the  civil  service  retirement  and  disability  fund  resulted 
from  the  death  of: 

(A)  an  employee  or  Member  prior  to  October  11,  1962,  or 
(. B )  a  retired  employee  or  Member  whose  retirement  was  based 
on  a  separation  from  service  prior  to  October  11,  1962, 
shall  be  increased  by  10  per  centum. 
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PARAGRAPH  UNDER  HEADING  “SENATE”  IN  LEGISLATIVE 
APPROPRIATION  ACT,  1956  (74  STAT.  304:  PUBLIC  LAW 
86-568) 

No  officer  or  employee  whose  compensation  is  disbursed  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  Senate  shall  be  paid  basic  compensation  at  a  rate 
in  excess  of  $8,880  per  annum,  or  gross  compensation  at  a  rate  in 
excess  of  [$23,7703  $24,4-60  per  annum,  unless  expressly  authorized 
by  law. 


INDIVIDUAL  VIEWS 


In  the  Federal  Salary  Act  of  1962,  the  Congress  clearly  write  the 
policy  of  pay  comparability  of  Federal  employees  to  those  in  private 
business  and  industry.  It  is  my  firm  belief,  that  this  measure  as 
passed  by  the  House  of  Representatives,  and  unanimously  agreed 
upon  by  the  Senate  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Committee,  clearly 
falls  short  of  that  commitment.  The  principle  of  comparability, 
which  was  set  out  in  the  Kennedy  administration  and  was  to  have 
been  followed  by  the  Johnson  administration,  clearly  has  been  violated. 

Committee  endorsement  of  H.R.  14122,  calling  for  a  meager  2.9 
percent  pay  increase,  breaks  faith  with  union  and  Government  em¬ 
ployee  representatives  when  it  comes  time  to  negotiate  salary  con¬ 
tracts.  In  effect,  because  of  the  administration’s  so-called  3.2  percent 
wage  guideline  limitation,  all  bargaining  power  and  rights  to  negotia-^ 
tion  have  already  been  taken  away.  Now,  it  becomes  an  intriguing® 
question  as  to  just  how  long  these  various  union  and  Government 
representatives  will  submit  to  this  kind  of  treatment. 

It  is  true  that  all  sectors  of  the  work  force  are  suffering  from  the 
administration’s  imposed  guidelines,  but  the  people  who  are  suffering 
the  most  are  the  ones  who  need  it  the  most — the  Federal  worker,  the 
worker  who  historically  has  been  paid  the  least  for  his  efforts.  This 
raises  still  another  important  question,  how  can  we  expect  public 
servants  to  be  equal— on  less  than  comparable  pay? 

It  is  possible  for  the  private  sector  to  circumvent  these  guideline 
limitations  imposed  by  the  President.  However,  the  Government 
employee  is  not  nearly  as  fortunate  because  of  his  unique  position  of 
having  to  bargain  directly  with  the  legislative  branch  of  Government, 
which,  in  effect,  is  the  President  and  the  administration. 

By  creating  this  double  standard  between  private  employees  and 
Government  employees,  much  dissension  has  been  created.  Instead 
of  improving  the  quality  of  the  Government  employee,  these  limita¬ 
tions  have  served  to  lessen  chances  for  Government  professionalism. 

It  further  tends  to  drive  out  Government  professionals  who  can  go 
into  private  industry  and  gain  as  much  as  a  25-percent  salary  increase.  A 
After  all,  duty  to  one’s  country  can  only  be  stretched  so  far,  and  that® 
limit  has  already  been  tightened  beyond  reasonable  expectation. 

Although  I  fully  supported  H.R.  14122,  in  committee,  and  will  do 
so  again  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate,  I  want  it  to  be  known,  that  I  am 
in  complete  disagreement  with  the  concept  of  wage  guidelines  for 
Federal  employees.  I  further  believe  that  a  more  comprehensive  and 
realistic  approach  should  be  used  to  remedy  a  situation  which  is  long 
overdue  and  becoming  increasingly  worse. 

Vance  Hartke. 
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2d  Session 


Calendar  No.  11 53 

14122 


[Report  No.  1187] 


IN  THE  SENATE  OE  THE  UNITED  STATES 

April  13, 1966 

Read  twice  and  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service 

Mat  26, 1966 

Reported  by  Mr.  Monroney,  with  an  amendment 
[Strike  out  all  after  the  enacting  clause  and  insert  the  part  printed  in  italic] 


To  adjust  the  rates  of  basic  compensation  of  certain  employees 
of  the  Federal  Government,  and  for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled , 

3  That  this  Act  may  he  eited  as  the  --Federal  Salary  and: 

4  Fringe  Benefits  Aet  ef  4-9 66”.- 

5  -Title  I — Executive  Branch 


6 

7 

8 


SHORT  T-ITLE 


Shot  FOE  This  title  may  he  eited  as  the  “Federal  Em- 
Salary  Aet  ef  4-966”; 


II 


2 


1  EMPLOYEES  SUBJECT  ¥0  CLASSIFICATION  AGT  OP  E94G 

2  SeOt  bthb  -(a)-  Seetien  603 -(b)-  el  Hie  Classification  Aet 

3  el  4-9407  as  amended  -(40  Stat.- 

4  is  amended  te  read  as  fellows : 

5  -(b)-  ffibe  compensation 

6  Schedule  shad  be  as  follows! 


4444-j  0  Ib.-S,0,  1143-(b)-H 


T/Vf»  jJlA 
lUl  tUU 


“  Grade 

Per  annum  rates  and  steps 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

GS-1 _ _ _ 

$3, 609 

$3,  731 

$3, 863 

$3,  975 

$4, 097 

$4, 219 

$4, 341 

$4, 463 

$4, 585 

$4, 707 

GS-2 . . 

3, 925 

4, 058 

4,191 

4, 324 

4,  457 

4, 590 

4,723 

4,856 

4,989 

5,122 

GS-3 _ _ 

4, 269 

4,413 

4, 557 

4,  701 

4, 845 

4, 989 

5, 133 

5, 277 

5,  421 

6,  565 

QS-4. _ 

4,  776 

4, 936 

5,096 

5, 256 

5,416 

5, 576 

5, 736 

5, 896 

6, 056 

6, 216 

GS-5 _ 

5,  331 

5,  607 

5,683 

5, 859 

6,035 

6,211 

6, 387 

6,663 

6, 739 

6,915 

GS-6 _ 

5, 867 

6,065 

6, 263 

6,  461 

6, 659 

6, 857 

7,055 

7, 253 

7, 451 

7, 649 

GS-7 _ 

6, 451 

6, 664 

6, 877 

7,090 

7, 303 

7,  516 

7, 729 

7, 942 

8,155 

8, 368 

GS-8 _ 

7, 068 

7, 303 

7, 538 

7,  773 

8,008 

8, 243 

8,  478 

8, 713 

8,948 

9, 183 

GS-9 _ _ 

7,696 

7,957 

8,218 

8,  479 

8, 740 

9,  001 

9,262 

9, 523 

9, 784 

10,  045 

GS-10 _ 

8, 421 

8,  709 

8,  997 

9, 285 

9,  573 

9, 861 

10, 149 

10,  437 

10,  725 

11,013 

GS-11 _ 

9,221 

9,  536 

9, 851 

10, 166 

10, 481 

10, 796 

11,111 

11,  426 

11,741 

12, 056 

GS-12 _ 

10, 927 

11,306 

11,  685 

12,  064 

12,  443 

12, 822 

13,  201 

13,  580 

13, 959 

14, 338 

GS-13 _ 

12, 873 

13,321 

13,  769 

14,  217 

14,  665 

15,113 

15,  561 

16, 009 

16, 457 

16,905 

GS-14 _ 

15, 106 

15, 629 

16, 152 

16, 675 

17, 198 

17,  721 

18,  244 

18, 767 

19,  290 

19, 813 

GS-15 _ 

17,  550 

18, 157 

18, 764 

19, 371 

19,  978 

20,  685 

21, 192 

21,  799 

22, 406 

23, 013 

GS-16 

20,  075 

20,  745 

21,415 

22,  085 

22,  755 

23,  425 

24,  095 

24, 765 

25, 435 

ns  17 

22’  760 

23',  520 

2<  280 

25, 040 

25, 800 

QS  18 

25^  890 

ft 

J 

-fb)-  Except  as  provided  in  section  504  (d)  el  tbe  E cderai 


8  Salary  -Reform  Act  el  4062  -{48  Stab  442^  6  ¥=S.Gt  4446 


9  -(d)- )^  tbe  rates  el  basic  cempensatiee  el  officers  and  em- 
10  ployces  te  whom  tbe  eompensation  schedule  set  lertb  in  sub 


11  section  -(a)-  el  tbis  section  appbes  shall  be  initially  adjusted 


12 


as  el  tbe 


date  el  tbis  section,-  as  follows- 


13  -(4-)-  41  tbe  officer  or  employee  is  receding  basie 

14  compensation  immediately  prior  te  tbe  effective  date  el 

15  tbis  section  at  one  el  tbe  rates  el  a  grade  in  tbe  General 

16  Schedule  el  tbe  Glassification  Act  el  IOIOj  as  amendedy 

17  be  shall  receive  a  rate  el  basie  compensation  at  tbe  cor¬ 


responding  rate  in  effect  en  and  after  sueb  date: 


18 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 


3 


-(bf  41  the 

compensation  immediately  prior  to  the  effective  date  of 
this  section  at  a  rate  between  two  cates  of  a  grade  in  the 
General  Schedule  of  the  Classification  Act  of  44)49,  as 
amended^  be  sbab  receive  a  rate  of  basie  compensation 
at  tbe  higher  of  tbe  two  corresponding  rates  in  effect  on 
and  after  sneb  datcr 

-fb)-  4f  tbe  officer  or  employee  is  receiving  basic 
compensation  immediately  prior  to  tbe  effective  date  of 
tbis  section  at  a  rate  in  excess  of  tbe  -max imam  rate  for 
bis  grades  be  sbab  reeeive  -(A)  tbe  maximum  rate  for 
bis  grade  in  tbe  new  sebedule-j  or  -(4b}-  bis  existing  rate 
of  basie  compensation  b  sneb  existing  rate  is  highor.- 

-(4)-  If  tbe  officer  or  employee,  immediately  prior 
to  tbe  effective  date  of  tbis  seetiorq  is  n 
to  section  2-fb)-fA}-  of  tbe  Federal 
Increase  Act  of  an  existing  aggregate  rate  of  corn- 


determined  under  section  bOH-fb}-  of  tbe  Aet 
of  September  A  I9b4  -(-08  Statr  1-1-14  A  ]bas  subsequent 
increases  authorized  by  lavy  be  sbab  receive  an  aggre- 
gate  rate  of  compensation  equal  to  tbe  sum  of  bis  existing 
aggregate  rate  of  compensation,-  on  tbe  day  preceding  tbe 
effective  date  of  this  seethnq  plus  tbe  amount  of  increase 
made  by  tbis  section  in  tbe  maximum  rate  of  bis  gradc7 
untb  -(i)-  lie  leaves  bis  position,  or  -fi*)-  he  entitled  to 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 


4 


receive  aggregate  compensation:  at  a  higher  rate  by  rea¬ 
son  of  the  operation  of  this  Act  or  any  other  provision 
of  law-j  hnty  when  sneh  position  becomes  vacanp  the 
aggregate  rate  of  compensation  of  any  subsequent  ap¬ 
pointee  thereto  shah  he  feed  in  accordance  with  appli¬ 
cable  provisions  of  lawr  Subject  to  eianses  -(if  and  fiif 
of  the  immediately  preceding  sentence  of  this  para- 
graph,  the  amount  of  the  increase  provided  hy  this  sec¬ 
tion  shah  he  held  and  considered  for  the  purposes  of 
section  OQSfbf  of  the  Act  of  September  A  AtOdj  to 
constitute  a  part  of  the  existing  rate  of  compensation 
of  the 


NEW  -APPOINTMENTS  EXPER  CLASSIEieATION  ACT  OP  4040 
Sec.  4Q3r  Section  804  of  the  fdassiheatien  Act  of  40414 
as  amended  -f7S  Stab  404-j  0  E;StCt  1-1-31 A  relating  to  new 
appointmentsj  is  amended  hy  striking  out  dgrade  43^  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  -grade  44A 

POSTAL  PPEED  SERVICE  EMPLOYEES 
Sect  494t  faf  Section  3e40faf  of  title  30^  United 
States  Godc,  is  amended  to  read  as  follows : 

-faf  hhere  is  established  a  basic  compensation  schedule 
for  positions  in  the  postal  held  service  which  shah  he  known 

as  the  Postal  Pi-eld  Service  Schedule  and  for  which  the  svm- 

«/ 

hoi  shah  he  ‘PESO  Except  as  provided  in-  sections  3040  and 


5 


1  3M4  of  this  title?  feasie  compensation  sW  fee  paid  to  all 

2  employees  in  accordance  with  such 


"POSTAL  FIELD  SERVICE  SCHEDULE 


‘PFS 


1™ 

2... 

3.. . 

4.. . 

5.. . 

6— 

7— 

8— 

9.. . 
10- 
11- 
12- 

13- 

14- 

15- 

16- 

17- 

18- 

19.. 
20- 


Per  annum  rates  and  steps 


$4,  204 
4,  552 
4, 919 
5,331 
5, 697 
6,113 

6,  545 

7,  088 
7, 665 
8,345 
9,221 

10.  202 

11,  274 

12,  427 

13,  736 

15,  179 

16,  793 
18,530 
20,  525 
22,  760 


$4, 343 

4,  701 

5,  085 

6,  507 
5,888 
6,316 
6,  763 
7, 323 
7, 920 
8,628 
9,536 

10,  549 

11,  663 

12,  859 

14.  210 

15.  707 
17, 380 
19,  145 
21.  210 
23,  520 


$4, 482 
4, 850 
6,  251 

5,  683 
6,079 

6,  519 
6,981 

7,  558 
8,175 
8, 911 
9,  851 

10,  896 

12,  052 

13,  291 

14,  684 

16,  235 

17,  967 
19,  760 
21,  895 
24,  280 


$4,  621 
4,  999 
5,417 
5,859 
6,  270 

6,  722 
7,199 

7,  793 
8,430 
9,194 

10,  166 

11.  243 

12.  441 

13.  723 
15, 158 
16.  763 
18,  654 
20,  375 
22,  580 
25,040 


$4, 760 
5,148 
5,  583 
6,035 
6, 461 
6, 925 
7, 417 
8,028 
8,685 
9,  477 

10,  481 

11,  590 

12,  830 
14.  155 
15,632 
17.  291 

19,  141 

20.  990 
23,  265 
25,  800 


$4,899 
5,  297 
5,  749 
6, 211 
6,652 
7,128 
7,635 
8,  263 
8, 940 
9, 760 

10,  796 

11,  937 

13,  219 

14,  587 
16, 106 
17,  819 
19,  728 
21,  605 
23, 950 


$5, 038 
5, 446 
6,915 
6,387 
6,843 
7, 331 
7, 853 
8, 498 
9,195 

10,  043 

11,  111 

12,  284 

13,  608 

15,  019 

16.  580 

18,  347 

20,  315 

22,  220 

24,  635 


$5, 177 
5,  595 
6,081 
6,563 
7,034 
7,534 

8,  071 
8,733 

9,  450 
10, 326 

11,  426 

12,  631 

13,  997 
15,  451 

17,  054 

18,  875 
20,  902 
22,  835 
25,  320 


$5,316 
5,744 
6,247 
6,739 
7,225 
7,737 
8,289 
8, 968 
9,  705 

10,  609 

11,  741 

12,  978 

14,  386 

15.  883 

17,528 

19,  403 

21,  489 

23,  450 
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$5, 455 
6,893 
6,413 
6, 915 
7, 416 
7,940 
8,  507 
9, 203 
9, 960 
10, 892 

12,  056 

13,  325 

14,  775 
16, 315 
18,  002 
19,  931 
22,  076 
24,  065 


11 


$5, 594 
6,042 
6,  579 
7,091 
7, 607 
8, 143 
8, 725 


12 


$5,  733 
6,191 
6,745 
7, 267 
7,  798 
8,346 


3  -ffe)-  Section  3t>4-3-(a)  ■  ©I  title  39?  United  States  Godey 

4  3  q  O  ni  f  A  va  ri  /]  Q  n  -P/~v1 1  • 

~  ttlllU±lU.ULL  T7t7  xvTcttT  rt/UU  YY 

5  iL(af  There  is  established  a  feasie  compensation  schedule 
6  which  shall  fee  known  as  the  Sural  Gander  Schedule  and  for 


7  which  the 


shall  fee  --BGSfe  Compensation  shall  fee 


8  paid  to  rural  carriers  in 


with  this 


"RURAL  CARRIER  SCHEDULE 


“Per  annum  rates  and  steps 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

Carrier  In  rural  delivery 
service: 

Fixed  compensation  per 
annum.  _ 

$2, 391 

$2,  507 

$2, 623 

$2, 739 

$2, 855 

$2, 971 

$3, 087 

$3, 203 

$3,319 

$3,  435 

$3,  651 

$3, 667 

Compensation  per  mile 
per  annum  for  each  mile 
up  to  30  miles  of  route  _  _ 

88 

90 

92 

94 

96 

98 

100 

102 

104 

106 

108 

110 

For  each  mile  of  route 
over  30  miles _  _ 

25 

25 

25 

25 

25 

25 

25 

25 

26 

25 

25 

25". 

9  -fe)-  Section  3541  (a)  of  title  39?  -United  States  Code-,- 

10  13  flmond  od  to  i  o  a  cl  s  folio  w^s™» 


11  “-fa)  There  is  established  a  feasie  compensation  sehed- 

12  uley  which  shall  fee  known  as  the  Uourth  Glass  Office  Sehcd- 


6 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 


uie  and  for  which  the  sjunbol  shah  he  fFOS--,  fee 
hi  pest  offices  ef  hie  fourth  elass;  which  is  based  on  the 
revenue  units  of  the  post  office  for  the  preceding  fiscal  yean 
Basic  compensation  shah  he  paid  to  postmasters  in  post 
offices  of  ffie  fourth  class  in  accordance  with  this 


"FOURTH  CLASS  OFFICE  SCHEDULE 


“Revenue  units 


30  but  fewer  than  36 
24  but  fewer  than  30 
18  but  fewer  than  24. 
12  but  fewer  than  18. 
8  but  fewer  than  12. 
Fewer  than  6 _ 


Per  annum  rates  and  steps 


1 

2 

3 

4 

S 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

$4, 019 

$4, 152 

$4, 285 

$4,418 

$4,  551 

$4, 684 

$4,  817 

$4,  950 

$5, 083 

$5,  216 

$5, 349 

$5, 482 

3,715 

3, 837 

3, 959 

4,  081 

4,  203 

4,325 

4,  447 

4,  569 

4,691 

4,813 

4,935 

6,  057 

3,  064 

3,168 

3,  272 

3,  376 

3,  480 

3,584 

3,688 

3,  792 

3, 896 

4,  000 

4,104 

4, 208 

2,  407 

2, 485 

2, 563 

2,  641 

2,719 

2,  797 

2,875 

2,  953 

3,031 

3, 109 

3, 187 

3, 265 

1,736 

1,791 

1,846 

1,901 

1,956 

2,  011 

2,  066 

2, 121 

2, 176 

2,231 

2,286 

2, 341 

1, 398 

1, 443 

1,488 

1, 533 

1,578 

1,623 

1,668 

1,713 

1,758 

1,803 

1,848 

1,893 

6 

7 

8 
9 

10 


-(d)-  dhe  basic  compensation  of  each  employee  subject 
to  the  Postal  -Field  Service  Sehedulc?  the  Rural  Carrier 
Schedule^  or  the  Fourth  Glass  Office  Schedule  immediately 
prior  to  the  effective  date  of  this  section  shah  he 
as  follows : 


11  -{df  Each  employee  shah  he  assigned  to  the  same 

12  numerical  step  for  his  position  which  he  had  attained 

13  immediately  prior  to  such  effective  datcr  If  changes  in 

14  levels  or  steps  would  otherwise  occur  on  such  effective 

15  date  without  regard  to  enactment  of  this  Aeff  such 

16  ehanges  shah  he  deemed  to  have  occurred  prior  to  con- 

17  version. 

18  -(h)-  If  the  existing  -basic  compensation  is  greater 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 


7 


than  the  fate  to  wfeieh  Ike  employee  is  converted  unde? 
paragraph  -(4f  of  ties  subsection,  the  employee  skall  fee 
placed  m  the  lowest  step  which  exceeds  his  basic  eem- 
pensatiem  If  the  existing  feasie  compensation  exceeds 
the  maximum  step  of  feis  poshieny  feis  existing  feasie  com¬ 
pensation  shad  fee  established  as  feis  feasie  compensation? 
EMPLOYEES  IN  TDE  DEPARTMENT  OP  MEDIC-INE  AND 
SURGERY  OP  THE  AETERANfd  ADMEN  IS  TRATION 

See?  1-Ofe.-  Section  4107  of  title  d8y  United  States  Godc, 
relating  to  grades  and  pay  seales  for  certain  positions  within 
the  Department  of  Medicine  and  Surgery  of  the  Ueterans- 


■Administrationy  is  amended  to  read  as 
^4107-  Grades  and  pay  seales 

— (-af  dfee  per  annum  full-pay  seale  or  ranges  for  posi¬ 
tions  provided  in  section  4-103  of  this  title?  other  than  Ghief 
Medical  Director  and  Deputy  Chief  Medical  Director,-  shall 
be  as  follows-:- 


SECTION  -4-1-0 a  SCnEDULB 
Chief  Medical  Directory  $2oy800r 
^Medieal  Directory  $23y7h0  minimum  to  $2fey80a 


1Y~>  fi  v  1  YY\  1 1 TY1 
IlJ.cEA.iIlI  LLLll . 
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2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 
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Service, 


to 


$23,043-  maximum? 

■“Director  el  Chaplain  Service,  $4-7-, 500  minimum  to 
$23,043  maximum. 

-Chief  -Pharmacist,  $1-7j550  minimum  to  $23,013 
maximum. 

-‘Chief  Dictitiany  17,550  mmimum  to  $23,043  maxi¬ 


mum. 

“-(b)  -(4-)  4he  grades  and  per  annum  full  pay  ranges  for 
positions  provided  in  paragraph  -(4-)-  ef  section  4404  of  tins 
titie  shah  he  as  follows-:- 

-PHYSICIAN  AN©  ©EN-T-IUE  SCHEDULE 

‘-Director  grade-,  $-20,075  mmimum  to  $2-5,435  maxi¬ 
mum. 

‘-Executive  gradey  $-18,730  minimum  to  $2-1,355  maxi¬ 
mum. 

“Chief  grade,  $47y550  minimum  to  $23y043  maximum. 

Senior  gradey  $45y400  mhiimimi  to  $49,843  maximufm 

-Intermediate  grade,  $42,873  minimum  to  $46-, 905 
maximum. 

“Dill  grade,  $-40,927  minimum  to  $14,338  maximum? 

-“Associate  grade,  $9>221  minimum  to  $42y050  maxi¬ 


mum. 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 
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“ffTJRSE  SCHEDULE 

“-Assisted  -Director  grade,-  $15;  109  minimum  to  $19,81-3 
maximum 

“Chief  grade;  $12,873  minimum  to  $16,905  maximum: 

-Senior  grade;  $-10;9-27  minimum  to  $14,338  maximum: 

--Intermediate  grade;  $9,221  minimum  to  $12,050 
maximum. 

■Audi  grade7  $7-, -0-96  minimum  to  $10;04§  maximum 

-Associate  grade;  $0,730  minimum  to  $8,7-49  maximum 

Akmioi-  grade;  $5,807  minimum  to  $7,619  maximum 

■  -  (2 )  He  person  may  feed  the  director  grade  unless  fee 
is  scrying  as  a  director  of  a  liospit-a-lj  domiciliary,  center; 
or  outpatient  clinic  -(independent) :  Ho  person  may  feold 
the  executive  grade  unless  fee  holds  the  position  of  chief  of 
staff  at  a  hospital;  center;  or  out-patient  efenie  (indcpcndent-)- 
er  the  position  of  clinic  director  at  an  outpatient  clinic;  or 
comparable  position  A 

FOREIG-X  BErmeE  OFFICERS;  STAFF  OFFICERS  AXD 

EMPLOYEES 

SeOv  496t  -(af  lire  fourth  sentence  of  section  419  of  the 
•Foreign  Service  Aet  of  1949;  as  amended  -f29  ■U-:S-.-(A  897-) ; 
is  amended  to  read  as  follows:  ‘-The  per  annum  salaries  of 


H.R.  14122 - 2 
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1  Foreign  Service  officers  within  each  el  the  ether  classes  shah 


2  he  as  follows : 


“Class  1. 
Class  2. 
Class  3. 
Class  4. 
Class  5. 
Class  6. 
Class  7. 
Class  8. 


$23, 935 

$24, 770 
20, 181 

$25, 890 
20, 858 

19, 504 

$21, 635 

$22, 212 

$22, 889 

15, 841 

16, 391 

16, 941 

17, 491 

18, 041 

18, 591 

12, 873 

13, 321 

13, 769 

14, 217 

14, 665 

15,113 

10,  602 

10,970 

11,338 

11,706 

12, 074 

12,  442 

8,843 

9, 147 

9, 451 

9, 755 

10,  059 

10, 363 

7,  473 

7,  724 

7, 975 

8, 226 

8, 477 

8, 728 

6, 451 

6, 664 

6,877 

7, 090 

7, 303 

7, 616 

3 


Fbe  second  sentence  el  subsection  -fa)-  el 


4  44-5  el  such  Aet  -fffff  FvStC-.-  870-fa) )  is  amended  te  read  as 

5  fellows-:  -The  per  annum  salaries  ef  such  staff  officers  and 


6  employees  within  each  class  shall  he  as 


$15, 841 

$16, 391 

$16, 941 

$17, 491 

$18, 041 

$18, 591 

$19, 141 

$19, 691 

$20, 241 

12,873 

13,321 

13,  769 

14,  217 

14, 665 

15, 113 

15,  561 

16,  009 

16,  457 

10,  602 

10,970 

11,338 

11,706 

12, 074 

12, 442 

12,810 

13, 178 

13,  546 

8, 843 

9,147 

9, 451 

9, 755 

10,  059 

10, 363 

10, 667 

10, 971 

11,275 

7,974 

8, 246 

8,  518 

8,  790 

9,062 

9, 334 

9, 606 

9, 878 

10, 150 

7,  201 

7, 441 

7,681 

7, 921 

8,161 

8,  401 

8, 641 

8, 881 

9,121 

6,614 

6,832 

7, 050 

7,268 

7,486 

7, 704 

7,922 

8,140 

8,358 

5,853 

6,051 

6,  249 

6,447 

6,645 

6,843 

7,041 

7,239 

7,  437 

5, 341 

5,  517 

5,693 

5,869 

6,  045 

6,221 

6, 397 

6, 573 

6,749 

4,776 

4,936 

6,096 

6, 256 

5,416 

5,  576 

5,736 

6,896 

6, 056 

“Class  1 _ 

Class  2.. 
Class  3.. 
Class  4.. 
Class  5— 
Class  6.. 
Class  7.. 
Class  8.. 
Class  9.. 
Class  10. 


$20, 791 
16, 905 
13,914 
11,579 
10,  422 
9,361 
8,576 
7, 635 
6,925 
6,  216”. 


-fef  Foreign 


officers-; 


8  eign  Service  staff  officers  and  ei 


and  For- 

who  are  entitled  te 


9  receive  basic 


immediately  prior  te  the 


10 

11 

12 

13 

14 


date  ef  this  section  at  one  ef  the  rates 
4441  er  445  ef  the  Foreign  Service  Act 
basic  compensation^  en  and  after  such 
rate  ef  their  class  determined  te  he 
ef  State. - 


provided  by  section 
ef  4040  shall  receive 
effective  date^  at  the 
appropriate  by  the 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 
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AGBIOUL  TUBAL  STABILIZATION  AN©  CQN8EBVATION 
COUNTY  COMMITTEE  EMPLOYEES 
Sect  107t  Fbe  fates  of  compensation  of  persons  em¬ 
ployed  by  tee  county  committees  established  pursuant  te 
section  8  (b)  of  tee  Sod  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allot  ¬ 
ment  Aet  -{44  U.S.G.  590h  (b) )  shah  be  increased  by 
amounts  equal-,-  as  nearly  as  may  be  practicable,-  te  tee 
increases  provided  by  section  102  (a)  of  teis  title  for  cor¬ 
responding  rates  of  compensation. 

SAL-ABY  BATES  FUSE©  BY  AD  MINIS  TB  ATI  YE  ACTION 
8-ECr  -108-.-  -fa)-  Fhe  rates  of  basic  compensation  of  assist- 
ant  United  States  attorneys  whose  basic  salaries  are  feed 
pursuant  to  section  008  of  title  28y  United  States  Code,  shah 
bo  increased^-  effective  on  tee  effective  date  of  section  402 
of  tbis  titloj  by  amounts  equal,-  as  nearly  as  may  be  prac¬ 
ticable,  to  tbe  increases  provided  by  section  102-fa)-  of  teis 
title  for  corresponding  rates  of  compcnsatio-iu 

-fb)-  ^fot-witlrstanding  section  3679  of  tbe  Revised 
Statutes,  as  amended  -fff4  U-.S.Gr  665) ,  tee  rates  of  com¬ 
pensation  of  officers  and  employees  of  tbe  Federal  Govern- 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 
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ment  an 4  ef  the  municipal  government  el  the  District  ef 
Columbia  whose  rates  el  compensation  are  feed  fey  adminis¬ 
trative  action  pursuant  to  law  and  are  net  otherwise  increased 
fey  this  Act  are  hereby  authorized  to  fee  increased?  effective 
on  the  effective  date  el  section  -402  el  this  title?  fey  amounts 
net  to  exceed  the  increases  provided  fey  this  title  ler  cor¬ 
responding  rates  el  compensation  in  the  appropriate  schedule 

nnn  l  a  aI  tv  Q  TT 
vl  bvuiv  vi  T/try* 

-(e)-  Nothing  contained  in  this  section  shall  fee  held  or 
considered  to  authorize  any  increase  in  the  rates  el  com¬ 
pensation  el  officers  and  employees  whose  rates  el  compen¬ 
sation  are  feed  and  adjusted  hem  time  to  time  as  nearly 
as  is  consistent  with  the  public  interest  in  accordance  -with 
prevailing  rates  or  practices? 

-(d)-  Nothing  contained  in  this  section  shall  affect  die 
authority  contained  in  any  law  pursuant  to  which  rates  el 
compensation  may  be  feed  fey  admmistrativ c  action? 

EFFECTIVE  DATES 

See?  400?  ffihis  title  shall  become  effective  as  follows? 

-(4)-  This  section  and  sections  101-  403?  and  403 
shad  become  effective  on  the  date  ef  enactment  ef  this 
Ant? 

-(3)-  Sections  1-02,-  404?  405?  400?  and  404  shall 
fee  come  effective  on  the  fest  day  ef  the  first  pay  period 
which  begins  on  or  after  July  4j  1960? 
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Title  II — Judigi-al  Brabgb 


SHORT  TITLE 

Se<l  20U  This  title  may  fee  cited  as  tfee  “Federal  J udi— 
eial  Salary  Aet  el  -1-906A 

JUDICIAL  BRA-NGB  EMRLOYEES 
SeOt  fiOlfe  -faf  Tfee  rates  ef  feasie  compensation  ef  effi- 
eers  and  employees  in  or  under  tfee  judicial  branch  el  tfee 
GoYcmment  whose  rates  el  compensation  are  feed  fey  or 
pursuant  to  paragraph  el  sufe  division  a  el  section  fe  el 
tfee  Bankmptey  Act  -fH  U.StGt  102  (a)-(-2)->7  seetien  fefiofi 
el  title  ISj  United  States  Code,-  tfee  ted  sentence  el  section 
fiQfe?  section  £74-  te  fi7fe?  inclusive,'  er  section  604-(-a)-(fe}7 
ef  title  £8?  United  States  Code?  insofar  as  te  latter  section 
applies  te  graded  positions?  are  hereby  increased  fey  amounts 
reflecting  te  respective  applicable  Increases  provided  by  Bee¬ 
fier  102  (a)-  ef  title  I  ef  this  Aet  in  corresponding  rates  ef 
compensation  for  officers  and  employees  subject  te  te  Classi¬ 
fication  Act  ef  4949?  as  amendedr  Tfee  rates  ef  feasie  com¬ 
pensation  ef  officers  and  employees  holding  ungraded  posi¬ 
tions  and  whose  salaries  are  fixed  pursuant  te  such  section 
601  (a)  (5)  may  fee  increased  fey  te  amounts  reflecting  te 
respective  applicable  increases  provided  fey  section  102-(a)- 
ef  title  I  ef  this  Act  in  corresponding  rates  ef  compensation 
officers  and  employees  subject  to  tfee  Classification  Act 
ef  4049?  as 
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-(b)-  The  limitations  provided  by  applicable  law  on 
tbe  effective  date  of  tins  section  with  respect  to  tbe  aggregate 
salaries  payable  to  secretaries  and  law  clerks  of  circnit  and 
district  judges  are  hereby  increased  by  amounts  which  re¬ 
flect  the  respective  applicable  increases  provided  by  section 
102  (a)  of  title  4  of  this  Act  in  corresponding  rates  of  com 
pensation  for  officers  and  employees  subject  to  the  Of assiflea  ■ 
tien  Act  of  1949,-  as  amended? 

-fe)-  Section  4f>3  (o)  of  title  £87  United  States  Code  -(re¬ 
lating  to  the  compensation  of  court  reporters  for  district 
eo-arts)-  is  amended  by  striking  out  the  existing  salary  limi¬ 
tation  contained  therein  and  inserting  a  new  limitation 
which  reflects  the  respective  applicable  increases  provided  by 
section  108(a)  of  title  I  of  this  Act  in  corresponding  rates 
of  compensation  for  officers  and  employees  subject  to  the 
Classification  Act  of  1949,  as  amended. 

EFFECTIVE  DATES 

Sec?  203-.  This  title  shall  become  effective  as  follows  :■ 
-(4)-  This  section  and  section  204  shall  become 
effective  on  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act? 

-(2f  Section  202  shall  become  effective  on  the  first 
day  of  the  first  pay  period  which  begins  on  or  after 
duly  47  4966. 
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-Ei-tle  444 — Legislative  -Bilanch 

SHORT  TITLE 

BeOt  304t  Ehis  title  may  fee  cited  as  Ike  —Federal  Lcgis 
lative  Salary  Aet  of  1966”. 

legislative  bra-noii  employees 

SeOt  dQA  -(a)-  Except  as  otherwise  provided  m  this  titley 
each  officer  or  employee  m  or  under  the  legislative  branch  of 
the  Government,  whoso  rate  ot  compensation  is  increased  by 
section  5  el  the  Federal  Employees  Bay  Aet  of  1946,  shall 
he  paid  additional  compensation  at  the  rate  ot  AO  per  centum 
ot  his  gross  rate  of  compensation  -(basic  compensation  pins 

nrlrlltl  Alii  o  1  PATYlTlOTl^fi  tl  ATI  oil  tl~>  nm  7oel  ]itt  1  o  TTT  \ 

ttULU LlUJLlcXI  t  UlllMLlloUllUll  ctLl L11U1  iziUU  U  y  Ict  W  I  V 

-(h)-  Ebe  total  annual  compensation  in  effect  immediately 
prior  to  the  effective  date  of  this  section  of  each  officer  or 
employee  of  the  44ousc  of  Representatives,'  whose  eompensa 
tion  is  disbursed  by  the  Glerk  of  the  Souse  of  Representatives 
and  is  not  increased  by  reason  of  any  other  provision  of  this 
sectiooy  shall  he  increased  by  Ah  per  centurm  -Notwithstand 
ing  section  30d  of  this  title  or  any  other  provision  of  this 
section,  the  total  annual  compensation  of  the  tderk  of  the 
of  Representatives  and  the  Sergeant-  at  Arms  of  the 
of  Representativesy  respectively,  shall  be  an  amount 
which  is  eguol  to  the  total  annual  compensation  of  the  Sccrc 
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tary  el  the  Senate  and  the  Sergeant  at  Arms  el  the  Senate? 

ynrrn  a/^Ii  TT/~y1  ~tt  „ 
l  UJL  r  U1JT 

"('cj'  The  rates  el  compensation  el  employees  el  the 
House  el  Representatives  whose  compensation  is  fixed  by 
the  House  Employees  Schedule  under  the  House  Employees 
Position  Classification  Aet  -f78  Stat-.-  1079  1084;  Public 
Eaw  88  652  ;  3  H.S.C.  291-30-3)  ?  including  each  employee 
subjeet  to  sueh  Ant  whose  compensation  is  fixed  at  a  saved 
rate?  are  hereby  increased  by  amounts  equal?  as  nearly  as 
may  be  practicable?  to  the  increases  provided  by  subsection 
-(a)-  ol  this  scetiom 

-(d)-  Ehe  additional  compensation  provided  by  this 
section  shall  be  considered  a  part  ol  basic  compensation  lor 
the  purposes  ol  the  Civil  Service  Retirement  Act  -fo  H.S.C. 
2351-  and  following)  t 

-(e)-  Phis  section  shall  not  apply  wife  respect  to  the 
compensation  of  student  congressional  interns  authorized  by 
House  Resolution  441b  Eighty-ninth  Congress,-  and  the  com¬ 
pensation  of  employees  whose  compensation  is  fixed  by  the 
House  Wage  Schedule  under  the  House  Employees  Position 
Classification  Anh 

SALARY  INCREASE  LIMITATION 

Sec.  303t  Ho  rate  of  compensation  shah  be  increased? 
by  reason  of  the  enaetment  of  this  title?  to  an  amount  in 
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eseess  of  the  salary  rale  new  or  hereafter  in  off  eel  lor 
level  A1  el  the  federal  Executive  Salary  Schcdnlc. 

EFFECTIVE  BATES 

Sect  303.  -This  title  shall  become  effective  as  fellows : 

-ftf  This  seetien  and  section  304  shall  heeemc  effee- 
tive  ea  the  hate  el  enactment  el  this  Act. 


-(3)-  Sections  303  and  303  shall  become  effective  on 
the  first  day  el  the  first  pay  period  which  begins  en  er 
after  July  4^  1966. 

Tttle  FV: — Miscellaneous  Provisions 


SALARY  STEPS  FOR 


N  EMPLOYEES  TRANSFERRED 


TO  POSTAL  EBSLB  SERVICE 
Sect  404r  Secl-ien  3054  el  title  30y  United  States  Code-, 
is  amended  bv  adding  at  the  end  tliereof  the  following  new 

%j  o  o 

subsections 

“-(e)  The  Postmaster  General  may  appoint  er  advance 
any  -Federal  employee  whoT  together  with  his  function,-  is 
transferred,  prior  teT  007  or  after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this 
sobseetion7  to  a  post  office  or  other  postal  installation  at  or 
to  -ft}-  the  minimum  rate  for  his  position,  or  -(3}-  any  higher 
rate  for  his  position  which  is  less  than  one  fidl  step  abnve  the 
highest  rate  of  compensation  received  by  him  immediately 
prior  to  snch  transfer-.”. 

H.F.  14122 - 3 
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POSTAL-  SENIO-REPY  ADJUSTMENTS 

&EO?  402?  Section  3552-f4)  ef  title  4*©7  United  States 
Qodey  is  amended  te  read  as  follows-? 

any  other  provision  ef  tins  see- 
tierg  the  Postmaster  General  shah  advance  any  employee  in 
the  postal  held  service  who — 

u-fl)  was  promoted  te  a  higher  level  between  July 
©7  l  OGOy  and  October  4-37  -1-9G2 ;  and 

“-(2)  is  senior  with  respeet  te  total  postal  service 
te  an  employee  in  the  same  pest  office  promoted  te  the 
same  level  on  or  after  October  44b  1962?  and  is  m  a 
step  hi  the  same  level  below  the  step  ef  the  junior 
employee? 

Such  advancement  by  the  Postmaster  General  shah  he  te  the 
highest  step  which  is  held  by  any  such  junior  employee? 
Any  increase  under  the  previsions  ef  this  subsection  shah  net 
constitute  an  equivalent  increase  and  credit  earned  prior  te 
adjustment  under  this  subsection  for  advancement  te  the 
nest  step  shah  he  retainedd-fi 

SPEeiAL  DEL-I-VERY  MESSENGERS 
Skg?  4©h?  Section  £542-(ef  ef  title  £©7  United  States 
Cede,-  is  amended — 
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-f4)-  fey  striking  out  cents  per  mile  er  major 
fraction  thereof--  and  inserting  in  hen  thereof  ^AO  cents 
per  mile  er  major  fraetion  thereof”;  and 

-{2}-  fey  striking  ent  A40  cents  per  hour”  and  insert  ■■ 
ing  in  hen  thereof  “$4.25  per  hour”-. 


OVERTIME 

8eOt  404-7  -ja)-  Section  204  of  the  Federal  Employees 
Pay  Act  of  1945;  as  amended  -f5  E.S.C.  914) ,  is  amended 
-(4)-  fey  inserting  Am  in  excess  of  eight  hours  in  a 
day--  immediately  following  An  excess  of  forty  hours 
in  any  administrative  workweek” ;  and 

-f2j-  fey  striking  out  “grade  G-S-9”,-  wherever  occur 
ring  therein;  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  ‘Aradc 

GS-10A 

-ffe)-  Section  202  of  sunk  Act;  as  amended  -(5  U.StC. 
91-2);  is  amended  fey  striking  out  “grade  GS— 9”  and  insert  - 
ing  in  hen  thereof  “grade  GS  4-0  A 

-fef  Subsections  -ffef  and  -(of  of  section  -3573  of  title  39; 
■United  States  Code,  are  amended  fey  striking  out  Aevd 
PFS  -7--  and  “level  4004-8—  wherever  appearing  therein. 
and  inserting  in  hen  thereof  “level  PFf8  10”  and  “level 
PFS  14”,  respectively.-  J 
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Subsection  -fa)-  of  section  3575  of  title  39y  United 
States  Code,  is  amended  to  read  as  follows-:- 

-  (a)  Sections  35747  3573,  and  3-571  of  tins  title  do  not 
apply  to  postmasters,  rural  carriers,  and  postal  inspectors/^ 

SUNDAY  rKEMIUM  PAY 

Se€t  405  -fa)-  The  heading  of  title  444  of  the  4ederal 
Employees  Day  Act  of  1915,  as  amended,  is  amended  to 
read  as  follows: 


-TITLE  444-  -  -GUM^ENSATION-  4U4t  EIGHT; 

SUNDAY-,  AND  440U444AY  WORK’- 
-fh)-  Section  303  of  sueh  Aetj  as  amended  -f§  U.S-U- 
922)-,  is  redesignated  as  section  303  of  sueh  Aetr 

-fe)-  Title  444  of  sueh  Aetj  as  amended  -f§  U.S.C.-  924 
and  following) ,  is  amended  by  inserting  immediately  follow- 
mg  section  304  thereof  the  following-: 

‘COMPENSATION  POP  SUNDAY  -WOEK 


“Seg.  302t  AH  work  not  exceeding  eight  hours  which 
is  not  overtime  work  as  defined  in  section  204  of  this  Aet 
and  which  is  performed  within  the  period  commencing  at 
midnight  Saturday  and  ending  at  midnight  Sunday  shah  be 
compensated  at  the  rate  of  basic  compensation  of  the 
or  employee  performing  such  work  on  Sunday  plus 
compensation  at  a  rate  equal  to  25  per  centum  of  his  rate 
of  basic  compensation/’ 

-(d)-  Section  404(4)  of  sueh  Aetj  as  amended  -(5  UrSA. 
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926-  ( 1 ) )  ?  is  amended  by  inserting  ~  Sunday,”  h 
following  the  werd  --night”. 

-(e)-  Seetien  4Q4-(3)-  of  seek  Aefi  as  amended  -(§  U-S.-C.- 
926  (2) ) ,  is  amended  by  inserting  ~  on  Sundays,”  imme  ¬ 
diately  following  the  words  -“duty  at  night 

-(f)-  The  first  paragraph  of  seetien  26  of  the  Independent 
Offices  Appropriation  Aefi  -l-9-357  as  amended  -f§  H-.-S-.O.- 
67 3 o) ,  is  amended  by  inserting  immediately  before  the  period 
at  the  end  thereof  the  following:  ^  Provided  further,  -That 
employees  subject  to  this  seetien  whose  regular  work  sehed 
ule  includes  an  eighk-heur  period  of  service  any  part  of  which 
is  within  the  period  commencing  at  midnight  Saturday  and 
ending  at  midnight  Sunday  shall  be  paid  extra  compensation 
at  the  rate  of  2§  per  eentum  of  his  hourly  rate  of  basic  com 
pensation  for  each  hour  of  work  performed  during  such 
eight-hour  period  of  serviced 

HEALTH  AND  INSURANCE  COVERAGE  FOR  CERTAIN  EM¬ 
PLOYEES  ON  LEAVE  WITHOUT  PAY 

SeOt  406t  -(a-)-  Section  6  of  the  Federal  Employees* 
Group  Life  Insurance  Act  of  tfifiL  as  amended  -ffi  U-.S.G. 

is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  follow 
ing  new  subsection-; 

“-(d)  Notwithstanding  the  foregoing,-  an  o-ffieer  or  em¬ 
ployee  who  enters  on  approved  leave  without  pay  to  serve 


as  a  full-time  officer  or 


of  an  organization 
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primarily  el  employees-,-  as  defined  in  section  A  el  lies  Acty 
may?  within  sisty  days  alter  entering  ee  such  leave  wilhenl 
payy  elcefe  te  continue  bis  insurance  and  arrange  te  pay  eur- 
rently  into  the  fund,  through:  his  employing  ageney,-  helh 
and  agency  contributions?  41  he  dees  net  se  eleety 


will  eenlinne  during 


and  t-ermi- 
4he 

s  te 


l-i  p. 

I11CJ 

nate  as  provided  in  subsection  -faf  el  this 
employing  ageney  shah  forward  the 
the  fund  established  by  section  5  of  this  ActA- 
-(h)-  Section  -7- ( b)  of  the 
Benefits  Aet  of  14159,  as  amended  -fh  U.8?G.-  oOOtbfbf^  is 
amended — 


febewing 


-ft-)-  by  inserting  ^^(4-) 

“-(-b)-^y  and 

-(A)-  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new 
paragraph: 

-‘■(-A)  An  employee  who  enters  on  approved  leave  with- 

f  iioy  t  a  eovye  o  c<  p  1 1 1 1 1  hi r*  /atti ( v  nv  onm  I  o  n  av- 

tTrtr  T7TT“v~  Tt7  oil  Vy  ttn  tt  tttII till H  1  Ml irii  trr  4  111  11  ill  y  I  t'  trr  trrr  vrl 

a|  kX£±  /I  /vfrn  /  *  /I  1  n 

vTr  v  111  4*111  \  l  I'o*  (to  xl  11 11 1 1  It  111 


section  h  of  thisAety  mayy  within  shrty  days  after  entering 
on  sueh  leave  without  payT  file  with  his  employing  agency 
an  election  to  continue  his  health  benefits  eoverage  and 
arrange  to  pay  currently  into  the  fund-,-  through  his  em¬ 
ploying  agency,  both  employee  and  agency  contributions? 
4f  he  does  not  so  eleety  his  eoverage  will  terminate  as  spec- 
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ified  hr  paragraph  -(4-)-  and  implementing  regulations?  Fhe 
employing  agency  shftH  forward  the  enrollment  charges  so 
paid  to  the  fund.-’ 

-(e)-  An  officer  or  employee  who  is  on  approved  leave 
without  pay  and  serving  as  a  full-time  officer  or  employee 
of  an  organization  eomposed  primarily  of  employee^  as  de¬ 
fined  in  seetion  fi  of  tire  Federal  Employees-  Group  -Life  3n- 
snranee  Aet  of  4fifi4y  os  amended  -ffi  U.S.G.-  2-091-)-  or  see¬ 
tion  of  the  -Federal  Employees  Health  Benefits  Aet  of 
1959,  as  amended  -fo  U-.S.G.-  fiOOF)^  as  the  ease  may  hey 
may,  within  sixty  days  after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this 
Aety  file  with  his  employing  ageney  an  eleetion  to  continue 
any  hrsuraneoy  or  health  benefits  coverage,  or  both,-  that  he 
has  on  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Aety  and  arrange 
to  pay  currently  into  the  employees’  fife  insurance  fund 
and  the  employees-  health  benefits  fnndy  as  appropriate? 
both  employee  and  ageney  contributions?  Fbe  employ- 
iag  ageney  shall  forward  such  payments  to  the  em¬ 
ployees’  life  hrsuranee  fund  and  the  employees’-  health  bene¬ 
fits  fnndy  as  appropriate?  if  he  does  not  so  efiety  any  life 
and  health  benefits  coverage  will  continue  and 
as  for  other  employees  hr  nonpay  status? 

-(df  Fhe  United  States  Civil  Service  Commission  is 
authorized  to  issue  regulations  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of 
this  seetion  and  the  amendments  made  by  this  section? 
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INCREASE  IN  UNIFORM  ALLOWANCES 


Sect  407?  4he  federal  Employees  Uniform 
Act?  as  am-ended  -{0  IT.S?G.  -2434-  -2433 ) ,  is  amended  hy 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  ttew  see-tion : 

“S-EO?  40m  ^Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  oi  this 
title,  eaeh  of  the  respective  maximum  uniform  allowances  in 
effect  on  Aped  4?  4966,-  for  the  respective  categories  oi  em¬ 
ployees  to  whom  uniform  allowances  are  paid  under  this 
title  are  hereby  increased?  subject  to  the  maximum  allo-w- 
anee  authorised  hy  this  title?  as  follows-: 

“  (1)  4f  the  maximum  uniform  allowanee  is  $100 
or  more,  such  allowanee  shall  he  increased  hy  2#  per 
centum. 


more  hut  less  than  $400?  such 
creased  hy  30  per 
±{&)-  If  the 


allowance  is  $70  or 

0,1 1  r>  .11  Ka  in_ 
ullall  Du  Hi 

is  $50  or 


more  hut  less  than  $70?  such  allowance  shall  he  increased 
hy  30  per  centum. 

“  (4)  If  the  maximum  uniform  allowanee  is  less 
than  $50,  such  allowance  shall  he  increased  hy  40  per 
centum. 

Such  maximum  uniform  allowances?  as  in  effect  on  April  4? 

1966,  and  as  increased  hy  this  section?  shall  not  he  reduced?”-? 
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EFFECTIVE  DATES 

Se07  408t  This  title  shall  become  effective  as  follows^ 
-ftf  This  section  and  sections  404^  402y  40tb  and 
407  shall  become  effective  on  the  date  of  enactment  of 
this  Aeti 

-(Of  Sections  403-j  404,  anti  40b  shall  become  ef¬ 
fective  on  the  hast  bay  of  the  first  pay  period  which 

1  tA  A'l  n  Ci  AJl  A1»  A  {t/  n*  _T 1  1  I  1  -  -LUXti-t- 

}J till  U 1  111  tvl  1/  U1V  -L y  -L  t J U U  • 

•Titee  ¥ — Ci  vie  Seiivice  Retibement 

SHOICT  TIT-EE 

SeOt  bO-h  This  title  may  he  cited  as  the  “Civil  Sendee 
Retirement  Act  Amendments  of  1966-  7 

DEFINITIONS 

Sect  bOA  Section  4-(j)-  of  the  Civil  Service  Retire 
ment  Act  -fb  Tr.S.C.  2251  (j)  )■  is  amended  to  read  as 
fehowsT 

The  term  ‘child1,  for  purposes  of  section  10  (df? 
shall  mean  an  unmarried  childj  including  -ft)-  an  adopted 
elnbh  and  -(h)-  a  stepchhd  or  recognized  natural  child  who 
lived  with  tire  employee  or  Member  in  a  regular  parent-ehild 
relationshipj  under  the  age  of  eighteen  yeafSj  or  such  un¬ 
married  child  regardless  of  age  who  beeause  of  physical  or 
mental  disability  incurred  before  age  eighteen  is  incapable 
of  self  supporti  or  such  unmarried  child  between  eighteen 
II.R.  14122 - 4 


1  and  twenty  two  years  el  age  who  is  a  student  r 

2>, 1 1 1  -i  11  nc  o,  full  linio  nnuveo  a F  £ f n  fl 7  A4-  -tvo  ip  m  n*  i  n  vr^i  tl  aii  r«  a  1  n  xx. 

u  11 J 1 1  ^  tt  x( 1 1 1  t lilt v_*  vUll-t  dU  U 1  i5 tttvtjT  'Jl  tl  lumilg-  xxx  1  vuIviUllUv  x_Li_  lli 

Q  In fyl i  er«1ir>Al  fvn  /] n  or«li  nnl _  f  a  a!  n  >  1  AV7  1  a  1*  it/u*u fintiul  1 

«.)  ill ^ XT  ijv  llUUly  txTtttU  oLllUUlj  IUI  lllllt  ell  ur  V  U v  cltiUilcll  T 

4  jin  tier  eel  lege,  eollegcy  university,  er  eompan 
5  educational  institution.-  A  child  wke  is  a  student  shad  net  he 


VA  /  ti  W>'11  1  rif\(\ 
1  ““TxglllZjT!' tt 


6  deemed  te  have  eeased  te  he  a  student  during  any  interim 

8/  1 1  ev  ~nevi  rul  a  f  11  till  fl  h  f  Ail  /I  o  11  Q  A  -  /l  nn  c  in  a|  a  ~V  A  f  >  A  /I  f  All  1*  e  u  1  ati  A  n  x* 
v7 1 1 1L1  IJ  v  l  1*  'll  vtt  x  1  Ul lei  1;  1 1,  JLlvtcl  1 1  v  v_"  j  HU l  u  11U  L  L  A.I.  U 14 11  1 U LL JL  14 ct  1  Ull lltlx 

9  menths  and  il  he  shews  te  the  satisfaetien  el  the  Commission 
10  that  he  has  a  hena  kde  intention  el  continuing  te  pursue  sueh 
11  eeurse  during  the  seheel  yeary  semester,-  er  term  immediately 
12  following  the  interim?  ffike  term  -childly  ler  purposes  el  see- 
13  tien  44y  shall  include  an  adopted  child  and  a  natural  ebildy 
14  hut  shall  net  include  a  stepchild?’' 

15  RETIREMENT  COVERAGE  FOR  0-KETA4X  EMPLOYEES  ON 
16  LEAVE  WTTHOLT-T  PAM 

11  See?  503?  Section  3  el  the  Civil  Service  Retirement 
13  Act  -f§  hrrSrC?  2253)  is  amended  hy  adding  at  the  end 
19  thereel  the  following  new  subsections 

“  (h)  (4)  An  employee  who  enters  on  approved  leave 
21  without  pay  te  serve  as  a  full-time,  officer  er  employee  el  an 
22  organization  composed  primarily  el  employees  as  defined  in 
23  section  4-fa)-  el  this  Aety  may,  within  sixty  days  alter  enter 
24  tag  on  such  leave  without  pay?  hie  with  his  employing 
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f  an  election  to  receive  Ml  reMement  emfe  lor  Ms 
oeriods  el  seek  leave  witbent  pay  and  arrange  lei  pay  ebr- 
rently  into  Me  Mnd7  tbrengb  Ms  employing  agcncy7  amermts 
epnal  le  Me  retirement  dedaetions  wbieb  weald  ke  applicable 
b  be  were  le  pay  statas-T  Me  employee  wbe  is  en  approved 
leave  VrlMeat  pay  and  serving  as  a  lab-time  elbeer  or  em¬ 
ployee  el  seeb  an  organisation  en  Me  bale  el  enactment  el 
Mis  sabseetien  may  similarly  eleel  witbm  skty  bays  alter 
seeb  bale  el  enactment-  41  Me  election  provided  by  Mis 
paragraph  is  eel  made7  Me  employee  sbab  receive  erebb 
ler  seeb  periebs  el  leave  wbbent  pay  as  previbeb  m  Me  see- 
eeb  seelceee  el  section  3-(e)  el  Mis  Mob 

MMf  Me  empleyee  may  deposit  vbM  mterest  ae  ameeel 
espial  le  retirement  deductions  representmg  periods  el  ap- 
preveb  leave  with  oat  pay  vMde  serving^  prior  le  Me  bale 
el  eaaelmcat  el  Mis  sebseclieeT  as  a  MlbMee  elbeer  er 
el  ae  ergaobatioe  eempeseb  primarby  el  cm- 
p  as  bebeeb  m  section  4-fa)-  el  iMs  Mel7  and  may 
reeeive  Mb  relbeereel  credit  Mr  seeb  periebs  el  leave  with- 
eel  payr  b  Me  event  el  bis  death  T  a  serviver  as  bebeeb  ie 
seeliee  4-fa)-  el  Mis  Mel  may  mabe  seeb  depasitr  41  Me 
deposit  described  ie  Mis  paragraph  is  eel  madc7  retirement 


credit  sbab  be  abewed  m  aeeerbaeee  w-bb  Me  seeeeb  sen¬ 
tence  el  section  3-fej-  el  Mis  M-etM 
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IMMEDIATE  RETIREMENT 

Se6t  504t  -(ft)-  Section  6-fa)-  of  Ike  Givil  Serviec  Retire- 
meet  Act  -f5  U.S.O-.-  2256(a)-)-  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows : 

--(■ft)-  Any  employee  who  attains  tke  age  el  fifty-five 
years  and  completes  tkirty  years  el  service  shall,  upon  sep- 
aratien  teem  tke  service?  ke  paid  an  annnity  computed  as 
provided  in  section  ffi- 

-{k}-  Section  6  ()>)-  el  seek  Ant  -f&  U.StGt  2256  (b) )-  is 
amended  te  read  as  fehews-r 

“  (k)-  Any  empleyee  who  attains  tke  age  el  sixty  years 
and  completes  twenty  years  el  service  shad?  upon  separation 
Irem  tke  service?  ke  paid  an  annuity  computed  as  provided 
in  section 

-(e)-  Seetien  6-(ff  of  seek  Aot  -{£  dASffib  325ffi{ff)-  is 


-(4-)-  by  inserting  in  tke  tkird  sentence  thereof  im¬ 
mediately  following  tke  words  -‘-Any  Member-1  tke 
words  ^mr  former  Member--  ;■  and 

-fS-f  by  adding  immediately  following  tke  tkird  sen¬ 
tence  thereof  tke  following  new  sentence-;  ^Mler  tke  pur¬ 
poses  of  tke  immediately  preceding  sentence?  service  in 
an  office  or  position  in  tke  executive  branch  of  tke  Gov¬ 
ernment  of  tke  United  States?  including  eaek  corpora¬ 
tion  owned  or  controlled  ky  suck  Government?  wkich 
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terminates  ate  Mate  34T  49(94,  sW  be  tel  and  con¬ 
sidered  to  be  Member  service.”. 

ANNUITY  ee-MriTTATION 

Suu?  505t  -fa-)-  Section  9(c)  el  the  Givil  Service  Retire 
meet  Act  -f5  IT-.S.O.  2-2-59  ( e) )  is  amended  by  striking  eat 
m  tbe  seeend  sent  cnee  thereof  the  words  -from  the  sorv-te- 
and  inserting  m  hen  tbereef  Any  if  be  elects  to  have  his 
annuity  computed  or  recomputed:  pursuant  to  section  49-(ef 
of  this  Aet  following  service  m  an  appointive  positiou  which 
terminates  after  March  24y  496ffi  the  basie  salary  he  is  re¬ 
ceiving  at  the  time  of  separation  from  seeb  appointive  posi- 
tion,  whichever  is  the  greater”? 

-(b)-  Section  9-fb)  of  such  Act  -(9  1T-.S.C.  2259-(d) )  is 
amended  to  read  as  fellows : 

U 


-fd}-  tee  annuity  as  hereinbefore  provided,-  for  an  em¬ 
ployee  retiring  under  section  shall  be  reduced  by  one- 

sixth  of  4  per  centum  for  each  full  month  such  emploj-ec  is 
under  the  age  of  fifty -five  years  at  date  of  separation? — tee 
annuity  as  hereinbefore  provider^  for  a  Member  retiring 
under  the  second  and  third  sentence  of  section  (4(f)-  or  the 
third  sentence  of  section  S-fbfy  shall  be  reduced  by  one- 
twelfth  of  4  per  centum  for  each  full  month  not  in  excess  of 
sixty,-  and  one  sixth  of  4  per  centum  for  each  full  month  in 
excess  of  sixty,  sueh  Member  is  under  the  age  of  sixty  years 
at  date  of  separation.” 
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SURVIVOR  ANNUITIES 

Suer  bQfk  -{ft}-  Section  10  (a)  -(2)  el  Ike  Givh 

Aet  -fe  U.S-.C.  2260  (a)  -(-2) )  is  amended  to  read 

as  fellows* 

-‘-(-2)  Aft  annuity  computed  under  this  sukseetien  shall 
eemmenee  eft  Ike  day  after  Ike  retired  employee  dies-,-  aftd 
seek  annuitv  er  anv  right  Ike  redo  shall  terminale  eft  Ike  Iasi 
day  el  Ike  month  before  -(A)-  ift  Ike  ease  el  Ike  survivor  of 
a  retired  employee^  Ike  survivor's  remarriage  prior  to  attain- 
mg  age  sixty,  or  death  or  -(41)-  hr  Ike  ease  of  the  survivor  of 
a  Member^  Ike  surv-i-vor-s  death  or  remarriageA- 

-(h)-  44ee  last  seuteuee  of  section  40-(e}-  of  soek  Ael  -f§ 
4AfbtA  226‘Q-fc) )  is  amended  to  -read  as  fokowsr  -44+e  an- 
ftuily  of  suek  widow  or  dependent  widower  skak  commence 
ion  Ike  day  after  Ike  employee  or  Member  dies,  and  an 
annuity  under  tkis  sukseetien  or  any  right  thereto  skak 
terminate  on  Ike  last  day  of  Ike  month  before  -(4)-  Ike  death 
of  Ike  widow  or  wrdower7  -(2)-  remarriage  or  Ike  widow  or 
widower  of  an  employee  prior  to  attaining  age  sixty,  -f3)-  re¬ 
marriage  of  the  widow  or  widower  of  a  Member  regardless 
of  agey  or  -f4)-  the  widower-s  keeoming  eapakle  of  sek- 


-(e)-  Section  46-fd)-  of  suek  Aet  -fb  IT.S.C1.-  2261)  (d) ) 
is  amended  to  read  as  fokow-s-: 

^-{d}-  4f  an  employee  or  a  Member  dies  after  e< 
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mg  at  leas!  hve  years  el  civilian  seaviee7  oa  an  employee  or  a 
Member  dies  after  having  retired  under  any  provision  el  das 
Aetj  and  is  survived  by  a  wife  ea  ly  a  hasbandy  each  sua- 
viving  child  shad  be  paid  aa  aaaaily  ecpial  le  Ibe  smallest 
of  -ftf  40  pea  eeatam  el  the  employee’s  oa  Member’s  aver¬ 
age  salary  divided  by  the  number  of  ehildrcn,  -(Of  $0007  oa 
-fo-f  $4yS90  divided  by  the  aambea  of  ehildren7  subject  to 
the  provisions  of  section  -48v  4f  saeh  employee  ot  ^Mcmfecr 


is  not  saavived  by  a  wife  oa  husbandy  each  surviving  ehdd 
sbah  be  paid  aa  annuity  egual  to  the  smallest  of  -(h)-  00  pea 
centum  of  the  employee’s  oa  Membci-s  average  salary 

r]i  V1  A fvfl  1  vx?  eli o  liniTi lioi*  rtf  nh llrl roil,  /  O \  H f) (A  av  /  O  \  1  (^A 

U.1  v  lvtt7tL  try  LllVJ  llltTHIJtLl  tTT  t  lllTU  l  tL  lly  (  j  <Jp  I  ~\Jy  tTr  (T*  J  f  ?  X 

divided  by  the  number  of  ehildrcn,  subject  to  the  provisions 
of  section  4th  4-lre  child’s  annuity  shall  commence  oa  the 


day  after  the  employee  oa  Member  dies  oa  the  hast  day  of 
the  month  in  which  the  ehdd  later  becomes  oa  again  beeomes 

f  I r 

a  student  as  described  in  section  1  (j)-,  provided  the  lump¬ 
sum  credit,-  if  paid,  is  returned  to  the  faned  Saeh  annuity 
granted  under  this  Act  oa  under  the  Act  of  May  A9y  4-93Qy 
as  amended  from  and  after  ^February  £8y  44f4Sy  oa  any  right 
thereto  shall  terminate  oa  the  last  day  of  the 
f4f  the  ebibhs  attainn 
stmlent  as  described  oa  incapable  of  self-support,  -f2f  las 
becoming  capable  of  self-support  after  attaining  age  eighteen 
unless  he  is  then  saeh  a  studcnt7  -(bf  his  attaining  age 


j  o 

•before 


6  age  eighteen  unless  he  is  then  a 
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twenty  two  h  he  is  then  sneh  a  student  and  net  h 
of  self  support,  -{4)-  his  ceasing  to  he  sneh  a  student  after 
at  taining  age  eighteen  unless  he  is  tiien  in  capable  of  self- 
support,-  -fbf  his  marriage,  or  -fd)-  his  deathy  whichever  first 
eeeursr  Upon  the  death  of  the  surviving  wife  or  hushand 
or  termination  ol  the  child’s  annuity,  the  annuity  of  any 
other  ehdd  or  children  shah  he  recomputed  and  paid  as 
though  stub  wife?  husband^  or  child  had  not  survived  the 
employee  or  Member.” 

-(d)-  Section  40  of  such  Act  -(•§  U.S.G;  2-200)-  is  amended 
hy  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  subsection-; 

In  the  ease  of  a  surviving  spouse  whose  annuity 
under  this  section  is  hereafter  terminated  because  of  remar¬ 
riage  before  attaining  age  sivty,  annuity  at  the  same  rate 
shah  be  restored  eommeneing  on  the  day  such  remarriage 
is  dissolved  hy  death,  annulment  or  divorce-:-  Provided;,  That 
-to  said  surviving  spouse  elects  to  receive  such  annuity 
in  fieu  of  any  survivor  benefit  to  which  he  or  she  may  he 
entitled  under  this  or  any  other  retirement  system  established 
for  employees  of  the  Government  hy  reason  of  the  remarriage 
and  -f2}-  any  lump  sum  paid  upon  termination  of  the  annuity 
is  returned  to  the  fund.” 
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IlECOMPL-TATIOX  OF  CERTAIN  ANNUITIF6 
Sec.  507t  Effective  July  47  IO667  the  annuity  el — 
to  each  retired  employee  who  retired  under  the 
Civil  Service  Retirement  Aet  en  er  alter  April  4y  194-8-,- 
and  prior  to  October  U7  4-962,  and  who  elected  a  re¬ 
duction  in  bis  or  ber  annuity  in  order  to  provide  a  sur¬ 
vivor  annuity  lor  bis  or  ber  spouse? 

-(8-)-  caeb  survivor  designated  by  an  individual  who 
retired  under  sueb  Aet  as  described  in  subparagraph 
-(4)-  of  tbis  section?  and 

-(3)-  eacb  surviving  spouse  whose  entitlement  to 
annuity  under  sueb  Aet  resulted  from  the  death  oi  an 
employee  on  or  after  February  297  49487  and  prior  to 
October  U7  43027 

sbab  be  recomputed  and  paid  as  il  the  formula  enacted  by 
section  440-3  of  the  -Postal  Service  and  Federal  Employees 
Salary  Act  of  4902  -(TO  Stair  870;  Publie  Eaw  8-7—793)  bad 
been  in  effect  on  the  date  of  sueb  retirement  or  death;  Ac 
decrease  shad  be  made;  by  reason  of  the  enactment  of  this 
section?  in  the  annuity  received  by  any  person  immediately 
prior  to  duly  47  1900,  or  the  annuity  which  any  person  may 


H.R,  14122 - 5 
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entitled  to  receive  immediately-  prior  to  sued  date?  Abe 
annuity  el  a  ebild  sbab  net  be  affected  by  reason  el  tbe 
enactment  el  this  section?  Ao  annuity  shall  be  paid?  by  rea¬ 
son  el  tbe  enactment  el  this  sectkny  ler  any  period  prior  to 
tbe  date  el  snob  enactment? 

EFFEC-TFVE  DA-T-ES 

See?  b08?  -{&)-  Except-  as  otherwise  provided;  tbis  see- 
tiory  section  bOky  section  ethk  and  subsection  -l-(j)  7  3-fk)  ; 

fH4r  &{hh 

and  4Q-(f)-  el  tbe  €ivd  Service  Retirement  Aetj  as  enacted 
or  amended  by  tbis  tbfe7  sbab  become  effective  on  tbe  date 
of  enactment  of  tbis  Act? 

-(bf  bhe  amendments  made  by  tbis  titby  except  tbe 
amendment  to  section  of  tbe  €ivb  Service  Retirement 
Act?  sbab  not  apply  in  tbe  eases  of  persons  retired  or  other¬ 
wise  separated  prior  to  these  respective  effective  dates-;  and 
tbe  -rights  of  sneb  persons  and  their  survivors  sbab  continue 
in  tbe  same  -manner  and  to  the  same  extent  as  if  tbis  title 
bad  not  been  enacted? 

-(e)-  bhe  amendment  made  by  tbis  title  to  seet-ion  l-(j) 
of  tbe  bbvil  Service  Retirement  Aet  sbab  become  effective 
with  respect  to  tbe  children  of  persons  retired  or  otherwise 
separated  prior  toy  o?y  or  after  tbe  date  of  enactment  of  tbis 
Act;  except  that  no  annuity  shall  be  paid  by  reason  of  this 
for  any  period  prior  to  tbe  date  of  its  enactment; 
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MISCELLANEOUS 


Sec-.-  509t  The 


under  tke 


C( 


OEYIL 


EE  TIE  E-MEN  T  AND  DISABILITY  EEND^  in  title  4 
el  Ike  4ndependc-nt  Offices  Appropriation  Aety  4950  -{75 
Stat-  106-ffi  I'ubhe  -Law  85-  844)  7  shall  net  apply  with 
■respect  to  benefits  resulting  from  the  enactment  el  this  Aetr 
Title  ¥4 — Federal  Employees-  Health  Beneeits 

GOYEENMENT  CONTBIBETIONS 
Sect  504t  Subsection  -(af  el  sc  chon  7-  el  the  Federal 
Employees  Health  Benefits  Aet  el  as  amended  -(75 

gtatr  T45-j  5  U.S.G.  5006  (a)  )7  is  amended  te  read  as 
follo-wsr 

“  (a)  (4-)-  Except  as  provided  in  paragraph  -(5)-  el  this 

fip  pP*^  tmder  this  Aefi  in  addition  te  the  contributions  re- 
(p4^4  Pv  paragraph  -f5fi  shall  he  84-55  il  the  enrollment 
is  lor  self  alone  or  83.94-  if  the  enrollment  is  lor  sell  and 


en 


familvr  commencing  with  the  hrst  pay  period 
or  alter  duly  4—  4066r 

Toy  ^  employee  or  annuitant  enrolled  hr  a  plan 
15p  whieh  the  biweekly  subscription  charge  is  less  than  twice 
4+e  Government  eentribntien  established  under  paragraph 
-(].]  p  44s  ^bscetiem  the  Government  contribution  shall 
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be  §0  pee 


el  ike 


charge 


with  the  best  pep  perie-4  beginning  eft  er  alter  July  Aj  -1 966?- 
That  this  Act  may  he  cited  as  the  “ Federal  Salary  and 
Fringe  Benefits  Act  of  1966”. 

Title  I — Executive  Branch 

SHORT  TITLE 

Sec.  101.  This  title  may  he  cited  as  the  “ Federal  Em¬ 
ployees  Salary  Act  of  1966” . 

EMPLOYEES  SUBJECT  TO  CLASSIFICATION  ACT  OF  191/9 
Sec.  102.  (a)  Section  603(h)  of  the  Classification  Act 
of  1949,  as  amended  (79  Stat.  1111;  5  U.S.C.  1113(h) ), 
is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“(h)  The  compensation  schedule  for  the  General 
Schedule  shall  he  as  follows: 


‘Grade 


Per  annum  rates  and  steps 


1 

t 

8 

4 

6 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

GS-l _ 

$3, 609 

$3,  731 

$3,  853 

$3, 975 

8 4,097 

$4,  219 

8 4,341 

84, 463 

84,  685 

84, 7 07 

GS-S _ 

3,935 

4,058 

4,191 

4,324 

4,457 

4, 590 

4,723 

4,  856 

4,989 

6, 122 

GS-3 _ 

4,369 

4,  413 

4,557 

4,701 

4,845 

4, 989 

5, 133 

6, 277 

5,421 

6,666 

GS-i _ 

4,776 

4,936 

6,096 

5,256 

5, 416 

5, 576 

5,736 

6,896 

6,066 

6,216 

GS-5 _ 

6,  SSI 

5,607 

5,683 

5,859 

6,035 

6,211 

6, 387 

6,  563 

6,739 

6, 916 

GS-G _ 

5,  867 

6, 065 

6,263 

6, 461 

6,659 

6,857 

7,055 

7, 253 

7,451 

7,649 

GS-7 _ 

6,451 

6,664 

6, 877 

7,090 

7,303 

7, 616 

7,729 

7,942 

8,155 

8,368 

GS-S _ 

7,068 

7,303 

7,538 

7, 773 

8, 008 

8, 243 

8, 478 

8, 7 IS 

8,948 

9,183 

GS-9 _ 

7, 696 

7,957 

8, 218 

8,  479 

8,740 

9, 001 

9, 262 

9, 623 

9, 784 

10, 045 

GS-10 _ 

8, 431 

8,709 

8,997 

9,285 

9, 573 

9, 861 

10, 149 

10, 437 

10, 725 

11,013 

GS-11 . . . 

9,321 

9,536 

9, 851 

10, 166 

10, 481 

10, 796 

11, i'll 

11,426 

11,741 

12, 056 

GS-12 _ _ - 

10, 927 

11,306 

11,685 

12,  064 

12,  443 

12,  822 

IS,  201 

IS,  580 

IS,  959 

14, 338 

GS-1S _ _ 

12, 873 

IS,  321 

13, 769 

14,217 

14,  665 

15,113 

15, 561 

16, 009 

16,  457 

16, 905 

GS-U _ 

15, 106 

15, 629 

16, 152 

16,  675 

17, 198 

17,  721 

18, 244 

18, 767 

19, 290 

19,  813 

GS-l  5 _ 

17,  550 

18, 157 

18, 764 

19, 371 

19, 978 

20,  585 

21, 192 

21, 7 99 

22, 406 

23, 013 

GS-ie _ 

20,  075 

20, 745 

21,416 

22, 085 

22,  755 

23, 425 

24, 096 

24,766 

25, 435 

GS-17 _ 

22,  760 

23, 520 

24, 280 

25,  040 

25,800 

GS-l  8 _ 

25,  890 

(h)  Except  as  provided  in  section  504(d)  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Salary  Reform  Act  of  1962  (78  Stat.  412;  5  U.S.C. 
1173(d)),  the  rates  of  basic  compensation  of  officers  and 
employees  to  whom  the  compensation  schedule  set  forth  in 
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subsection  (a)  of  this  section  applies  shall  be  initially  ad¬ 
justed  as  of  the  effective  date  of  this  section,  as  follows: 

(1)  If  the  officer  or  employee  is  receiving  basic 
compensation  immediately  prior  to  the  effective  date  of 
this  section  at  one  of  the  rates  of  a  grade  in  the  General 
Schedule  of  the  Classification  Act  of  1949,  as  amended, 
he  shall  receive  a  rate  of  basic  compensation  at  the  cor¬ 
responding  rate  in  effect  on  and  after  such  date. 

(2)  If  the  officer  or  employee  is  receiving  basic 
compensation  immediately  prior  to  the  effective  date  of 
this  section  at  a  rate  between  two  rates  of  a  grade  in  the 
General  Schedule  of  the  Classification  Act  of  1949,  as 
amended,  he  shall  receive  a  rate  of  basic  compensation 
at  the  higher  of  the  two  corresponding  rates  in  effect  on 
and  after  such  date. 

(3)  If  the  officer  or  employee  is  receiving  basic 
compensation  immediately  prior  to  the  effective  date  of 
this  section  at  a  rate  in  excess  of  the  maximum  rate  for 
his  grade,  he  shall  receive  (A)  the  maximum  rate  for 
his  grade  in  the  new  schedule,  or  (B)  his  existing  rate 
of  basic  compensation  if  such  existing  rate  is  higher. 

(4)  If  the  officer  or  employee,  immediately  prior 
to  the  effective  date  of  this  section,  is  receiving,  pursuant 
to  section  2(b)(4)  of  the  Federal  Employees  Salary 
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Increase  Act  of  1955 ,  an  existing  aggregate  rate  of  com¬ 
pensation  determined  under  section  208(b)  of  the  Act 
of  September  1,  1954  (68  Stat.  1111),  plus  subsequent 
increases  authorized  by  law,  he  shall  receive  an  aggre¬ 
gate  rate  of  compensation  equal  to  the  sum  of  his  existing 
aggregate  rate  of  compensation,  on  the  day  preceding  the 
effective  date  of  this  section,  plus  the  amount  of  increase 
made  by  this  section  in  the  maximum  rate  of  his  grade, 
until  (i)  he  leaves  his  position,  or  (ii)  he  is  entitled  to 
receive  aggregate  compensation  at  a  higher  rate  by  rea¬ 
son  of  the  operation  of  this  Act  or  any  other  provision 
of  law;  but,  when  such  position  becomes  vacant,  the 
aggregate  rate  of  compensation  of  any  subsequent  ap¬ 
pointee  thereto  shall  be  fixed  in  accordance  with  appli¬ 
cable  provisions  of  law.  Subject  to  clauses  (i)  and  (ii) 
of  the  immediately  preceding  sentence  of  this  para¬ 
graph,  the  amount  of  the  increase  provided  by  this  sec¬ 
tion  shall  be  held,  and  considered  for  the  purposes  of 
section  208(b)  of  the  Act  of  September  1,  1954,  to 
constitute  a  part  of  the  existing  rate  of  compensation 
of  the  employee. 
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NEW  APPOINTMENTS  UNDER  CLASSIFICATION  ACT  OF  PJJfi 

Sec.  103.  Section  801  of  the  Classification  Act  of  1949, 
as  amended  (78  Stat.  401;  5  TJ.S.C.  1131),  relating  to  new 
appointments,  is  amended  by  striking  out  “ grade  13 ”  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “grade  11 

POSTAL  FIELD  SERVICE  EMPLOYEES 

Sec.  104.  (a)  Section  3542(a)  of  title  39,  United 
States  Code,  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“(a)  There  is  established  a  basic  compensation  schedule 
for  positions  in  the  postal  field  service  which  shall  be  known 
as  the  Postal  Field  Service  Schedule  and  for  which  the  sym¬ 
bol  shall  be  ‘PFS’.  Except  as  provided  in  sections  3543  and 
3544  of  this  title,  basic  compensation  shall  be  paid  to  all 
employees  in  accordance  with  such  schedule. 

“POSTAL  FIELD  SERVICE  SCHEDULE 


“PFS 


Per  annum  rates  and  steps 


10 


11 


It 


1. 

t. 

8. 

4- 

6. 

8. 

7. 

8. 
9. 
10 
11 
It. 
IS 

14 

15 
18 

17 

18 
19 
to 


$4,  to  It 

4,  BBS 
4, 919 

5,  SSI 
6,697 

6,  ns 
6,646 
7,088 
7,665 
8.S4B 
9,  til 

io,  m 
11,274 
13,427 
IS,  736 
15, 179 
16,793 
18, 5S0 
20, 626 
22,  7  60 


$4,S4S 
4,701 
6,085 
5,507 
6,888 
6,316 
6,763 
7,  S2S 
7,920 
8,628 
9,636 
10, 649 
11,663 
12, 859 
14,210 
15,  707 
17,  S80 
19, 145 
21,210 
23, 620 


$ 4,482 

4.850 
5,251 
5.68S 
6, 079 
6, 519 
6,981 
7,568 
8,175 
8,911 

9.851 
10, 896 
12, 052 
13, 291 
14, 684 
16, 235 
17,967 
19, 760 
21,895 
24, 280 


$4, 821 
4,999 
5,417 
6,859 
6,270 
6,722 
7,199 
7,793 
8,430 
9,194 
10,166 
11,243 
12, 441 

15,  723 
16, 158 

16,  763 
18,654 
20, 375 
22,  680 
25,  040 


$4, 7 60 
6, 148 
5,583 
6,036 
6,461 
6,925 
7,417 
8,028 
8,685 
9,477 
10,  481 
11,690 
12, 830 
14, 155 
15,632 
17,291 
19, 141 
20, 990 
23, 265 
25,800 


$4, 899 
5,297 
5,749 
6,211 
6,652 
7,128 
7,635 
8,263 
8,940 
9,760 
10,796 
11,937 
IS,  219 
14.587 
16, 106 
17, 819 
19, 728 
21,605 
23, 960 


$5, 038 
6,446 
5, 915 
6,387 
6,843 
7,331 
7,853 
8,498 
9,195 
10,043 
11,111 
12, 284 
IS,  608 
15,019 
16,680 
18,347 
20,315 
22, 220 
24, 635 


$5, 177 
5,595 
6,081 
6,563 
7,034 
7,534 
8, 071 
8,733 
9,450 
10, 326 
11,426 
12, 631 
IS,  997 
15,451 
17,054 
18, 875 
20, 902 
22,  835 
26,320 


$5, 316 
5,744 
6,247 
6,739 
7,225 
7,737 
8,289 
8,968 
9,705 
10, 609 
11,741 
12, 978 
14,386 
16,883 
17, 628 
19, 403 
21,  489 
23,460 


$6,455 
6,893 
6, 413 
6,915 
7, 416 
7,940 
8,507 
9,203 
9,960 
10, 892 
12,056 
IS,  325 
14,  775 
16,315 
18, 002 
19, 931 
22,076 
24,066 


$5, 594 
6,042 
6,679 
7,091 
7,607 
8,143 
8,725 


$6, 7 S3 
6,191 
6,745 
7,267 
7,798 
8,346 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 


40 


(b)  Section  3543(a)  of  title  39,  United  States  Code, 
is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“(a)  There  is  established  a  basic  compensation  schedule 
which  shall  be  known  as  the  Enrol  Carrier  Schedule  and  for 
which  the  symbol  shall  be  ‘RCS\  Compensation  shall  be 
paid  to  rural  carriers  in  accordance  with  this  schedule. 

“RURAL  CARRIER  SCHEDULE 


“Per  annum  rates  and  steps 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

Carrier  in  rural  delivery  service: 
Fixed  compensation  per 

annum _ 

Compensation  per  mile  per 
annum  for  each  mile  up 
to  SO  miles  of  route. 

For  each  mile  of  route  over 
SO  miles -  - - 

$2,391 

88 

25 

$2,607 

90 

26 

$2, 62S 

92 

26 

$2,739 

94 

25 

$2,855 

96 

25 

$ 2,971 

98 

26 

$3,087 

100 

26 

$3,  203 

102 

25 

$3, 319 

104 

26 

$3, 436 

106 

25 

$3,  651 

108 

26 

$3, 667 

110 

25“ 

(c)  Section  3544(a)  of  title  39,  United  States  Code, 
is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 


“( a)  There  is  established  a  basic  compensation  sched¬ 
ule,  which  shall  be  known  as  the  Fourth  Class  Office  Sched¬ 
ule  and  for  which  the  symbol  shall  be  (FOS’,  for  postmasters 
in  post  offices  of  the  fourth  class,  which  is  based  on  the  reve¬ 
nue  units  of  the  post  office  for  the  precediny  fiscal  year. 
Basic  compensation  shall  be  paid  to  postmasters  in  post 
offices  of  the  fourth  class  in  accordance  with  this  schedule. 

“FOURTH  CLASS  OFFICE  SCHEDULE 


Per  annum  rates  and  steps 


1 

2 

8 

4 

5 

e 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

$4,  019 
3, 715 
3,064 
2,407 
1,736 
1,398 

$4, 162 
3,837 
3,168 
2,485 

$4,  285 
3, 959 
3,272 
2,663 
1,846 
1,488 

$4, 418 

$ 4,551 

$4, 684 

$4,  817 

$4, 950 

$5, 083 

$5,216 

$5, 349 

$5, 482 

4,081 

4,203 

4,325 

4, 447 

4,569 

4,691 

4,813 

4,935 

5,057 

3, 376 

3,  480 

3, 684 

3, 688 

3,792 

3, 896 

4,000 

4,104 

4,208 

2,641 

2, 719 

2,797 

2,875 

2,953 

3,031 

3,109 

3,187 

3, 266 

1,791 

1,901 

1,956 

2,011 

2,066 

2, 121 

2,176 

2,231 

2,  286 

2,341 

1.443 

1,533 

1,578 

1,623 

1,668 

1,713 

1,758 

1,803 

1,848 

1,893”. 
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(cl)  The  basic  compensation  of  each  employee  subject 
to  the  Postal  Field  Service  Schedule,  the  Rural  Carrier 
Schedule,  or  the  Fourth  Class  Office  Schedule  immediately 
prior  to  the  effective  date  of  this  section  shall  be  determined 
as  folloivs: 

(1)  Each  employee  shall  be  assigned  to  the  same 
numerical  step  for  his  position  which  he  had  attained 
immediately  prior  to  such  effective  date.  If  changes  in 
levels  or  steps  would,  otherwise  occur  on  such  effective 
date  without  regard  to  enactment  of  this  Act,  such 
changes  shall  be  deemed  to  have  occurred  prior  to  con¬ 
version. 

(2)  If  the  existing  basic  compensation  is  greater 
than  the  rate  to  which  the  employee  is  converted  under 
paragraph  (1)  of  this  subsection,  the  employee  shall  be 
placed  in  the  lowest  step  which  exceeds  his  basic  com¬ 
pensation.  If  the  existing  basic  compensation  exceeds 
the  maximum  step  of  his  position,  his  existing  basic  com¬ 
pensation  shall  be  established  as  his  basic  compensation. 

EMPLOYEES  IN  THE  DEPARTMENT  OF  MEDICINE  AND 
SURGERY  OF  THE  VETERANS’  ADMINISTRATION 

Sec.  105.  Section  4107  of  title  38,  United  States  Code, 
relating  to  grades  and  pay  scales  for  certain  positions  within 
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the  Department  of  Medicine  and  Surgery  of  the  Veterans 
Administration,  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“§  4107.  Grades  and  pay  scales 

“(a)  The  per  annum  full-pay  scale  or  ranges  for  posi¬ 
tions  provided  in  section  4103  of  this  title,  other  than  Chief 
Medical  Director  and  Deputy  Chief  Medical  Director,  shall 
he  as  follows: 

“SECTION  4103  SCHEDULE 

“Assistant  Chief  Medical  Director,  $ 25,890 . 

“Medical  Director,  $22,760  minimum  to  $25,800 
maximum. 

“Director  of  Nursing  Service,  $17,550  minimum  to 
$23,013  maximum. 

“Director  of  Chaplain  Service,  $17,550  minimum  to 
$23,013  maximum. 

“Chief  Pharmacist,  $17,550  minimum  to  $23,013 
maximum. 

“Chief  Dietitian,  $17,550,  minimum  to  $ 23,013  maxi¬ 
mum. 

“(h)(1)  The  grades  and  per  annum  full-pay  ranges  for 
positions  provided  in  paragraph  (1)  of  section  4104  of  this 
title  shall  he  as  follows: 

“physician  and  dentist  schedule 

“Director  grade,  $20,075  minimum  to  $25,435  maxi¬ 


mum. 
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1  “Executive  grade,  $ 18,730  minimum  to  $ 24,355  maxi- 

2  mum. 

3  “Chief  grade,  $ 17,550  minimum  to  $ 23,013  maximum. 

4  “Senior  grade,  $15,106  minimum  to  $19,813  maximum. 

5  “Intermediate  grade,  $12,873  minimum  to  $16,905 

6  maximum. 

7  “Full  grade,  $10,927  minimum  to  $14,338  maximum. 

8  “Associate  grade,  $9,221  minimum  to  $12,056  maxi- 

9  mum. 

10  “nurse  schedule 

11  “Assistant  Director  grade,  $15,106  minimum  to  $19,813 

12  maximum. 

13  “Chief  grade,  $12,873  minimum  to  $16,905  maximum. 

14  “Senior  grade,  $10,927  minimum  to  $14,338  maximum. 

15  “Intermediate  grade,  $9,221  minimum  to  $12,056 

16  maximum. 

17  “Full  grade,  $7,696  minimum  to  $10,045  maximum. 

18  “Associate  grade,  $6,730  minimum  to  $8,749  maximum. 

19  “Junior  grade,  $5,867  minimum  to  $7,649  maximum. 

20  “(2)  No  person  may  hold  the  director  grade  unless  he 

21  is  serving  as  a  director  of  a  hospital,  domiciliary,  center, 

22  or  outpatient  clinic  (independent) .  No  person  may  hold 

23  the  executive  grade  unless  he  holds  the  position  of  chief  of 

24  staff  at  a  hospital,  center,  or  outpatient  clinic  ( independent ), 
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or  the  position  of  clinic  director  at  an  outpatient  clinic,  or 


comparable  position.'  ’ 

FOREIGN  SERVICE  OFFICERS;  STAFF  OFFICERS  AND 

EMPLOYEES 

Sec.  106.  (a)  The  fourth  sentence  of  seciion  412  of  the 
Foreign  Service  Act  of  1946,  as  amended  (22  U.S.C.  867), 
is  amended,  to  read  as  follows:  uThe  per  annum  salaries  of 
Foreign  Service  officers  within  each  of  the  other  classes  shall 


be  as  follows: 


"Class  1 . . 

$23, 9S5 

$24, 770 
20, 004 

$25, 890 
20, 675 

Class  2 .  . . . 

19,333 

$21,347 

$22,  018 

$22, 689 

$ 23,360 

Class  S. . . . .  _ 

15, 841 

16, 391 

16, 941 

17,  491 

18, 041 

18, 591 

19, 141 

Class  4—  _ _  _ 

12, 873 

IS,  321 

IS,  769 

14,217 

14, 665 

15,113 

16,  561 

Class  5 .  . 

10, 602 

10, 970 

11,338 

11,  7 06 

12,  on  4 

12, 442 

12,  810 

Class  6 . .  . 

8,843 

9,147 

9,  451 

9,755 

10, 059 

10, 363 

10, 667 

Class  7 . . . 

7,  473 

7,7  24 

7, 975 

8,226 

8,477 

8,728 

8,979 

Class  8 . . . 

6,451 

6,664 

6,877 

7,090 

7,303 

7,616 

7, 7 29  ” 

(b)  The  second  sentence  of  subsection  (a)  of  section  415 


of  such  Act  (22  U.S.C.  870(a) )  is  amended  to  read  as  fol¬ 
lows:  “ The  per  annum  salaries  of  such  staff  officers  and 
employees  within  each  class  shall  be  as  folloivs: 


"Class  J...  _ 

$15, 841 

$16, 391 

$16, 941 

$17,  491 

$18, 041 

$18,  591 

$19, 141 

$19, 691 

$20, 241 

$20,  791 

Class  2...  .. 

12, 873 

IS,  321 

13, 769 

14,217 

14,665 

15,113 

15, 561 

16,009 

16, 457 

16, 905 

Class  3...  .. 

10, 602 

10, 970 

11,338 

11,706 

12, 074 

12, 442 

12, 810 

IS,  178 

IS,  646 

13,914 

Class  4 _ 

8,843 

9, 147 

9.  451 

9,755 

10, 059 

10, 363 

10, 667 

10, 971 

11, 275 

11,  679 

Class  5 _ 

7,974 

8,246 

8,  518 

8,790 

9, 062 

9,334 

9,606 

9,  878 

10, 150 

10, 422 

Class  6 . . 

7,201 

7,441 

7, 681 

7,921 

8,161 

8,  401 

8, 641 

8,881 

9,121 

9,361 

Class  7 _ 

6,614 

6,  832 

7,050 

7,268 

7,486 

7,7  04 

7,922 

8,140 

8,358 

8, 676 

Class  8, . 

6,853 

6, 051 

6, 249 

6,447 

6, 645 

6,843 

7,041 

7,239 

7,  437 

7,635 

Class  9 . 

6, 341 

5, 517 

5, 693 

5, 869 

6,045 

6,221 

6,397 

6, 67 3 

6, 749 

6,925 

Class  10... 

4, 77 6 

4,936 

5,096 

6,256 

6,416 

6, 576 

5,736 

5,896 

6,056 

6, 216". 

(c)  Foreign  Service  officers,  Beserve  officers,  and  For¬ 
eign  Service  staff  officers  and  employees  who  are  entitled  to 
receive  basic  compensation  immediately  prior  to  the  effective 
date  of  this  section  at  one  of  the  rates  provided  by  section 
412  or  415  of  the  Foreign  Service  Act  of  1946  shall  receive 
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basic  compensation,  on  and  after  such  effective  date,  at  the 
rate  of  their  class  determined  to  be  appropriate  by  the 
Secretary  of  State. 

AGRICULTURAL  STABILIZATION  AND  CONSERVATION 
COUNTY  COMMITTEE  EMPLOYEES 
Sec.  107.  The  rates  of  compensation  of  persons  em¬ 
ployed  by  the  county  committees  established  pursuant  to 
section  8(b)  of  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allot¬ 
ment  Act  (16  TJ.S.C.  590h(b))  shall  be  increased  by 
amounts  equal,  as  nearly  as  may  be  practicable,  to  the 
increases  provided  by  section  102(a)  of  this  title  for  cor¬ 
responding  rates  of  compensation. 

SALARY  RATES  FIXED  BY  ADMINISTRATIVE  ACTION 
Sec.  108.  (a)  The  rates  of  basic  compensation  of  assist¬ 
ant  United  States  attorneys  whose  basic  salaries  are  fixed 
pursuant  to  section  508  of  title  28,  United  States  Code,  shall 
be  increased,  effective  on  the  effective  date  of  section  102 
of  this  title,  by  amounts  equal,  as  nearly  as  may  be  prac¬ 
ticable,  to  the  increases  provided  by  section  102(a)  of  this 
title  for  corresponding  rates  of  compensation. 

(b)  Notwithstanding  section  3679  of  the  Devised 
Statutes,  as  amended  (31  U.S.C.  665),  the  rates  of  com¬ 
pensation  of  officers  and  employees  of  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  and  of  the  municipal  government  of  the  District  of 
Columbia  whose  rates  of  compensation  are  fixed  by  adminis- 
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trative  action  pursuant  to  law  and  are  not  otherwise  increased 
by  this  Act  are  hereby  authorized  to  be  increased,  effective 
on  the  effective  date  of  section  102  of  this  title ,  by  amounts 
not  to  exceed  the  increases  provided  by  this  title  for  cor- 
responding  rates  of  compensation  in  the  appropriate  schedule 
or  scale  of  pay. 

( c)  Nothing  contained  in  this  section  shall  be  held  or 
considered  to  authorize  any  increase  in  the  rates  of  com¬ 
pensation  of  officers  and  employees  whose  rates  of  compen¬ 
sation  are  fixed  and  adjusted  from  time  to  time  as  nearly 
as  is  consistent  with  the  public  interest  in  accordance  with 
prevailing  rates  or  practices. 

( d)  Nothing  contained  in  this  section  shall  affect  the 
authority  contained  in  any  law  pursuant  to  which  rates  of 
compensation  may  be  fixed  by  administrative  action. 

EFFECTIVE  DATES 

Sec.  109.  This  title  shall  become  effective  as  follows: 

(1)  This  section  and  sections  101 ,  103,  and  108 
shall  become  effective  on  the  date  of  enactment  of  this 
Act. 

(2)  Sections  102,  104,  105,  106,  and  107  shall 
become  effective  on  the  first  day  of  the  first  pay  period 
which  begins  on  or  after  July  1,  1966. 
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Title  II — Judicial  Branch 

SHORT  TITLE 

Sec.  201.  This  title  may  be  cited  as  the  “ Federal  Judi¬ 
cial  Salary  Act  of  1966' \ 

JUDICIAL  BRANCH  EMPLOYEES 

Sec.  202.  (a)  The  rates  of  basic  compensation  of  offi¬ 
cers  and  employees  in  or  under  the  judicial  branch  of  the 
Government  whose  rates  of  compensation  are  fired  by  or 
pursuant  to  paragraph  (2)  of  subdivision  a  of  section  62  of 
the  Bankruptcy  Act  (11  U.S.C.  102(a)(2)),  section  3656 
of  title  18,  United  States  Code,  the  third  sentence  of  section 
603,  sections  671  to  675,  inclusive,  or  section  604(a)(5), 
of  title  28,  United  States  Code,  insofar  as  the  latter  section 
applies  to  graded  positions,  are  hereby  increased  by  amounts 
reflecting  the  respective  applicable  increases  provided  by  sec¬ 
tion  102(a)  of  title  I  of  this  Act  in  corresponding  rates  of 
compensation  for  officers  and  employees  subject  to  the  Classi¬ 
fication  Act  of  1949,  as  amended.  The  rates  of  basic  com¬ 
pensation  of  officers  and  employees  holding  ungraded  posi¬ 
tions  and  whose  salaries  are  fixed  pursuant  to  such  section 
604(a)(5)  may  be  increased  by  the  amounts  reflecting  the 
respective  applicable  increases  provided,  by  section  102(a) 
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of  title  1  of  this  Act  in  corresponding  rates  of  compensation 
for  officers  and  employees  subject  to  the  Glassification  Act 
of  1949,  as  amended. 

(b)  The  limitations  provided  by  applicable  law  on  the 
effective  date  of  this  section  with  respect  to  the  aggregate 
salaries  payable  to  secretaries  and  law  clerks  of  circuit  and, 
district  judges  are  hereby  increased  by  amounts  which  re¬ 
flect  the  respective  applicable  increases  provided  by  section 
102(a)  of  title  1  of  this  Act  in  corresponding  rates  of  com¬ 
pensation  for  officers  and  employees  subject  to  the  Classifica¬ 
tion  Act  of  1949,  as  amended. 

(c)  Section  753(e)  of  title  28,  United  States  Code  (re¬ 
lating  to  the  compensation  of  court  reporters  for  district 
courts),  is  amended  by  striking  out  the  existing  salary  limi¬ 
tation  contained  therein  and  inserting  a  new  limitation 
which  reflects  the  respective  applicable  increases  provided  by 
section  102(a)  of  title  I  of  this  Act  in  corresponding  rates 
of  compensation  for  officers  and  employees  subject  to  the 
Classification  Act  of  1949,  as  amended. 

EFFECTIVE  DATES 

Sec.  203.  This  title  shall  become  effective  as  follows: 

(1)  This  section  and  section  201  shall  become 
effective  on  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act. 

(2)  Section  202  shall  become  effective  on  the  first 
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day  of  the  first  pay  period  which  begins  on  or  after 
July  1,  1966. 

Title  111 — Legislative  Branch 

SHORT  TITLE 

Sec.  301.  This  title  may  be  cited  as  the  “Federal  Legis¬ 
lative  Salary  Act  of  1966''. 

LEGISLATIVE  BRANCH  EMPLOYEES 
Sec.  302.  (a)  Except  as  otherwise  provided  in  this  title, 
each  officer  or  employee  in  or  under  the  legislative  branch  of 
the  Government,  whose  rate  of  compensation  is  increased  by 
section  5  of  the  Federal  Employees  Pay  Act  of  1946,  shall 
be  paid  additional  compensation  cd  the  rate  of  2.9  per  centum 
of  his  gross  rate  of  compensation  (basic  compensation  plus 
additional  compensation  authorized  by  law). 

(b)  The  total  annual  compensation  in  effect  immediately 
prior  to  the  effective  date  of  this  section  of  each  officer  or 
employee  of  the  House  of  Representatives,  whose  compensa¬ 
tion  is  disbursed  by  the  Clerk  of  the  House  of  Representatives 
and  is  not  increased  by  reason  of  any  other  provision  of  this 
section,  shall  be  increased  by  2.9  per  centum.  Notwith¬ 
standing  section  303  of  this  title  or  any  other  provision  of 
this  section,  the  toted  annual  compensation  of  the  Clerk  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  and  the  Sergeant  at  Arms  of  the 
House  of  Representatives,  respectively,  shall  be  an  amount 
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which  is  equal  to  the  total  annual  compensation  of  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Senate  and  the  Sergeant  at  Arms  of  the  Senate , 
respectively. 

(c)  The  rates  of  compensation  of  employees  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  whose  compensation  is  fixed  by 
the  House  Employees  Schedule  under  the  House  Employees 
Position  Classification  Act  (78  Stat.  1079-1084;  Public 
Law  88-652;  2  U.S.C.  291-303 ) ,  including  each  employee 
subject  to  such  Act  whose  compensation  is  fixed  at  a  saved 
rate,  are  hereby  increased  by  amounts  equal,  as  nearly  as 
may  be  practicable,  to  the  increases  provided  by  subsection 
(a)  of  this  section. 

(d)  The  additional  compensation  provided  by  this 
section  shall  be  considered  a  part  of  basic  compensation  for 
the  purposes  of  the  Civil  Service  Retirement  Act  (5  U.S.C. 
2251  and  following ) . 

(e)  This  section  shall  not  apply  with  respect  to  the 
compensation  of  student  congressional  interns  authorized  by 
House  Resolution  416,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  and  the  com¬ 
pensation  of  employees  whose  compensation  is  fixed  by  the 
House  Wage  Schedule  under  the  House  Employees  Position 
Classification  Act. 

(f)  The  basic  compensation  of  each  employee  in  the 
office  of  a  Senator  is  hereby  adjusted,  effective  on  the  effective 
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1  date  of  this  section,  to  the  lowest  multiple  of  $60  which  will 

2  provide  a  gross  rate  of  compensation  not  less  than  the  gross 

3  rate  such  employee  was  receiving  immediately  prior  thereto, 

4  except  that  the  foregoing  provisions  of  this  subsection  shall  not 

5  apply  in  the  case  of  any  employee  if  on  or  before  the  fifteenth 

6  day  following  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act,  the  Senator 

7  by  whom  such  employee  is  employed  notifies  the  disbursing 

8  office  of  the  Senate  in  writing  that  he  does  not  wish  such 

9  provisions  to  apply  to  such  employee.  In  any  case  in  which , 

10  at  the  expiration  of  the  time  with  in  wh  ich  a  Senator  may  give 

11  notice  under  this  subsection,  such  Senator  is  deceased,  such 

12  notice  shall  be  deemed  to  have  been  given. 

13  (g)  Notwithstanding  the  provision  referred  to  in  sub- 
14 :  section  (h),  the  rates  of  gross  compensation  of  the  Secretary 

15  for  the  Majority  of  the  Senate,  the  Secretary  for  the  Minority 

16  of  the  Senate,  the  Chief  Reporter  of  Debates  of  the  Senate,  the 
11  Parliamentarian  of  the  Senate,  the  Senior  Counsel  in  the 

18  Office  of  the  Legislative  Counsel  of  the  Senate,  the  Chief 

19  Clerk  of  the  Senate,  the  Chaplain  of  the  Senate,  and  the  Post- 

20  master  and  Assistant  Postmaster  of  the  Senate  are  hereby 

21  increased  by  2.9  per  centum. 

22  (h)  The  paragraph  imposing  limitations  on  basic  and 

23  gross  compensation  of  officers  and  employees  of  the  Senate 
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appearing  under  ilie  heading  “SENATE”  in  the  Legislative 
Appropriation  Act,  1956,  as  amended  (74  Stat.  304;  Public 
Law  86-568),  is  amended  by  str\  iking  out  “$23,770”  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “$24,460” . 

(i)  The  limitation  on  gross  rate  per  hour  per  person 
provided  by  applicable  law  on  the  effective  date  of  this  sec¬ 
tion  with  respect  to  the  folding  of  speeches  and  pamphlets 
for  the  Senate  is  hereby  increased  by  2.9  per  centum.  The 
amount  of  such  increase  shall  be  computed  to  the  nearest 
cent,  counting  one-half  cent  and  over  as  a  whole  cent.  The 
provisions  of  subsection  (a)  of  this  section  shall  not  apply 
to  employees  whose  compensation  is  subject  to  such  limitation. 

SALARY  INCREASE  LIMITATION 
Sec.  o03.  No  rate  of  compensation  shall  be  increased, 
by  reason  of  the  enactment  of  this  title,  to  an  amount  in 
excess  of  the  salary  rate  now  or  hereafter  in  effect  for 
level  V  of  the  Federal  Executive  Salary  Schedule. 

EFFECTIVE  dates 

Sec.  304.  This  title  shall  become  effective  as  follows: 

(1)  This  section  and  section  301  shall  become  effec¬ 
tive  on  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act. 

(2)  Sections  302  and  303  shall  become  effective  on 
the  first  day  of  the  first  pay  period  which  begins  on  or 
after  July  1,  1966. 
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Title  IV — Miscellaneous  Provisions 

SALARY  STEPS  FOR  CERTAIN  EMPLOYEES  TRANSFERRED 
TO  POSTAL  FIELD  SERVICE 

Sec .  401.  Section  3551  of  title  39,  United  States  Code, 
is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new 
subsection : 

“(c)  The  Postmaster  General  may  appoint  or  advance 
any  Federal  employee  who,  together  with  his  function,  is 
transferred,  prior  to,  on,  or  after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this 
subsection,  to  a  post  office  or  other  postal  installation  at  or 
to  (1)  the  minimum  rate  for  his  position,  or  (2)  any  higher 
rate  for  his  position  which  is  less  than  one  full  step  above  the 
highest  rate  of  compensation  received  by  him  immediately 
prior  to  such  transfer.” . 

POSTAL  SENIORITY  ADJUSTMENTS 
Sec.  402.  (a)  The  Postmaster  General  shall  advance 
any  employee  in  the  postal  field  service 

a)  who  was  promoted  to  a  higher  level  between 
July  9,  1960,  and  October  13,  1962; 

(2)  who  is  senior  with  respect  to  total  postal  service 
to  an  employee  in  the  same  post  office  promoted  to  the 
same  level  on  or  after  October  13,  1962,  and  is  on  the 
effective  date  of  this  section  in  a  step  in  the  same  level 
below  the  step  of  the  junior  employee;  and 
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1  (3)  whom  the  Postmaster  General  determines  is  in 

2  the  same  craft  and  same  branch  of  the  Post  Office  Service 

3  as  such  junior  employee. 

4  Such  advancement  by  the  Postmaster  General  shall  be  to  the 

5  highest  step  which  is  held  by  any  such  junior  employee.  Any 
g  increase  under  the  provisions  of  this  subsection  shall  not  con- 
7  stitute  an  equivalent  increase  and  credit  earned  prior  to  ad- 
g  justment  under  this  subsection  for  advancement  to  the  next 
9  step  shall  be  retained. 

10  (h)  Section  3552  of  title  39,  United  States  Code ,  is 

11  amended  by  deleting  subsection  (d). 

12  SPECIAL  DELIVERY  MESSENGERS 

13  Sec.  403.  Section  3542(c)  of  title  39,  United  States 

14  Code,  is  amended — 

15  (4)  by  striking  out  “7  cents  per  mile  or  major 

16  fraction  thereof ”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “10  cents 

17  per  mile  or  major  fraction  thereof’ ;  and 

18  (2)  by  striking  out  “90  cents  per  hour”  and  insert- 

19  ing  in  lieu  thereof  “$1.25  per  hour” . 

20  OVERTIME 

21  Sec.  404.  ( a)  Section  201  of  the  Federal  Employees 

22  Pay  Act  of  1945,  as  amended  ( 5  U.S.C.  911) ,  is  amended — 

23  (1)  by  inserting  “or,  with  the  exception  of  em- 

24  ployees  engaged  in  professional  or  technical  engineering 
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or  scientific  activities  for  whom  the  first  forty  hours  of 
duty  in  an  administrative  workweek  is  the  basic  work¬ 
week  and  employees  whose  basic  compensation  exceeds 
the  minimum  rate  of  grade  GS-10  of  the  Classification 
Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  for  whom  the  first  forty 
hours  of  duty  in  an  administrative  workweek  is  the 
basic  workweek,  in  excess  of  eight  hours  in  a  day  ’  im¬ 
mediately  following  “in  excess  of  forty  hours  in  any 
administrative  workweek” ;  and 

(2)  by  striking  out  “grade  GS-9 ”  wherever  it 
occurs  therein  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “grade 
GS-10”. 

(b)  Section  202  of  such  Act,  as  amended  (5  U.S.C. 
912),  is  amended  by  striking  out  “grade  GS-9”  and  insert¬ 
ing  in  lieu  thereof  “grade  GS-10” . 

(c)  Section  401  of  such  Act,  as  amended  (5  U.S.C. 
926),  is  amended  by  striking  out  “grade  GS-9’  wherever 
it  occurs  therein  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “grade 
GS-10”. 

(d)  Subsections  (b)  and  (c)  of  section  3573  of  title  39, 
United  States  Code,  are  amended  by  striking  out  “level 
PFS-7”  and  level  PFS-8”,  wherever  appearing  therein, 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “level  PFS-10  and  level 
PFS-11”,  respectively. 
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SUNDAY  PREMIUM  PAY 

Sec.  405.  (a)  The  heading  of  title  III  of  the  Federal 
Employees  Pay  Act  of  1945,  as  amended,  is  amended  to 
read  as  follows: 

UTITLE  III— COMPENSATION  FOP  NIGHT, 
SUNDAY,  AND  HOLIDAY  WORK ” 

(h)  (1)  Section  302  of  such  Act,  as  amended  (5  U.S.C. 
922),  is  redesignated  as  section  303  of  such  Act. 

(2)  Any  reference  in  any  provision  of  law  to  section 
302  of  the  Federal  Employees  Pay  Act  of  1945,  which  is 
redesignated  as  section  303  of  such  Act  by  paragraph  (1) 
of  this  subsection,  shall  be  held  and  considered  to  refer  to 
section  303  of  such  Act,  as  so  redesignated. 

(c)  Title  111  of  such  Act,  as  amended  (5  U.S.C.  921 
and  following),  is  amended  by  inserting  immediately  follow¬ 
ing  section  301  thereof  the  following: 

“ COMPENSATION  FOR  SUNDAY  WORK 
uSec.  302.  Any  regularly  scheduled  eight-hour  period 
of  service  which  is  not  overtime  work  as  defined  in  section 
201  of  this  Act  any  part  of  which  is  performed  within  the 
period  commencing  at  midnight  Saturday  and  ending  at 
midnight  Sunday  shall  be  compensated  for  the  entire  period 
of  service  at  the  rate  of  basic  compensation  of  the  officer  or 
employee  performing  such  work  plus  premium  compensation 
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1  at  a  rate  equal  to  25  per  centum  of  his  rate  of  basic 

2  compensation .” 

3  (d)  Section  401  (1)  of  such  Act,  as  amended  ( 5  U.S.C. 

4  926(1)),  is  amended  by  inserting  “,  Sunday ,”  immediately 

5  following  the  word  “night” . 

6  (e)  Section  401(2)  of  such  Act,  as  amended  (5  U.S.C. 

7  926  (2)),  is  amended — 

8  (1)  by  inserting  in  the  first  sentence  thereof  “,  on 

9  Sundays,”  immediately  following  the  words  “duty  at 

10  night” ;  and 

11  (2)  hy  inserting  in  the  second  sentence  thereof 

12  “Sunday,”  immediately  following  “night,”. 

13  (f)  The  first  paragraph  of  section  23  of  the  Independent 

14  Offices  Appropriation  Act,  1935,  as  amended  (5  U.S.C. 

15  673c),  is  amended  by  inserting  immediately  before  the  period 

16  at  the  end  thereof  the  following :  “:  Provided  further,  That 
employees  subject  to  this  section  whose  regular  work  sched- 

18  ule  includes  an  eight-hour  period  of  service  any  part  of 

19  which  is  within  the  period  commencing  at  midnight  Saturday 

20  and  ending  at  midnight  Sunday  shall  be  paid  extra  corn¬ 
el  pensation  at  the  rate  of  25  per  centum  of  his  hourly  rate 

22  of  basic  compensation  for  each  hour  of  work  performed 

23  during  that  eight-hour  period  of  service”. 
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1  HEALTH  AND  INSURANCE  COVERAGE  FOR  CERTAIN  EM- 

2  PLOYEES  ON  LEAVE  WITHOUT  PAY 

3  Sec.  406.  (a)  Section  6  of  the  Federal  Employees’ 

4  Group  Life  Insurance  Act  of  1954,  as  amended  (5  TJ.S.C. 

5  2095),  is  amended  hy  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  follow- 

6  ing  new  subsection: 

1  “(d)  Notwithstanding  the  foregoing,  an  officer  or  em- 

8  ployee  who  enters  on  approved  leave  without  pay  to  serve 

9  as  a  full-time  officer  or  employee  of  an  organization  composed 

10  primarily  of  employees,  as  defined  in  section  2  of  this  Act, 

11  may,  within  sixty  days  after  entering  on  such  leave  without 

12  pay,  elect  to  continue  his  insurance  and  arrange  to  pay  cur- 

13  rently  into  the  fund,  through  his  employing  agency,  both 

14  employee  and  agency  contributions  from  the  beginning  of 

15  leave  without  pay.  If  he  does  not  so  elect,  his  insurance 
10  will  continue  during  nonpay  status  and  terminate  as  pro- 

17  vided  in  subsection  (a)  of  this  section.  The  employing 

18  agency  shall  forward  the  premium  payments  to  the  fund 

19  established  by  section  5  of  this  Act.” 

20  (b)  Section  7(b)  of  the  Federal  Employees  Health 

21  Benefits  Act  of  1959,  as  amended  (5  TJ.S.C.  3006(b) ),  is 

22  amended — 

(1)  by  inserting  “(1)”  immediately  following 
“(b)”;  and 
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(2)  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new 
paragraph : 

“( 2)  An  employee  who  enters  on  approved  leave  with¬ 
out  pay  to  serve  as  a  full-time  officer  or  employee  of  an 
organization  composed  primarily  of  employees,  as  defined  in 
section  2  of  this  Act,  may,  within  sixty  days  after  entering 
on  such  leave  without  pay,  file  with  his  employing  agency 
an  election  to  continue  his  health  benefits  coverage  and 
arrange  to  pay  currently  into  the  fund,  through  his  em¬ 
ploying  agency  from  the  beginning  of  leave  without  pay,  both 
employee  and  agency  contributions.  If  he  does  not  so  elect, 
his  coverage  will  terminate  as  specified  in  paragraph  (1) 
and  implementing  regulations.  The  employing  agency  shall 
forward  the  enrollment  charges  so  paid  to  the  fund  A 

(c)  An  officer  or  employee  who  is  on  approved  leave 
without  pay  and  serving  as  a  full-time  officer  or  employee 
of  an  organization  composed  primarily  of  employees,  as  de¬ 
fined  in  section  2  of  the  Federal  Employees’  Group  Life 
Insurance  Act  of  1954,  as  amended  (5  U.S.C.  2091),  or 
section  2  of  the  Federal  Employees  Health  Benefits  Act  of 
1959,  as  amended  (5  TJ.S.C.  3001),  as  the  case  may  be, 
may,  within  sixty  days  after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act, 
file  with  his  employing  agency  an  election  (1)  to  continue  any 
insurance  status  or  health  benefits  enrollment,  or  both,  that 
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he  has  on  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act,  (2)  to  re¬ 
acquire  any  insurance  status  or  health  benefits  enrollment, 
or  both,  which  he  may  have  lost  while  on  leave  without  pay, 
or  (3)  to  acquire  an  insured  status  or  enroll  in  a  health  bene¬ 
fits  plan,  or  both,  if  he  was  never  previously  eligible  to  do  so, 
by  arranging  to  pay  currently  and  continuously  into  the 
employees’  life  insurance  fund  and  the  employees’  health 
benefits  fund,  as  appropriate,  through  his  employing  agency, 
both  employee  and  agency  contributions.  The  employing 
agency  shall  forward  such  payments  to  the  employees’  life 
insurance  fund  and  the  employees’  health  benefits  fund,  as 
appropriate.  If  he  does  not  so  elect,  his  insurance  status 
and  health  benefits  enrollment  will  continue  and  terminate  as 
for  other  employees  in  nonpay  status,  or  he  will  remain 
ineligible  for  insurance  and  health  benefits,  as  the  case  may 
be,  as  though  this  paragraph  had  not  been  enacted.  The 
United  States  Civil  Service  Commission  is  authorized  to 
issue  regulations  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  this  paragraph . 

INCREASE  IN  UNIFORM  ALLOWANCES 

Sec.  407.  ( a)  Section  402  of  the  F ederal  Employees 
Uniform  Allowance  Act,  as  amended  (5  U.S.C.  2131- 
2133),  is  amended  by  inserting  immediately  following  the 
second  sentence  thereof  the  following  new  sentence:  “In  those 
instances  where  the  agency  makes  reimbursement  direct  to 
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1  the  uniform  vendor ,  the  head  of  the  agency  may  deduct  a 

2  service  charge  not  to  exceed  4  per  centum .” 

3  (b)  Such  Act  is  further  amended  by  adding  at  the  end 

4  thereof  the  following  new  section: 

5  “Sec.  405.  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  this 

6  title,  each  of  the  respective  maximum  uniform  allowances  in 

7  effect  on  April  1,  1966,  for  the  respective  categories  of  em- 

8  ployees  to  whom  uniform  allowances  are  paid  under  this 

9  title  are  hereby  increased,  subject  to  the  maximum  allow- 

10  ance  authorized  by  this  title,  as  follows: 

11  “( 1)  If  the  maximum  uniform  allowance  is  $100 

12  or  more,  such  allowance  shall  be  increased  by  25  per 

13  centum. 

14  “(2)  If  the  maximum  uniform  allowance  is  $75  or 

15  more  but  less  than  $100,  such  alloivance  shall  be  in- 

16  creased  by  30  per  centum. 

17  “(3)  If  the  maximum  uniform  allowance  is  $50  or 

18  more  but  less  than  $75,  such  allowance  shall  be  increased 

19  by  35  per  centum. 

20  “(4)  If  the  maximum  uniform  allowance  is  less 

21  than  $50,  such  allowance  shall  be  increased  by  40  per 

22  centum. 

23  Such  maximum  uniform  allowances,  as  in  effect  on  April  1, 

24  1966,  and  as  increased  by  this  section,  shall  not  be  reduced.”. 
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1  Sec.  408.  (a)  Section  303(c)  of  the  Federal  Executive 

2  Salary  Act  of  1964  (78  Stat.  416;  Public  Law  88-426)  is 

3  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new 

4  paragraph : 

5  “(47)  Director  of  the  Federal  Mediation  and  Concilia- 

6  tion  Service .” 

7  (b)  Paragraph  (30)  of  section  303(d)  of  such  Act  is 

8  hereby  repealed. 

EFFECTIVE  DATES 

Sec.  409.  This  title  shall  become  effective  as  follows: 

(1)  This  section  and  sections  401,  406,  and  407 
shall  become  effective  on  the  date  of  enactment  of  this 
Act. 

(2)  Sections  403,  404,  and  405  shall  become  effec¬ 
tive  on  the  first  day  of  the  first  pan  period  which  begins 
on  or  after  July  1, 1966. 

(3)  Sections  402  and  408  shall  take  effect  on  the 
first  day  of  the  first  pay  period  after  the  enactment  of 
this  Act. 

Title  V — Civil  Service  Betirement 

SHORT  TITLE 

Sec.  501.  This  title  may  be  cited  as  the  “ Civil  Service 
Betirement  Act  Amendments  of  1966”. 
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DEFINITIONS 

Sec.  502.  Section  l(j)  of  the  Civil  Service  Retire¬ 
ment  Act  (5  TJ.S.C.  2251  ()))  is  amended  by  inserting  the 
letter  “(d)”  after  the  words  “for  purposes  of  section  10” ; 
by  striking  out  the  words  “received  more  than  one-half  of 
his  support  from  and” ;  and  by  striking  out  the  words 
“ twenty-one ”  and  “ twenty-first ”  wherever  they  occur  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  words  “twenty-two”  and  “twenty- 
second” ,  respectively. 

RETIREMENT  COVERAGE  FOR  CERTAIN  EMPLOYEES  ON 

LEAVE  WITHOUT  PAY 

Sec.  503.  Section  3  of  the  Civil  Service  Retirement 
Act  (5  TJ.S.C.  2253)  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end 
thereof  the  following  new  subsection: 

“(k)(l)  An  employee  who  enters  on  approved  leave 
without  pay  to  seiwe  as  a  full-time  officer  or  employee  of  an 
organization  composed  primarily  of  employees,  as  defined  in 
section  1(a)  of  this  Act,  may ,  within  sixty  days  after  enter¬ 
ing  on  such  leave  without  pay,  file  with  his  employing 
agency  an  election  to  receive  full  retirement  credit  for  his 
periods  of  such  leave  without  pay  and  arrange  to  pay  cur¬ 
rently  into  the  fund,  through  his  employing  agency,  amounts 
equal  to  the  retirement  deductions  and  agency  contributions 
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which  would  be  applicable  if  he  were  in  pay  status.  An  em¬ 
ployee  ivho  is  on  approved  leave  without  pay  and  serving  as 
a  full-time  officer  or  employee  of  such  an  organization  on 
the  date  of  enactment  of  this  subsection  may  similarly  elect 
within  sixty  days  after  such  date  of  enactment.  If  the  elec¬ 
tion  and  all  payments  provided  by  this  paragraph  are  not 
made,  the  employee  shall  receive  no  credit  for  such  periods 
of  leave  without  pay  occurring  on  or  after  date  of  enactment 
of  this  subsection,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  the  sec¬ 
ond  sentence  of  section  3(c)  of  this  Act. 

“(2)  An  employee  may  deposit  with  interest  an  amount 
equal  to  retirement  deductions  representing  any  period  or 
periods  of  approved  leave  without  pay  while  serving,  prior 
to  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  subsection,  as  a  full-time 
officer  or  employee  of  an  organization  composed  primarily 
of  employees,  as  defined  in  section  1(a)  of  this  Act,  and 
may  receive  full  retirement  credit  for  such  period  or  periods 
of  leave  without  pay.  In  the  event  of  his  death,  a  survivor 
as  defined  in  section  l(o)  of  this  Act  may  make  such  deposit. 
If  the  deposit  described  in  this  paragraph  is  not  made  in  full, 
retirement  credit  shall  be  allowed  in  accordance  with  the 
second  sentence  of  section  3(c)  of  this  Act.” 
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IMMEDIATE  RETIREMENT 

Sec.  504.  (a)  Section  6(a)  of  the  Civil  Service  Retire¬ 
ment  Act  (5  U.S.C.  2256(a))  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows: 

“(a)  Any  employee  who  attains  the  age  of  fifty-five 
years  and  completes  thirty  years  of  service  shall,  upon  sep¬ 
aration  from  the  service,  he  paid  an  annuity  computed  as 
provided  in  section  9.” 

(b)  Section  6(h)  of  such  Act  (5  U.S.C.  2256(h))  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“(h)  Any  employee  who  attains  the  age  of  sixty  years 
and  completes  twenty  years  of  service  shall f  upon  separation 
from  the  service,  he  paid  an  annuity  computed  as  provided 
in  section  9.” 

ANNUITY  COMPUTATION 

Sec.  505.  Section  9(d)  of  such  Act  (5  U.S.C.  2259 
(d))  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“(d)  The  annuity  as  hereinbefore  provided,  for  an 
employee  retiring  under  section  6(d),  shall  be  reduced  by 
one-sixth  of  1  per  centum  for  each  full  month  such  employee 
is  under  the  age  of  fifty-five  years  at  date  of  separation.  The 
annuity  as  hereinbefore  provided,  for  a  Member  retiring 
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under  the  second  or  third  sentence  of  section  6(f)  or  the 
third  sentence  of  section  8(b),  shall  be  reduced  by  one- 
twelfth  of  1  per  centum  for  each  full  month  not  in  excess  of 
sixty,  and  one-sixth  of  1  per  centum  or  each  full  month  in 
excess  of  sixty,  such  Member  is  under  the  aye  of  sixty  years 
at  date  of  separation." 

SURVIVOR  ANNUITIES 

Sec.  506.  (a)  Section  10(a)(2)  of  the  Civil  Service 
Retirement  Act  (5  TJ.S.C.  2260(a)(2))  is  amended  to 
read  as  follows: 

“(2)  An  annuity  computed  under  this  subsection  shall 
commence  on  the  day  after  the  retired  employee  dies,  and 
such  annuity  or  any  right  thereto  shall  terminate  on  the  last 
day  of  the  month  before  (A)  in  the  case  of  the  survivor  of 
a  retired  employee,  the  survivor  s  remarriage  prior  to  attain¬ 
ing  age  sixty,  or  death  or  (B)  in  the  case  of  the  survivor 
of  a  Member,  the  survivor  s  death  or  remarriage 

(b)  The  last  sentence  of  section  10(c)  of  such  Act  (5 
U.S.C.  2260(c))  is  amended  to  read  as  follows:  “ The  an¬ 
nuity  of  such  widow  or  dependent  widower  shall  commence 
on  the  day  after  the  employee  or  Member  dies,  and  an 
annuity  under  this  subsection  or  any  right  thereto  shall 
terminate  on  the  last  day  of  the  month  before  (1)  the  death 
of  the  widow  or  widower,  (2)  remarriage  of  the  widow  or 
widower  of  an  employee  prior  to  attaining  age  sixty,  (3)  re- 
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1  marriage  of  the  widow  or  widower  of  a  Member  regardless 

2  of  age,  or  (4)  the  widower  s  becoming  capable  of  self- 

3  support .” 

4  (c)  Section  10(d)  of  such  Act  (5  U.S.C.  2260(d))  is 

5  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

6  u(d)  If  an  employee  or  a  Member  dies  after  complet- 

7  ing  at  least  five  years  of  civilian  service,  or  an  employee  or  a 

8  Member  dies  after  having  retired  under  any  provision  of  this 

9  Act,  and  is  survived  by  a  wife  or  by  a  husband,  each  sur- 

10  viving  child  shall  be  paid  an  annuity  equal  to  the  smallest 

11  of  (1)  40  per  centum  of  the  employees  or  Member’s  aver- 

12  age  salary  divided  by  the  number  of  children,  (2)  $600,  or 

13  (3)  $ 1,800  divided  by  the  number  of  children,  subject  to 
11  the  provisions  of  section  18.  If  such  employee  or  Member 

15  is  not  survived  by  a  wife  or  husband,  each  surviving  child 

16  shall  be  paid  an  annuity  equal  to  the  smallest  of  (1)  50  per 

17  centum  of  the  employee’s  or  Member’s  average  salary  divided 

18  by  the  number  of  children,  (2)  $720,  or  (3)  $2,160  divided 

19  by  the  number  of  children,  subject  to  the  provisions  of  sec - 

20  tion  18.  The  commencing  date  of  a  child’s  annuity  under  this 

21  Act  or  the  Act  of  May  29,  1930,  as  amended  from  and  after 

22  February  28,  1948,  shall  be  deemed  to  be  the  day  after  the 

23  employee  or  Member  dies,  with  payment  beginning  on  that 

24  day  or  beginning  or  resuming  on  the  first  day  of  the  month 

25  in  which  the  child  later  becomes  or  again  becomes  a  student 


68 


1  as  described  in  section  l(j),  'provided  the  lump-sum,  credit,  if 

2  paid,  is  returned  to  the  f  und.  Such  annuity  shall  terminate  on 

3  the  last  clay  of  the  month  before  (1)  the  child's  attaining  age 

4  eighteen  unless  he  is  then  a  student  as  described  or  incapable 

5  of  self-support,  ( 2)  his  becoming  capable  of  self-support  after 

6  attaining  age  eighteen  unless  he  is  then  such  a  student,  (3)  his 

7  attaining  age  twenty-two  if  he  is  then  such  a  student  and  not 

8  incapable  of  self-support,  (4)  his  ceasing  to  be  such  a  student 

9  after  attaining  age  eighteen  unless  he  is  then  incapable  of  self- 

10  support,  (5 )  his  marriage,  or  (6)  his  death,  whichever  first 

11  occurs.  Upon  the  death  of  the  surviving  wife  or  husband 

12  or  termination  of  the  child's  annuity,  the  annuity  of  any  other 

13  child  or  children  shall  be  recomputed  and  paid  as  though  such 

14  wife,  husband,  or  child  had  not  survived  the  employee  or 

15  Member.” 

16  ( d)  Section  10  of  such  Act  (5  U.S.C.  2260)  is  amended 

17  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  subsection: 

18  u(f)  In  the  case  of  a  surviving  spouse  whose  annuity 

19  under  this  section  is  hereafter  terminated  because  of  remar- 

20  riage  before  attaining  age  sixty,  annuity  at  the  same  rate 

21  shall  be  restored  commencing  on  the  day  such  remarriage  is 

22  dissolved  by  death,  annulment,  or  divorce:  Provided,  That 

23  (1)  said  surviving  spouse  elects  to  receive  such  annuity  in 

24  lieu  of  any  survivor  benefit  to  which  he  or  she  may  be  en- 

25  titled,  under  this  or  any  other  retirement  system  established 
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for  employees  of  the  Government,  hy  reason  of  the  remarriage, 
and  (2)  any  lump  sum  paid  upon  termination  of  the  annuity 
is  returned  to  the  fund.” 

INCREASES  IN  CERTAIN  ANNUITIES 
Sec.  507.  Section  18  of  the  Civil  Service  Retirement 
Act  (5  U.S.C.  2268)  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end 
thereof  the  following  subsection : 

“  (g)  Effective  on  (1)  the  first  day  of  the  second  month 
after  the  enactment  of  this  Act,  or  (2)  the  commencing  date 
of  annuity,  whichever  is  later,  the  annuity  of  each  surviving 
spouse  whose  entitlement  to  annuity  payable  from  the  civil 
service  retirement  and  disability  fund  resulted  from  the 
death  of: 

“(A)  an  employee  or  Member  prior  to  October  11, 
1962,  or 

“(B)  a  retired  employee  or  Member  whose  retire¬ 
ment  was  based  on  a  separation  from  service  prior  to 
October  11,  1962,  shall  be  increased  by  10  per  centum.” 

EFFECTIVE  DATES 

Sec.  508.  (a)  This  section,  section  509,  and  subsections 
l(j),  3(h),  6(a),  6(b),  9(d),  10(a)(2),  10(c),  10(d), 
and  10(f)  of  the  Civil  Service  Retirement  Act,  as  enacted 
or  amended  by  this  title,  shall  become  effective  on  the  date 
of  enactment  of  this  Act. 

(b)  Except  as  provided  in  section  507  and  in  subsection 
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(c)  of  this  section,  the  amendments  made  by  this  title  to  the 
Civil  Service  Retirement  Act  shall  not  apply  in  the  cases 
of  persons  retired  or  otherwise  separated  prior  to  these  re¬ 
spective  effective  dates,  and  the  rights  of  such  persons  and 
their  survivors  shall  continue  in  the  same  manner  and  to  the 
same  extent  as  if  this  title  had  not  been  enacted. 

(c)  The  amendments  made  by  this  title  to  sections  l(j) 
and  10(d)  of  the  Civil  Service  Retirement  Act  relating  to 
payment,  continuance,  resumption,  and  termination  of  an¬ 
nuity  to  a  child  who  is  a  student  shall  apply  with  respect 
to  children  of  persons  retired  or  otherwise  separated  prior  to, 
on,  or  after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  title,  except  that 
no  child's  annuity  shall  be  paid  by  reason  of  these  amend¬ 
ments  for  any  period  prior  to  such  date  of  enactment. 

MISCELLANEOUS 

Sec.  509.  The  provisions  under  the  heading  “civil 
SERVICE  RETIREMENT  AND  DISABILITY  FUND”  in  title  I 
of  the  Independent  Offices  Appropriation  Act,  1959  (72 
Stat.  1064;  Public  Law  85-844),  shall  not  apply  with 
respect  to  benefits  resulting  from  the  enactment  of  this  Act. 

Title  VI — Federal  Employees'  Health  Benefits 
Sec.  601.  Section  2(d)  of  the  Federal  Employees  Health 
Benefits  Act  of  1959  (73  Stat.  709;  5  U.S.C.  3001(d) )  is 
amended  by  striking  out  “twenty-one”  wherever  it  appears 
therein  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “twenty-two” . 
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Sec.  602.  Paragraphs  (1)  and  (2)  of  section  7(a)  of 
such  Act  are  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“(1)  Except  as  provided  in  paragraph  (2)  of  this 
subsection ,  the  biweekly  Government  contributions  for  health 
benefits  for  employees  or  annuitants  enrolled  in  health  bene¬ 
fits  plans  under  this  Act,  in  addition  to  the  contributions  re¬ 
quired  by  paragraph  (3),  shall  be  $1.62  if  the  enrollment 
is  for  self  alone  or  $3.94  if  the  enrollment  is  for  self  and 
family,  commencing  with  the  first  pay  period  beginning  on 
or  after  July  1, 1966. 

“( 2)  For  an  employee  or  annuitant  enrolled  in  a  plan 
for  which  the  biweekly  subscription  charge  is  less  than  twice 
the  Government  contribution  established  under  paragraph 
(1)  of  this  subsection,  the  Government  contribution  shall 
be  50  per  centum  of  the  subscription  charge,  commencing 
with  the  first  pay  period  beginning  on  or  after  July  1,  1966 A 

Passed  the  House  of  Representatives  April  6,  1966. 

Attest:  RALPH  R.  ROBERTS, 

Clerk. 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  House  /greed  to  conference  report  on  cotton  research-promotion  bill. 

House  Rules  Committee  cleared  foreign  aid  authorization  bill.  \en.  Mansfield  in¬ 
serted  this  Department's  letter  re  agricultural  record.  Sen.  Mirier  inserted  arti¬ 
cle  comment ing/on  Secretary  Freeman's  statement  on  reporting  of  farm  news.  Sen. 
Proxmire  prated  committee  action  on  school  milk  bill.  Sen.  Murphy  \avored  passage 
(Continued/on  page  5) 

SENATE 

1,  SCHOOL  LUNCH.  The  District  of  Columbia  Committee  reported  without  amendment 

S/  1312,  to  authorize  funds  for  the  administration  of  school  lunch  programs  in 
:he  D.  C.  (S.  Rept.  1352).  p.  14098 

SURPLUS  PROPERTY.  The  Government  Operations  Committee  reported  without  amend¬ 
ment  S.  2610,  to  grant  Federal  and  State  agencies  priorities  for  obtaining  si 
plus  Government  property  prior  to  its  sale  (S,  Rept,  1356).  p.  14098 


\ 


\ 

3.  PERSONNEL.  The  Government  Operations  Committee  reported  without  amendmei 

R-  10607,  to  provide  reimbursement  of  additional  moving  expenses  of^Federal 
employees  (S.  Rept.  1357). 

^n.  Williams,  Del.,  criticized  the  rate  of  increase  in  Federal  Employment 
- under^f-hp  pre.^Pn t  aHminio-raHnn.  pp.  14T44-S 


The  Federal  employees  pay  bill  was  made  the  unfinished  business,  pp.  14172-7 

4.  RECREATION Passed  without  amendment  S.  3510,  to  authorize  th/  Secretary  of  the 

Interior  to  study  the  feasibility  and  desirability  of  the  Cotanecticut  River 
National  Recreation  Area  (pp.  14114-5).  The  report  on  this  bill  had  been  sub 
mitted  by  the  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  on  Jdne  29,  during  adjourn 
ment  (S.  Rept.  1^45)  (p.  14095). 

5.  COSPONSORS.  The  following  were  added  as  additional  cosponsors  of  bills  and 

joint  resolution:  Sens.  Jordan,  Church,  Allott,  Dojdglas,  and  Magnuson  as  co¬ 
sponsors  on  S.  3522,  the  agricultural  trade  statistics  reporting  bill;  Sen. 

Bayh  as  cosponsor  on  S.\3210,  to  give  Congressional  consent  and  approval  to  the 
Indiana-Illinois  Air  Pollution  Control  CompactEan<i  Sen.  Boggs  as  cosponsor  on  - 
S.  J.  Res.  172,  to  proclaim  a  yearly  day  of  recognition  for  firefighters,  pp. 
14111  -2 


6.  NOMINATIONS.  Received  the  nomirbation  of  S.  Gaud,  to  be  Administrator  of 

the  Agency  for  International  Development  p.  14232 


7.  LEGISLATIVE  ACCOMPLISHMENTS.  Sen. 
mary  of  ,!all  major  general  bills  upj; 
pp.  14227  32 


jfield  discussed  and  inserted  a  brief  sum- 
. which  the  Senate  has  acted  this  session.” 


8.  RECLAMATION.  Sen.  Case  spoke  in/oppositiod  to  the  proposed  Grand  Canyon,  Colo 

rado  River  legislation,  p.  14129 

Passed  without  amendment  It.  R.  14312,  to  increase  the  authorization  for 
appropriations  for  continui/ng  the  work  on  the'Missouri  River  Basin  project, 

S.  3186,  a  similar  bill  w/s  indefinitely  postponed  (  pp.  14117-8  )  tm  <5  wn 

will  now  be  sent  to  theyPresident.  H  \  '•  inis  blil 

9.  AGRICULTURAL  RECORD.  Sdn.  Mansfield  inserted  a  lecher  from  the  Department  citing( 

the  agricultural  record  during  the  1960* s  and  requested  that  the  heading  be 
The  Agricultural  Record  Since  1961  -  Setting  the  Record  Straight.”  pp.  li|li|0-l 

10.  FARM  NEWS.  Senyfiiller  inserted  an  article  entitled  ”Re*l  and  Meaningful  Farm 

News”  commenting  on  a  statement  by  the  Secretary  regarding  reporting  farm  news, 
p.  14142  '  * 

11.  TYPEWRITER^  PROCUREMENT.  Sen.  Williams,  Del.,  criticized  ageV^cies*  spending 

of  funds/at  the  end  of  the  fiscal  year  and  stated  that  "This  y^r  the  Depart¬ 
ment  o^Agriculture  has  gone  on  a  spending  spree  and  has  procured  2,900  type¬ 
writers  for  use  in  optical’ scanning.”  p>  l|)j 

12.  SCHOOL  MILK.  Sen.  Proxmire  praised  the  S.  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee 

>r  its  work  on  S.  3467,  the  Ellender  school  milk  bill  which  the  CWnittee 
>rdered  reported  on  June  29.  p#  1^5 

13<  SCREW-WORM.  Sen.  Murphy  commended  the  passage  of  the  screw  worm  eradicatioi 
bill.  pp.  14147-8 


\June  30,  1966 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


14171 


of\36  and  in  practical  effect  escape  the  draft 
altogether.  The  continuation  of  the  doctor’s 
draflWould  be  the  only  exception  to  the  rule. 
The  problem  of  physicians’  has  been  handled 
as  a  special  case  under  our  draft  laws  for 
many  ye^s,  and  I  see  no  reason  for  not  con_ 
tinuing  to  t real* it.  Those  graduating  col¬ 
lege  who  gmmnto  medical  school  would  not 
go  into  the  lottery.  They  would  be  called, 
if  at  all,  after'V:ompletion  of  their  studies 
under  a  special  doctors  draft. 

Under  this  system  the  average  age  of  in¬ 
duction  would  remain  about  20,  which,  as  I 
understand  it,  is  detoable  both  from  the 
viewpoint  of  the  armedUorces  and  from  that 
of  those  eligible  for  the  ofcift. 

This  system  would  alsoShave  an  equitable 
impact.  Everyone  qualified— rich  or  poor, 
college  or  noncollege,  married  or  single — 
would  have  to  take  his  ehance^in  the  lottery, 
in  most  cases  at  age  19,  when  differences  in 
education,  occupation,  and  marita^status  are 
less  than  they  are  subsequently. 

The  lottery  would  also  be  flexible^nd  re¬ 
sponsive  to  military  needs  because  themum- 
ber  of  men  who  would  actually  be  called  in 
any  one  year  could  be  increased  or  decreased 
without  interfering  with  the  operation  of  N.e 
system,  and  without  affecting  deferments 
An  increase,  for  instance,  would  simply  mean 
that  the  local  boards  would  reach  further 
down  into  those  men  whose  numbers  ap¬ 
peared  lower  down  on  the  list.  It  is  true 
that  under  a  lottery  system,  the  rate  of  en¬ 
listments  might  decline,  because  of  the 
greater  certainty  of  those  not  drafted  in  their 
lottery  that  they  would  not  be  called  later. 
But  since  those  who  do  serve  would  not  yet 
have  civilian  careers  to  return  to  it  seeing— 
likely  that  the  rate  of  re-enlistment  shouldE 
rise  to  compensate  for  the  decline,  and  this  7 
could  be  further  encouraged  by  increasing 
military  pay  scales. 

One  of  the  greatest  benefits  of  this  kind 
of  lottery  would  come  from  ending  the  hard¬ 
ships  I  have  mentioned  which  stem  from  the 
present  practice  of  calling  up  oldest  men  first. 

Drafting  men  from  the  18%  and  19  year 
old  group  by  lottery  would  virtually  elim¬ 
inate  uncertainty.  Every  young  man  would 
know  whether  he  was  likely  to  be  called,  from 
his  position  on  the  list  in  comparison  with 
the  expected  manpower  needs  of  that  year. 
Those  whose  numbers  were  not  called  during 
the  fiscal  year  of  one  year’s  draw  would  go  to 
the  bottom  of  the  next  year’s  lottery  list. 
They  would  still  be  subject  to  call.  But, 
given  the  growing  condition  of  manpower 
oversupply,  they  would  know  they  were  not 
likely  to  be  called  except  in  conditions  of 
great  national  emergency. 

Furthermore,  the  lottery  system  would, 
cause  less  disruption  in  the  lives  of  drafl 
eligible  youths.  Men  19  years  old  are  mi 
less  likely  to  have  started  families  or  be^un 
well  paying  jobs  than  men  a  few  years/their 
senior.  Their  personal  or  career  plains  are 
often  undecided.  The  draft  wou^rn’t  hit 
them  as  hard. 

Drafting  19  year  olds  by  lot,  ttffthermore, 
would  not  threaten  the  nation’s  pool  of 
important  domestic  skills,  because  few  19 
year  olds  have  acquired  spofial  skills.  Add 
to  these  considerations  the/fact  that  younger 
draftees  often  make  the  b|5t  soldiers,  because 
they  are  at  their  physical  peak  and  are  easier 
to  train,  and  taken  together,  the  arguments 
for  the  lottery  are  peAuasive. 

The  lottery  is  notra.  revolutionary  idea.  It 
was  used  in  this^ountry  in  the  Civil  War 
and  in  the  early  atages  of  World  Wars  I  and  II. 
It  is  now  beinjfused  in  West  Germany,  Aus¬ 
tralia,  the  Philippines,  Bolivia,  Chile,  Colom¬ 
bia  and  Venezuela.  The  United  States,  it  is 
true,  switched  from  the  lottery  approach  in 
World  War  II.  But,  as  I  understand  it,  this 
was  dojle  not  because  the  lottery  didn’t  work 
but  because  the  country  was  then  engaged 
in  a/total  mobilization  in  which  a  method 
designed  to  select  only  a  few  from  the 
Any  was  no  longer  appropriate. 


I  think  there  are  a  number  of  approaches 
to  solving  the  problems  created  by  the  draft. 

I  am  concerned  only  in  finding  a  method  of 
selection  which  produces  the  best  results. 
The  lottery  may  be  able  to  do  this.  Adopt¬ 
ing  the  lottery  system  would  not  mean  that 
we  had  given  up  on  resolving  the  complex¬ 
ities  of  the  draft.  But  it  would  mean  that  we 
had  decided  on  a  method  of  selection  around 
which  we  could  build  certain  rules  to  make 
the  draft  more  workable  and  equitable  than 
it  is  today. 

The  lottery  is  a  sound  foundation  for  a 
draft  system.  It  is  based  on  random  selec¬ 
tion,  but  this  does  not  mean  mindless  or 
arbitrary  selection.  The  lottery  generally 
makes  every  qualified  young  man  equally 
liable  to  compulsory  selective  military  serv¬ 
ice  at  the  time  in  a  young  man’s  life  when 
the  differences  between  him  and  his  peers 
are  least  significant.  In  so  doing  it  elimi¬ 
nates  many  of  the  present  system’s  inequities 
without  posing  a  threat  to  our  national  need 
for  educated  and  highly  skilled  citizens.  To 
me,  this  is  the  make  of  an  eminently  sensible 
system — not  at  all  mindless  in  intent  nor 
arbitrary  in  remits. 

Other  suggestions  have  been  made  which 
eliminate  the  problem  of  selection  methods 
altogether;  that  is,  draft  all  or  draft  none, 
'his  would  mean  either  Universal  Military,/ 
vice  or  a  professional  army, 
t  us  first  consider  Universal  Military 
Service.  At  the  outset  we  face  the  question 
of  cosV  Customary  proposals  for  UMSr  pro¬ 
pose  «\t  every  young  man  of  draft/age  be 
given  at  I^ast  six  months  training  in  X he  mili¬ 
tary.  BuNhis  would  mean  that  onr  defense 
costs  would  ifise  several  billion  dollars  a  year. 
And  it  wouldSmean  that  we  we|e  spending  a 
great  amount  Of  money  to  train  men  with¬ 
out  regard  to  oW  manpower  needs,  simply 
for  the  purpose  of  getting^  everyone  in  the 
service.  It  hardly \eemsMvise  to  swell  our 
ranks  of  servicemen  rosjr to  assure  that  every 
young  man  participate.  Universal  Military 
Service  is  not  the  sgfuttfcQn,  and  it  has  been 
largely  discredited/ 

A  variation  on  l!his  ideaMiowever,  has  re¬ 
ceived  considerable  public  notice  in  recent 
weeks.  This  isAhe  plan  suggested  by  Secre¬ 
tary  McNama/a,  by  which  younk  men  would 
perform  sonfie  kind  of  public  service  to  the 
nation,  either  in  the  military  or  irrSa  civilian 
capacitjtn  programs  such  as  the  Peaoe  Corps, 
the  War  on  Poverty,  VISTA,  teaching^  pub¬ 
lic  health,  or  others. 

ere  is  much  to  be  said  for  the  theory 
underlying  this  idea.  As  James  Reston  >of 
e  New  York  Times  wrote,  it  is  “a  new  con> 
ept  of  national  service  in  which  all  young ' 
people  in  America  can  acquire  a  sense  of  pur¬ 
pose  and  an  opportunity  for  service  at  home 
and  abroad.” 

I  think  that  in  the  years  to  come  this  con¬ 
cept  of  national  service  in  non-military  pur¬ 
suits  will  grow  in  stature  as  a  means  of  ful¬ 
filling  an  individual’s  desire  to  contribute  to 
the  world.  But  I  do  not  think  that  in  its 
present  form  it  is  a  realistic  alternative  to 
our  present  draft  system. 

For  instance:  there  are  now  more  than  32 
million  young  men  registered  in  our  Selective 
Service  System,  with  some  two  million  more 
reaching  draft  age  each  year.  It  would  be 
extremely  difficult  to  absorb  all  or  even  a 
substantial  number  of  these  people  into 
existing  military  and  non-military  programs. 
This  restructing  would  take  years  to  ac¬ 
complish,  and  would  pose  serious  problems 
in  drawing  the  line  between  equivalent  and 
non-equivalent  service.  I  for  one  would  find 
it  hard  to  accept  the  idea  that  the  govern¬ 
ment  should  decree  what  work  is  socially 
valuable  and  what  is  not. 

Moreover,  the  costs  involved  in  such  uni¬ 
versalization  of  service  are  staggering  to  con¬ 
template.  Assuming  that  it  costs  $8,0(jp  a 
year  to  train  and  maintain  each  person 
drafted  for  national  service,  the  costs  of  uni¬ 
versal  service  would  almost  certainly  amount 


to  almost  20  billion  dollars  each  year  just 
for  those  coming  of  draft  age.  This  does  lyft 
take  into  consideration  the  social  costs /In¬ 
volved  in  the  career  postponement  created, 
as  well  as  the  effect  on  the  civiliaiy  labor 
market. 

I  recognize  that  in  the  long  ruryfaie  work 
performed  by  this  enormous  corps  of  young 
men  might  more  than  compensate  for  the 
cost  involved.  But  unless  ther  costs  can  be 
reduced  considerably,  I  do  not  believe  that 
over  the  short  run  the  result  would  be  worth 
the  price. 

Finally — and  most  important — I  have  seri¬ 
ous  reservations  about/the  wisdom  of  mak¬ 
ing  non-military  national  service  compulsory. 
We  have  a  long  tradition  in  America  of  limit¬ 
ing  compulsory  sAvice  to  military  service 
in  defense  of  oaur  country.  Young  men  now 
take  part  in  the  Peace  Corps,  VISTA,  or  the 
Public  Healths  Service  as  volunteers  and  in 
many  ways  Aie  spirit  of  these  programs  is  a 
product  oy  their  voluntary  nature.  If  such 
service  Wre  compulsory,  the  essential  value 
of  the  /programs  might  well  be  destroyed. 
And  snrely  it  would  be  ironic  if  in  seeking 
to  eliminate  the  inequalities  facing  thou¬ 
sands  of  draft-age  Americans,  we  inhibited 
tjfe  freedom  of  millions. 

There  may  be  some  intangible  scale  by 
which  we  can  weigh  military  against  non¬ 
military  service,  preserving  freedom  of  choice 
while  meeting  our  military  requirements. 
But  until  it  is  found,  I  think  that  universal 
national  service  cannot  stand  alone  as  an 
alternative  to  our  present  draft  system. 

I  do  think,  however,  that  Congress  should 
consider  a  system  of  combining  voluntary 
non-military  public  service  with  the  lottery 
system. 

It  might  be  possible,  for  example,  to  en¬ 
courage  young  men  not  chosen  in  the  lottery 
to  volunteer  for  service  in  the  Peace  Corps, 
VISTA,  or  other  designated  public  service  by 
offering  them  certain  military  benefits  such 
as  the  Cold  War  GI  bill. 

Another  possibility  would  be  combining 
the  lottery  with  “alternative”  non-draft  na¬ 
tional  service.  Young  men  facing  the  lottery 
could  choose  instead  a  specified  alternative 
service  on  terms  defined  by  Congress.  They 
could  take  their  chances  for  military  service 
in  the  lottery  or  choose  the  certainty  of  a 
commitment  to  service  in  a  non-military 
program.  To  make  the  choices  most  equiva¬ 
lent,  we  could  consider  making  non-military 
service  of  a  longer  duration,  say  three  years 
in  the  Peace  Corps,  and  at  lower  pay  than 
military  service.  This  could  be  especially 
effective  in  stimulating  young  men  to  enter 
non-military  service  during  peacetime. 

If  we  want  to  go  beyond  the  proposals 
hich  I  have  listed,  the  only  long-range  al¬ 
ternative  to  our  present  system  seems  to  be 
complete  dependence  on  a  professional  army 
to  meta  our  military  manpower  needs. 

The  {Uiestion  of  eliminating  the  draft  al- 
together\n  the  near  future  is  complex,  but 
it  certainly  deserves  our  closest  attention. 
Everyone  seams  to  agree  that  if  the  pay  were 
high  enougl\and  other  incentives  strong 
enough,  the  armed  services  could  meet  our 
military  manpower  needs  purely  on  the  basis 
of  volunteers.  But  then  the  question  is,  how 
high  must  we  go\  Eliminating  the  draft 
would  reduce  the  number  of  volunteers,  be¬ 
cause  many  young  men  volunteer  for  the 
service  with  the  draft Vianging  over  their 
heads.  Those  who  argue\gainst  eliminating 
the  draft  say  it  would  cost Noillions  of  dollars 
to  attract  enough  career  servicemen  to  fill 
our  needs.  Presumably  it  Muld  cost  bil¬ 
lions,  but  how  many?  Estimates  by  the  De¬ 
fense  Department  range  from  sonrn  four  bil¬ 
lion  dollars  a  year  to  some  twentyNeillion.  I 
realize  that  any  estimate  of  this  ki\d  must 
involve  educated  guesses  about  fluctuations 
in  the  domestic  labor  market.  But  I  find  it 
hard  to  believe  that  we  cannot  perforin  a 
manpower  study  which  would  indicate  wat 
more  precision  whether  the  cost  of  eliminat 
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ing\he  draft  would  more  likely  be  four  bil¬ 
lion  cellars  or  twenty  billion  dollars,  or  some 
gtween. 

It  is  truly  important  that  we  have  a  close 
estimate  df  this  cost.  Eliminating  the  draft 
altogether  is  undoubtedly  worth  some  addi¬ 
tional  expenSq  to  this  country,  in  view  of 
savings  it  wou14  mean  in  terms  of  reduced 
training  costs  because  of  a  lower  military 
turnover  and  th\  intrinsic  benefits  of  a 
strictly  voluntary  System  which  did  not  re¬ 
quire  compulsory  service. 

Perhaps  it  would  bk  too  costly.  But  we 
should  have  a  firm  and  reliable  judgment  on 
just  how  costly  it  is  likely\to  be.  Or  perhaps 
complete  reliance  on  a  voluntary  army  would 
cripple  our  military  flexibility  in  an  emer¬ 
gency.  But  even  if  that  werekthe  case,  can 
we  not  reduce  considerably  ouh  reliance  on 
the  draft  by  bringing  sensible  revisions  to 
our  present  system? 

It  may  well  be  that  such  revision^  within 
the  present  system  are  all  that  we  cab  hope 
to  accomplish  next  year.  I  recognize,  as  we 
all  must,  that  problems  of  transition  would 
be  created  by  a  drastic  overhaul  of  our  Sele 
tive  Service  System.  These  problems  would 
be  accentuated,  of  course,  if  the  transition'1 
were  attempted  at  a  time  when  we  are  fight¬ 
ing  a  war  such  as  Vietnam,  when  emotions 
are  high  and  gross  discriminations  are  likely 
to  be  injected. 

For  that  reason  it  may  be  that  a  total 
revision  of  the  draft  along  the  lines  I  have 
outlined  would  not  be  possible  next  year. 
Only  time  will  tell.  But  we  must  begin  to  lay 
the  groundwork  now  so  that  we  will  be  ready 
to  act  next  year  if  it  is  possible  to  do  so.  And 
if  we  are  to  lay  that  groundwork,  then  it  is 
essential  that  the  long  overdue  Defense  De¬ 
partment  study  of  our  military  manpower 
system  be  released  and  its  conclusions  and 
recommendations  presented  to  the  Congress 
at  the  earliest  possible  opportunity.  Once  we 
have  that  study  before  us,  we  can  then  de¬ 
termine  how  best  to  proceed  to  a  final  reso¬ 
lution  of  the  question. 

If  the  world  situation  makes  total  revision 
next  year  infeasible,  then  I  strongly  urge  two 
things : 

That  Congress  next  year  consider  extend¬ 
ing  the  present  draft  law,  not  for  four  years 
as  it  has  in  the  past,  but  for  only  one  year 
until  June  1968.  In  that  way,  the  urgent 
question  of  total  reform  will  be  kept  in  the 
forefront  of  public  debate,  not  thrown  05 
the  pile  of  unfinished  business  as  it  has  be^ 
in  the  past. 

That  in  order  to  reduce  our  reliance  o4i  the 
draft,  and  to  make  the  present  system  more 
efficient  and  equitable,  Congress  examine  the 
wisdom  of  the  following  changes/within  the 
present  system: 

First:  Abolish  the  system  a f  state  quotas 
by  revising  Section  5(b)  Af  the  Selective 
Service  to  place  the  seqy^nce  of  induction 
on  a  national  basis. 


Under  the  present  s^ate  quota  system,  the 
sequence  of  prioritie/we  set  for  induction  as 
a  matter  of  national  policy  cannot  be  fol¬ 
lowed  uniformly  on  a  national  basis.  I  agree 
that  the  classification  of  registrants  and  the 
determination'  of  who  is  to  be  called  for 
examination/should  be  done  by  local  boards, 
which  are/m  the  best  position  to  judge  the 
merits  (^individual  cases.  But  though  local 
boards/should  continue  to  classify,  the  se¬ 
quent  of  induction  should  be  controlled 
thrpligh  a  national  pool  drawn  at  random, 
npt  through  state  quotas.  This  is  the  only 
Vay  our  draft  system  can  accurately  reflect 


national  policies  rather  than  the  accidents 
of  geography. 

Second:  Establish  national  guidelines  for 
local  boards  to  follow  wherever  possible. 
Present  national  standards  are  so  imprecise 
that  drafting  practices  of  boards  in  one  state 
may  differ  radically  from  those  of  boards  in 
another  state.  There  is  no  national  order 
or  priority  for  reconsideration  of  deferments 
when  an  expansion  of  the  1A  pool  becomes 
necessary,  and  there  are  no  firm  criteria  es¬ 
tablished  for  deciding  student  or  occupa¬ 
tional  deferments  or  physical  disabilities. 

Third:  Introduce  computer  techniques  and 
technology  to  increase  administrative  effi¬ 
ciency.  A  recent  study  indicates  that  there 
are  approximately  450,000  men  in  the  1A 
pool  for  whom  the  paperwork  for  induction 
had  not  been  completed.  Clogs  such  as  this 
in  the  bureaucratic  pipeline  mean  unneces¬ 
sary  inequities  and  inefficiencies.  Adminis¬ 
tering  the  draft  is  a  far  more  complex  prob¬ 
lem  today  than  it  was  15  years  ago.  Yet  no 
serious  effort  has  been  made  to  introduce 
the  scientific  aids  to  administration  devel¬ 
oped  during  this  period. 

Fourth:  Revise  the  system  of  mental  and 
physical  qualifications.  We  should  make 
lore  extensive  use  of  those  young  men  pres? " 
eVtly  classified  1Y  by  establishing  a  broader 
category  of  limited  service  and  by  providing 
remedial  medical  and  educational  assistance 
either\within  or  without  the  militarWestab- 
lishmem  to  the  some  10,000  men  who  volun¬ 
teer  for  service  each  month  but  do/not  quali¬ 
fy.  A  large  percentage  of  tho^e  presently 
found  unqualified  for  military' service  could 
be  habilitated  with  a  minimum  of  tutoring 
or  remedial  medical  care.  JSuch  habilitation 
would  both  increase  the/pool  of  those  able 
and  anxious  to  sekve  anu  increase  the  capa¬ 
bility  of  these  youpg  Americans  to  live  a 
more  productive  life/ 

Congress  should/als\  consider  ending  the 
requirement  thajr  all  who  serve  must  physi¬ 
cally  qualify  fdr  combat\  Non-combat  oc¬ 
cupations  make  up  four  fifths  of  our  mili¬ 
tary  service/requirements,  aJfd  it  should  be 
possible  tp  waive  certain  arbitrary  physical 
qualifications  for  service  in  not^-combatant 
occupations. 

Furthermore,  the  present  test  system  for 
establishing  mental  qualifications  should  also 
be  revised  to  permit  high  school  dropouts 
Co  qualify  with  the  same  score  as  high  stoool 
graduates  and  to  base  mental  qualification 
on  absolute  incapacity  rather  than  on  a  ; 
centile  standing. 

Fifth:  Hire  civilians  for  non-combatant'1 
jobs  wherever  possible. 

The  Defense  Department  has  made  some 
progress  in  this  area,  but  there  is  every  indi¬ 
cation  that  a  great  many  more  jobs  in  the 
military  could  be  performed  by  civilian  em¬ 
ployees.  Moreover,  those  jobs  need  not  be 
restricted  to  those  requiring  minor  skills 
such  as  typing,  clerking  and  maintenance. 
We  should  be  able  to  fill  highly  specialized 
occupations  in  the  modern  military  service 
with  civilians  possessing  high  skills,  and  in 
this  way  economize  on  the  present  wasteful 
experience  of  training  military  personnel  in 
specialized  military  training  facilities  at  high 
expense  and  then  losing  many  of  them  to 
private  industry. 

Sixth:  Improve  the  scale  of  military  pay 
and  fringe  benefits  to  a  level  more  competi¬ 
tive  with  civilian  employment. 

It  is  only  by  steps  in  this  direction  that 
we  can  determine  on  the  basis  of  actual  ex¬ 
perience  to  what  extent  we  can  reduce  our 
reliance  on  the  draft  to  meet  our  military 


manpower  needs.  Gradual  movement  in  thl; 
direction  could  well  serve  in  the  end  to  real¬ 
ize  a  net  saving  to  the  government  while 
both  increasing  the  professional  qualify  of 
our  armed  forces  and  minimizing  ttye  draft 
burden  for  our  youth  as  a  whole. 

Instituting  these  changes,  whey6  feasible, 
could  improve  the  workings  of  /he  existing 
system.  But  I  think  it  impoj^ant  to  stress 
my  strong  feeling  that  such  mfece-meal  modi¬ 
fications  will  not  eliminate/the  basic  defects 
I  have  noted.  For  that  reason,  I  emphasize 
again  my  conviction  tha*  we  should  seriously 
consider  discarding  the  present  system  alto¬ 
gether,  and  replacyfg  it  with  the  lottery 
method  of  selectiwfi 
Mr.  Chairmanyr  am  not  wedded  to  any 
specific  positionron  the  subject  of  the  draft, 
although  I  do/strongly  support  giving  serious 
consideration  to  the  introduction  of  the  lot¬ 
tery  method  of  selection.  I  have  tried  to 
educate  rnyself  as  best  I  can  in  the  workings 
of  the  System  and  the  alternatives  before  us. 
Soma/ say  the  present  draft  system  is  the 
besy  sve  can  devise.  But  I  am  not  convinced; 
I ^^nink  we  can  do  better.  In  any  event,  it  is 
icumbent  on  all  of  us  here  in  Congress  to 
’make  every  effort  to  insure  that  what  Presi¬ 
dent  Kennedy  called  the  “burden  of  freedom” 
is  carried  in  the  fairest  possible  way. 


CONCLUSION  OF  MORNING 
BUSINESS 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
further  morning  business?  If  not, 
morning  business  is  concluded. 


FEDERAL  EMPLOYEES  PAY  ACT 
OF  1966 


Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  Senate 
proceed  to  the  consideration  of  Calendar 
No.  1153,  H.R.  14122,  the  so-called  Federal 
pay  raise  bill.  I  do  this  so  that  it  may 
become  the  pending  business. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
will  be  stated  by  title. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  A  bill  (H.R. 
14122)  to  adjust  the  rates  of  basic  com¬ 
pensation  of  certain  emloyees  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  and  for  other  purposes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  present  consideration  of 
‘the  bill?  | 


There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  bill,  which  had 
been  reported  from  the  Committee  on 
Post  Office  and  Civil  Service,  with  an 
amendment,  to  strike  out  all  after  the 
enacting  clause  and  insert : 

That  this  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Federal 
Salary  and  Fringe  Benefits  Act  of  1966”. 


TITLE  I - EXECUTIVE  BRANCH 

Short  title 


Sec.  101.  This  title  may  be  cited  as  the 
“Federal  Employees  Salary  Act  of  1966”. 
Employees  subject  to  Classification  Act 
of  1949 

Sec.  102.  (a)  Section  603(b)  of  the  Classi¬ 
fication  Act  of  1949,  as  amended  (79  Stat. 
1111;  5  U.S.C.  1113(b)),  is  amended  to  read 
as  follows: 

“(b)  The  compensation  schedule  for  the 
General  Schedule  shall  be  as  follows: 


“POSTAL  FIELD  SERVICE  SCHEDULE 
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(d)  The  basic  compensation  of  each  em¬ 
ployee  subject  to  the  Postal  Field  Service 
Schedule,  the  Rural  Carrier  Schedule,  or 
the  Fourth  Class  Office  Schedule  immediately 
prior  to  the  effective  date  of  this  section 
shall  be  determined  as  follows: 

(1)  Each  employee  shall  be  assigned  to 
the  same  numerical  step  for  his  position 
which  he  had  attained  immediately  prior 
to  such  effective  date.  If  changes  in  levels 
or  steps  would  otherwise  occur  on  such 
effective  date  without  regard  to  enactment 
of  this  Act,  such  changes  shall  be  deemed 
to  have  occurred  prior  to  conversion. 

(2)  If  the  existing  basic  compensation  is 
greater  than  the  rate  to  which  the  employee 
is  converted  under  paragraph  (1)  of  this  sub¬ 
section,  the  employee  shall  be  placed  in  the 
lowest  step  which  exceeds  his  basic  com¬ 
pensation.  If  the  existing  basic  compensa¬ 
tion  exceeds  the  maximum  step  of  his  posi¬ 
tion,  his  existing  basic  compensation  shall 
be  established  as  his  basic  compensation. 
Employees  in  the  Department  of  Medicine 

and  Surgery  of  the  Veterans’  Administra¬ 
tion 

Sec.  105.  Section  4107  of  title  38,  United 
States  Code,  relating  to  grades  and  pay 
scales  for  certain  positions  within  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Medicine  and  Surgery  of  the 
Veterans’  Administration,  is  amended  to  read 
as  follows: 

“§  4107.  Grades  and  pay  scales 

“(a)  The  per  annum  full-pay  scale  or 
ranges  for  positions  provided  in  section  4103 
of  this  title,  other  than  Chief  Medical  Di¬ 
rector  and  Deputy  Chief  Medical  Director, 
shall  be  as  follows: 

“Section  4103  schedule 
“Assistant  Chief  Medical  Director,  $25,890. 
“Medical  Director,  $22,760  maximum  to 
$25,800  maximum. 

“Director  of  Nursing  Service,  $17,550  min¬ 
imum  to  $23,013  maximum. 

“Director  of  Chaplain  Service,  $17,550 
minimum  to  $23,013  maximum. 

“Chief  Pharmacist,  $17,550  minimum  to 
$23,013  maximum. 

“Chief  Dietitian,  $17,550  minimum  to 
$23,013  maximum. 

“(b)(1)  The  grades  and  per  annum  full- 
pay  ranges  for  positions  provided  in  para¬ 
graph  (1)  of  section  4104  of  this  title  shall 
be  as  follows: 

“Physician  and  dentist  schedule 
“Director  grade,  $20,075  minimum  to 
$25,435  maximum. 

“Executive  grade,  $18,730  minimum  to 
$24,355  maximum. 

“Chief  grade,  $17,550  minimum  to  $23,013 
maximum. 

“Senior  grade,  $15,106  minimum  to  $19,- 
813  maximum. 

“Intermediate  grade,  $12,873  minimum  to 
$16,905  maximum. 

“Full  grade,  $10,927  minimum  to  $14,338 
maximum. 

“Associate  grade,  $9,221  minimum  to  $12,- 
056  maximum. 

“Nurse  schedule 

“Assistant  Director  grade,  $15,106  mini¬ 
mum  to  $19,813  maximum. 

“Chief  grade,  $12,873  minimum  to  $16,905 
maximum. 

“Senior  grade,  $10,927  minimum  to  $14,338 
maximum. 

“Intermediate  grade,  $9,221  minimum  to 
$12,056  maximum. 

“Full  grade,  $7,696  minimum  to  $10,045 
maximum 

“Associate  grade,  $6,730  minimum  to  $8,- 
749  maximum. 

“Junior  grade,  $5,867  minimum  to  $7,649 
maximum 

“  (2 )  No  person  may  hold  the  director  grade 


unless  he  is  serving  as  a  director  of  a  hos¬ 
pital,  domiciliary,  center,  or  outpatient  clinic 
(independent).  No  person  may  hold  the 
executive  grade  unless  he  holds  the  position 
of  chief  of  staff  at  a  hospital,  center,  or 
outpatient  clinic  (independent),  or  the  po¬ 
sition  of  clinic  director  at  an  outpatient 
clinic,  or  comparable  position.” 


Foreign  service  officers;  staff  officers  and 
employees 

Sec.  106.  (a)  The  fourth  sentence  of  sec¬ 
tion  412  of  the  Foreign  Service  Act  of  1946, 
as  amended  (22  U.S.C.  867),  is  amended  to 
read  as  follows:  “The  per  annum  salaries  of 
Foreign  Service  officers  within  each  of  the 
other  classes  shall  be  as  follows: 


“Class  1 
Class  2. 
Class  3. 
Class  4 
Class  5. 
Class  6. 
Class  7. 
Class  8. 


$23,  935 

$24, 770 

$25, 890 

19, 333 

20,004 

20,675 

$21,  347 

$22,  018 

$22,  689 

$23, 360 

15, 841 

16,  391 

16,  941 

17,  491 

18,  041 

18,  591 

19  141 

12,  873 

13,  321 

13,  769 

14,  217 

14,  665 

15, 113 

15,  561 

10, 062 

10,  970 

11,  338 

11,706 

12,  074 

12,  442 

12,810 

8,843 

9, 147 

9,451 

9,755 

10,  059 

10,  363 

10,  667 

7, 473 

7,724 

7,  975 

8,  226 

8,477 

8,  728 

8,  979 

6,  451 

6,664 

6,877 

7,090 

7,303 

7,516 

7, 729” 

(b)  The  second  sentence  of  subsection  (a) 
of  section  415  of  such  Act  (22  U.S.C.  870(a) ) 
is  amended  to  read  as  follows:  “The  per 


annum  salaries  of  such  staff  officers  and 
employees  within  each  class  shall  be  as 
follows : 


“Class  l__ 
Class  2... 
Class  3— 
Class  4__. 
Class  5... 
Class  6„. 
Class  7— . 
Class  8— . 
Class  9__. 
Class  10.. 


$15,  841 

$16,391 

$16, 941 

$17,  491 

$18,  041 

$18,  591 

$19, 141 

$19, 691 

$20, 241 

12,  873 

13,321 

13,  769 

14,217 

14, 665 

15, 113 

15,  561 

16,  009 

16,  457 

10, 602 

10,970 

11,338 

11,706 

12,  074 

12,442 

12, 810 

13^  178 

13, 546 

8,843 

9, 147 

9,  451 

9,755 

10,  059 

10, 363 

10, 667 

10, 971 

11,  275 

7,974 

8,246 

8,518 

8,  790 

9,062 

9,334 

9,606 

9, 878 

10, 150 

7,201 

7,441 

7,681 

7,921 

8, 161 

8,  401 

8,641 

8,  881 

9, 121 

6, 614 

6,  832 

7,050 

7,268 

7,486 

7,704 

7,922 

8,140 

8, 358 

5,  853 

6,051 

6,249 

6,  447 

6,645 

6,  843 

7,  041 

7,239 

7,  437 

5,341 

5,  517 

5,693 

5,869 

6,  045 

6,221 

6,397 

6,  573 

6,  749 

4,776 

4,936 

5,096 

5,256 

5,416 

5,576 

5,736 

• 

5,896 

6,056 

$20,  791 
16, 905 
13,914 
11, 579 
10,  422 
9,  301 
8,570 
7, 635 
6,  925 
6,  210” 


(c)  Foreign  Service  officers,  Reserve  offi¬ 
cers,  and  Foreign  Service  staff  officers  and 
employees  who  are  entitled  to  receive  basic 
compensation  immediately  prior  to  the  ef¬ 
fective  date  of  this  section  at  one  of  the  rates 
provided  by  section  412  or  415  of  the  Foreign 
Service  Act  of  1946  shall  receive  basic  com¬ 
pensation,  on  and  after  such  effective  date, 
at  the  rate  of  their  class  determined  to  be 
appropriate  by  the  Secretary  of  State. 
Agricultural  stabilisation  and  conservation 
county  committee  employees 

Sec.  107.  The  rates  of  compensation  of 
persoris  employed  by  the  county  commit¬ 
tees  established  pursuant  to  section  8(b)  of 
the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allot¬ 
ment  Act  (16  U.S.C.  590h(b)  shall  be  in¬ 
creased  by  amounts  equal,  as  nearly  as  may 
be  practicable,  to  the  increases  provided  by 
section  102(a)  of  this  title  for  corresponding 
rates  of  compensation. 

Salary  rates  fixed  by  administrative  action 

Sec.  108.  (a)  The  rates  of  basic  compensa¬ 
tion  of  assistant  United  States  attorneys 
whose  basic  salaries  are  fixed  pursuant  to 
section  508  of  title  28,  United  States  Code, 
shall  be  increased,  effective  on  the  effective 
date  of  section  102  of  this  title,  by  amounts 
equal,  as  nearly  as  may  be  practicable,  to  the 
increases  provided  by  section  102(a)  of  this 
title  for  corresponding  rates  of  compensa¬ 
tion. 

(b)  Notwithstanding  section  3679  of  the 
Revised  Statutes,  as  amended  (31  U.S.C. 
665),  the  rates  of  compensation  of  officers 
and  employees  of  the  Federal  Government 
and  of  the  municipal  government  of  the  Dis¬ 
trict  of  Columbia  whose  rates  of  compensa¬ 
tion  are  fixed  by  administrative  action  pur¬ 
suant  to  law  and  are  not  otherwise  increased 
by  this  Act  are  hereby  authorized  to  be  in¬ 
creased,  effective  on  the  effective  date  of  sec¬ 
tion  102  of  this  title,  by  amounts  not  to  ex¬ 
ceed  the  increases  provided  by  this  title  for 
corresponding  rates  of  compensation  in  the 
appropriate  schedule  or  scale  of  pay. 

(c)  Nothing  contained  in  this  section 
shall  be  held  or  considered  to  authorize  any 
increase  in  the  rates  of  compensation  of  offi¬ 
cers  and  employees  whose  rates  of  compen¬ 
sation  are  fixed  and  adjusted  from  time  to 
time  as  nearly  as  is  consistent  with  the 


public  interest  in  accordance  with  prevail¬ 
ing  rates  or  practices. 

(d)  Nothing  contained  in  this  section  shall 
affect  the  authority  contained  in  any  law 
pursuant  to  which  rates  of  compensation 
ftiay  be  fixed  by  administrative  action. 

Effective  dates 

Sec.  109.  This  title  shall  become  effective 
as  follows : 

(1)  This  section  and  sections  101,  103,  and 
108  shall  become  effective  on  the  date  of  en¬ 
actment  of  this  Act. 

(2)  Sections  102,  104,  105,  106,  and  107, 
shall  become  effective  on  the  first  day  of  the 
first  pay  period  which  begins  on  or  after 
July  1,  1966. 

TITLE  II - JUDICIAL  BRANCH 

Short  title 

Sec.  201.  This  title  may  be  cited  as  the 
“Federal  Judicial  Salary  Act  of  1966”. 

Judicial  branch  employees 

Sec.  202.  (a)  The  rates  of  basic  compensa¬ 
tion  of  officers  and  employees  in  or  under  the 
judicial  branch  of  th4  Government  whose 
rates  of  compensation  are  fixed  by  or  pursu¬ 
ant  to  paragraph  (2)  of  subdivision  a  of  sec¬ 
tion  62  of  the  Bankruptcy  Act  (11  U.S.C. 
102(a)(2)),  section  3656  of  title  18,  United 
States  Code,  the  third  sentence  of  section 
603,  sections  671  to  675,  inclusive,  or  section 
604(a)(5),  of  title  28,  United  States  Code, 
insofar  as  the  latter  section  applies  to  graded 
positions,  are  hereby  increased  by  amounts 
reflecting  the  respective  applicable  increases 
provided  by  section  102(a)  of  title  I  of  this 
Act  in  corresponding  rates  of  compensation 
for  officers  and  employees  subject  to  the  Clas¬ 
sification  Act  of  1949,  as  amended.  The  rates 
of  basic  compensation  of  officers  and  em¬ 
ployees  holding  ungraded  positions  and 
whose  salaries  are  fixed  pursuant  to  such 
section  604(a)  (5)  may  be  increased  by  the 
amounts  reflecting  the  respective  applicable 
increases  provided  by  section  102(a)  of  title 
I  of  this  Act  in  corresponding  rates  of  com¬ 
pensation  for  officers  and  employees  subject 
to  the  Classification  Act  of  1949,  as  amended. 

(b)  The  limitations  provided  by  applicable 
law  on  the  effective  date  of  this  section  with 
respect  to  the  aggregate  salaries  payable  to 
secretaries  and  law  clerks  of  circuit  and  dis¬ 
trict  judges  are  hereby  increased  by  amounts 
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which  reflect  the  respective  applicable  in¬ 
creases  provided  by  section  102(a)  of  title  I 
of  this  Act  in  corresponding  rates  of  com¬ 
pensation  for  officers  and  employees  subject 
to  the  Classification  Act  of  1949,  as  amended. 

(c)  Section  753(e)  of  title  28,  United 
States  Code  (relating  to  the  compensation  of 
court  reporters  for  district  courts),  is 
amended  by  striking  out  the  existing  salary 
limitation  contained  therein  and  inserting  a 
new  limitation  which  reflects  the  respective 
applicable  increases  provided  by  section  102 

(a)  of  title  I  of  this  Act  in  corresponding 
rates  of  compensation  for  officers  and  em¬ 
ployees  subject  to  the  Classification  Act  of 
1949,  as  amended. 

Effective  dates 

Sec.  203.  This  title  shall  become  effective 
as  follows: 

(1)  This  section  and  section  201  shall  be¬ 
come  effective  on  the  date  of  enactment  of 
this  Act. 

(2)  Section  202  shall  become  effective  on 
the  first  day  of  the  first  pay  period  which 
begins  on  or  after  July  1,  1966. 

TITLE  III - LEGISLATIVE  BRANCH 

Short  title 

Sec.  301.  This  title  may  be  cited  as  the 
“Federal  Legislative  Salary  Act  of  1966’’. 

Legislative  branch  employees 

Sec.  302.  (a)  Except  as  otherwise  provided 
in  this  title,  each  officer  or  employee  in  or 
under  the  legislative  branch  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment,  whose  rate  of  compensation  is  in¬ 
creased  by  section  5  of  the  Federal  Em¬ 
ployees  Pay  Act  of  1946,  shall  be  paid  addi¬ 
tional  compensation  at  the  rate  of  2.9  per 
centum  of  his  gross  rate  of  compensation 
(basic  compensation  plus  additional  com¬ 
pensation  authorized  by  law) . 

(b)  The  total  annual  compensation  in  ef¬ 
fect  immediately  prior  to  the  effective  date 
of  this  section  of  each  officer  or  employee  of 
the  House  of  Representatives,  whose  com¬ 
pensation  is  disbursed  by  the  Clerk  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  and  is  not  in¬ 
creased.  by  reason  of  any  other  provision  of 
this  section,  shall  be  increased  by  2.9  per 
centum.  Nothwithstanding  section  303  of 
this  title  or  any  other  provision  of  this  sec¬ 
tion,  the  total  annual  compensation  of  the 
Clerk  of  the  House  of  Representatives  and 
the  Sergeant  at  Arms  of  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives,  respectively,  shall  be  an  amount 
which  is  equal  to  the  total  annual  compen¬ 
sation  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Senate  and  the 
Sergeant  at  Arms  of  the  Senate,  respectively. 

(c)  The  rates  of  compensation  of  em¬ 
ployees  of  the  House  of  Representatives  whose 
compensation  is  fixed  by  the  House  Em¬ 
ployees  Schedule  under  the  House  Em¬ 
ployees  Position  Classification  Act  (78  Stat. 
1079-1084;  Public  Law  88-652;  2  U.S.C.  291- 
303),  including  each  employee  subject  to 
such  Act  whose  compensation  is  fixed  at  a 
saved  rate,  are  hereby  increased  by  amounts 
equal,  as  nearly  as  may  be  practicable,  to 
the  increases  provided  by  subsection  (a)  of 
this  section. 

(d)  The  additional  compensation  provided 
by  this  section  shall  be  considered  a  part  of 
basic  compensation  for  the  purposes  of  the 
Civil  Service  Retirement  Act  (5  U.S.C.  2251 
and  following). 

(e)  This  section  shall  not  apply  with  re¬ 
spect  to  the  compensation  of  student  con¬ 
gressional  interns  authorized  by  House 
Resolution  416,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  and 
the  compensation  of  employees  whose  com¬ 
pensation  is  fixed  by  the  House  Wage  Sched¬ 
ule  under  the  House  Employees  Position 
Classification  Act. 

(f)  The  basic  compensation  of  each  em¬ 
ployee  in  the  office  of  a  Senator  is  hereby 
adjusted,  effective  on  the  effective  date  of 
this  section,  to  the  lowest  multiple  of  $60 
which  will  provide  a  gross  rate  of  compensa¬ 


tion  not  less  than  the  gross  rate  such  em¬ 
ployee  was  receiving  immediately  prior  there¬ 
to,  except  that  the  foregoing  provisions  of 
this  subsection  shall  not  apply  in  the  case  of 
any  employee  if  on  or  before  the  fifteenth 
day  following  the  date  of  enactment  of  this 
Act,  the  Senator  by  whom  such  employee 
is  employed  notifies  the  disbursing  office  of 
the  Senate  in  writing  that  he  does  not  wish 
such  provisions  to  apply  to  such  employee. 
In  any  case  in  which,  at  the  expiration  of  the 
time  within  which  a  Senator  may  give  notice 
under  this  subsection,  such  Senator  is  de¬ 
ceased,  such  notice  shall  be  deemed  to  have 
been  given. 

(g)  Notwithstanding  the  provision  referred 
to  in  subsection  (h) ,  the  rates  of  gross  com¬ 
pensation  of  the  Secretary  for  the  Majority 
of  the  Senate,  the  Secretary  for  the  Minority 
of  the  Senate,  the  Chief  Reporter  of  Debates 
of  the  Senate,  the  Parliamentarian  of  the 
Senate,  the  Senior  Counsel  in  the  Office  of 
the  Legislative  Counsel  of  the  Senate,  the 
Chief  Clerk  of  the  Senate,  the  Chaplain  of 
the  Senate,  and  the  Postmaster  and  Assist¬ 
ant  Postmaster  of  the  Senate  are  hereby  in¬ 
creased  by  2.9  per  centum. 

(h)  The  paragraph  imposing  limitations  on 
basic  and  gross  compensation  of  officers  and 
employees  of  the  Senate  appearing  under 
the  heading  “SENATE”  in  the  Legislative 
Appropriations  Act,  1956,  as  amended  (74 
Stat.  304;  Public  Law  86-568) ,  is  amended 
by  striking  out  "$23,770”  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  “$24,460”. 

(i)  The  limitation  on  gross  rate  per  hour 
per  person  provided  by  applicable  law  on  the 
effective  date  of  this  section  with  respect  to 
the  folding  of  speeches  and  pamphlets  for 
the  Senate  is  hereby  increased  by  2.9  per 
centum.  The  amount  of  such  increase  shall 
be  computed  to  the  nearest  cent,  counting 
one-half  cent  and  over  as  a  whole  cent.  The 
provisions  of  subsection  (a)  of  this  section 
shall  not  apply  to  employees  whose  compen¬ 
sation  is  subject  to  such  limitation. 

Salary  increase  limitation 

Sec.  303.  No  rate  of  compensation  shall  be 
increased,  by  reason  of  the  enactment  of  this 
title,  to  an  amount  in  excess  of  the  salary 
rate  now  or  hereafter  in  effect  for  level  V 
of  the  Federal  Executive  Salary  Schedule. 

Effective  dates 

Sec.  304.  This  title  shall  become  effective  as 
follpws ; 

(1)  This  section  and  section  301  shall  be¬ 
come  effective  on  the  date  of  enactment  of 
this  Act. 

(2)  Sections  302  and  303  shall  become  ef¬ 
fective  on  the  first  day  of  the  first  pay  period 
which  begins  on  or  after  July  1,  1966. 

TITLE  IV - MISCELLANEOUS  PROVISIONS 

Salary  steps  for  certain  employees  transferred 
to  postal  field  service 

Sec.  401.  Section  3551  of  title  39,  United 
States  Code,  is  amended  by  adding  at  the 
end  thereof  the  following  new  subsection: 

“(c)  The  Postmaster  General  may  appoint 
or  advance  any  Federal  empoyee  who,  to¬ 
gether  with  his  function,  is  transferred,  prior 
to,  on,  or  after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this 
subsection,  to  a  post  office  or  other  postal 
installation  at  or  to  (1)  the  minimum  rate 
for  his  position,  or  (2)  any  higher  rate  for 
his  position  which  is  less  than  one  full  step 
above  the  highest  rate  of  compensation  re¬ 
ceived  by  him  immediately  prior  to  such 
transfer.”. 

Postal  seniority  adjustments 

Sec.  402.  (a)  The  Postmaster  General  shall 
advance  any  employee  in  the  postal  field 
service 

(1)  who  was  promoted  to  a  higher  level 
between  July  9,  1960,  and  October  13,  1962; 

(2)  who  is  senior  with  respect  to  total 
postal  service  to  an  employee  in  the  same 


post  office  promoted  to  the  same  level  on  or 
after  October  13,  1962,  and  is  on  the  effective 
date  of  this  section  in  a  step  in  the  same 
level  below  the  step  of  the  junior  employee; 
and 

(3)  whom  the  Postmaster  General  deter¬ 
mines  is  in  the  same  craft  and  same  branch 
of  the  Post  Office  Service  as  such  junior 
employee. 

Such  advancement  by  the  Postmaster  Gen¬ 
eral  shall  be  to  the  highest  step  which  is 
held  by  any  such  junior  employee.  Any  in¬ 
crease  under  the  provisions  of  this  subsection 
shall  not  constitute  an  equivalent  increase 
and  credit  earned  prior  to  adjustment  under 
this  subsection  for  advancement  to  the  next 
step  shall  be  retained. 

(b)  Section  3552  of  title  39,  United  States 
Code,  is  amended  by' deleting  subsection  (d). 
Special  delivery  messengers 

Sec.  403.  Section  3542(c)  of  title  39,  United 
States  Code,  is  amended — 

(1)  by  striking  out  “7  cents  per  mile  or 
major  fraction  thereof”  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  “10  cents  per  mile  or  major  fraction 
thereof”  ;  and 

(2)  by  striking  out  “90  cents  per  hour”  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “$1.25  per  hour”. 

Overtime 

Sec.  404.  (a)  Section  201  of  the  Federal 
Employees  Pay  Act  of  1945,  as  amended  (5 
U.S.C.  911),  is  amended — 

( 1 )  by  inserting  “or,  with  the  exception 
of  employees  engaged  in  professional  or  tech¬ 
nical  engineering  or  scientific  activities  for 
whom  the  first  forty  hours  of  duty  in  an  ad¬ 
ministrative  workweek  is  the  basic  workweek 
and  employees  whose  basic  compensation 
exceeds  the  minimum  rate  of  grade  GS-10 
of  the  Classification  Act  of  1949,  as  amend¬ 
ed,  for  whom  the  first  forty  hours  of  duty 
in  an  administrative  workweek  is  the  basic 
workweek,  in  excess  of  eight  hours  in  a  day” 
immediately  following  “in  excess  of  forty 
hours  in  any  administrative  workweek”; 
and 

(2)  by  striking  out  “grade  GS-9”  wherever 
it  occurs  therein  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
“grade  GS-10". 

(b)  Section  202  of  such  Act,  as  amended 
(5  U.S.C.  912),  is  amended  by  striking  out 
“grade  GS-9”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
“grade  GS-10”. 

(c)  Section  401  of  such  Act,  as  amended 
(5  U.S.C.  926),  is  amended  by  striking  out 
“grade  GS-9”  wherever  it  occurs  therein  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “grade  GS-10”. 

(d)  Subsections  (b)  and  (c)  of  section 
3573  of  title  39,  United  States  Code,  are 
amended  by  striking  out  “level  PFS-7”  and 
level  PFS-8”,  wherever  appearing  therein, 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “level  PFS-10” 
and  “level  PFS-11”,  respectively. 

Sunday  premium  pay 

Sec.  405.  (a)  The  heading  of  title  III  of  the 
Federal  Employees  Pay  Act  of  1945,  as 
amended,  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“TITLE  III - COMPENSATION  FOR  NIGHT,  SUNDAY, 

^  AND  HOLIDAY  WORK” 

(b)  (1)  Section  302  of  such  Act,  as  amended 
(5  U.S.C.  922),  is  redesignated  as  section  303 
of  such  Act. 

(2)  Any  reference  in  any  provision  of  law 
to  section  302  of  the  Federal  Employees  Pay 
Act  of  1945,  which  is  redesignated  as  section 
303  of  such  Act  by  paragraph  (1)  of  this 
subsection,  shall  be  held  and  considered  to 
refer  to  section  303  of  such  Act,  as  so  redesig¬ 
nated. 

(c)  Title  HI  of  such  Act,  as  amended  (5 
U.S.C.  921  and  following),  is  amended  by  in¬ 
serting  immediately  following  section  301 
thereof  the  following  f 

"Compensation  for  Sunday  work 

“Sec.  302.  Any  regularly  scheduled  eight- 
hour  period  of  service  which  is  not  overtime 
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work  as  defined  in  section  201  of  this  Act 
any  part  of  which  is  performed  within  the 
period  commencing  at  midnight  Saturday 
and  ending  at  midnight  Sunday  shall  be 
compensated  for  the  entire  period  of  service 
at  the  rate  of  basic  compensation  of  the  of¬ 
ficer  or  employee  performing  such  work  plus 
premium  compensation  at  a  rate  equal  to  25 
per  centum  of  his  rate  of  basic  compensa¬ 
tion.” 

(d)  Section  401(1)  of  such  Act,  as  amend¬ 
ed  (5  U.S.C.  926(1) ),  is  amended  by  inserting 

Sunday,”  immediately  following  the  word 
“night”.  .  .  .. 

(e)  Section  401(2)  of  such  Act,  as  amend¬ 
ed  (5  U.S.C.  926(2)),  is  amended — 

( 1 )  by  inserting  in  the  first  sentence  there¬ 
of  “,  on  Sundays,”  immediately  following  the 
words  “duty  at  night”;  and 

(2)  by  inserting  in  the  second  sentence 
thereof  “Sunday,”  immediately  following 
“night,”. 

(f )  The  first  paragraph  of  section  23  of  the 

Independent  Offices  Appropriation  Act,  1935, 
as  amended  (5  U.S.C.  673c),  is  amended  by 
inserting  immediately  before  the  period  at 
the  end  thereof  the  following:  Provided 

further,  That  employees  subject  to  this  sec¬ 
tion  whose  regular  work  schedule  includes  an 
eight-hour  period  of  service  any  part  of 
which  is  within  the  period  commencing  at 
midnight  Saturday  and  ending  at  midnight 
Sunday  shall  be  paid  extra  compensation  at 
the  rate  of  25  per  centum  of  his  hourly  rate 
of  basic  compensation  for  each  hour  of  work 
performed  during  that  eight-hour  period  of 
service”. 

Health  and  insurance  coverage  for  certain 
employees  on  leave  without  pay 

Sec.  406.  (a)  Section  6  of  the  Federal  Em¬ 
ployees’  Group  Life  Insurance  Act  of  1954, 
as  amended  (5  U.S.C.  2095),  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new 
subsection : 

“(d)  Notwithstanding  the  foregoing,  an 
officer  or  employee  who  enters  on  approved 
leave  without  pay  to  serve  as  a  full-time  of¬ 
ficer  or  employee  of  an  organization  com¬ 
posed  primarily  of  employees,  as  defined  in 
section  2  of  this  Act,  may,  within  sixty  days 
after  entering  on  such  leave  without  pay, 
elect  to  continue  his  insurance  and  arrange 
to  pay  currently  into  the  fund,  through  his 
employing  agency,  both  employee  and  agency 
contributions  from  the  beginning  of  leave 
without  pay.  If  he  does  not  so  elect,  his 
insurance  will  continue  during  nonpay  status 
and  terminate  as  provided  in  subsection  (a) 
of  this  section.  The  employing  agency  shall 
forward  the  premium  payments  to  the  fund 
established  by  section  5  of  this  Act.” 

(b)  Section  7(b)  of  the  Federal  Employees 
Health  Benefits  Act  of  1959,  as  amended  (5 
U.S.C.  3006(b)),  is  amended — 

(1)  by  inserting  “(1)”  immediately  fol¬ 
lowing  “(b)”;  and 

(2)  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  fol¬ 
lowing  new  paragraph: 

“(2)  An  employee  who  enters  on  approved 
leave  without  pay  to  serve  as  a  full-time  of¬ 
ficer  or  employee  of  an  organization  com¬ 
posed  primarily  of  employees,  as  defined  in 
section  2  of  this  Act,  may,  within  sixty  days 
after  entering  on  such  leave  without  pay,  file 
with  his  employing  agency  an  election  to  con¬ 
tinue  his  health  benefits  coverage  and  ar¬ 
range  to  pay  currently  into  the  fund,  through 
his  employing  agency  from  the  beginning  of 
leave  without  pay,  both  employee  and  agency 
contributions.  If  he  does  not  so  elect,  his 
coverage  will  terminate  as  specified  in  para¬ 
graph  (1)  and  implementing  regulations 
The  employing  agency  shall  forward  the  en¬ 
rollment  charges  so  paid  to  the  fund.” 

(c)  An  officer  or  employee  who  is  on  ap¬ 
proved  leave  without  pay  and  serving  as  a 
full-time  officer  or  employee  of  an  organiza¬ 
tion  composed  primarily  of  employees,  as 
defined  in  section  2  of  the  Federal  Employees’ 
Group  Life  Insurance  Act  of  1954,  as 


amended  (5  U.S.C.  2091),  or  section  2  of  the 
Federal  Employees  Health  Benefits  Act  of 
1959,  as  amended  (5  U.S.C.  3001),  as  the  case 
may  be,  may,  within  sixty  days  after  the 
date  of  enactment  of  this  Act,  file  with  his 
employing  agency  an  election  (1)  to  continue 
any  insurance  status  or  health  benefits  en¬ 
rollment,  or  both,  that  he  has  on  the  date  of 
enactment  of  this  Act,  (2)  to  reacquire  any 
insurance  status  or  health  benefits  enroll¬ 
ment,  or  both,  which  he  may  have  lost  while 
on  leave  without  pay,  or  (3)  to  acquire  an 
insured  status  or  enroll  in  a  health  benefits 
plan,  or  both,  if  he  was  never  previously 
eligible  to  do  so,  by  arranging  to  pay  cur¬ 
rently  and  continuously  into  the  employees’ 
life  insurance  fund  and  the  employees’  health 
benefits  fund,  as  appropriate,  through  his 
employing  agency,  both  employee  and  agency 
contributions.  The  employing  agency  shall 
forward  such  payments  to  the  employees’ 
life  insurance  fund  and  the  employees’  health 
benefits  fund,  as  appropriate.  If  he  does  not 
so  elect,  his  insurance  status  and  health 
benefits  enrollment  will  continue  and  ter¬ 
minate  as  for  other  employees  in  nonpay 
status,  or  he  will  remain  ineligible  for  in¬ 
surance  and  health  benefits,  as  the  case  may 
be,  as  though  this  paragraph  had  not  been 
enacted.  The  United  States  Civil  Service 
Commission  is  authorized  to  issue  regulations 
to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  this  paragraph. 

Increase  in  uniform  alloxoances 

Sec.  407.  (a)  Section  402  of  the  Federal 
Employees  Uniform  Allowance  Act,  as 
amended  (5  U.S.C.  2131-2133),  is  amended 
by  inserting  immediately  following  the  sec¬ 
ond  sentence  thereof  the  following  new 
sentence:  "In  those  instances  where  the 
agency  makes  reimbursement  direct  to  the 
uniform  vendor,  the  head  of  the  agency  may 
deduct  a  service  charge  not  to  exceed  4  per 
centum.” 

(b)  Such  Act  is  further  amended  by  add¬ 
ing  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new 
section : 

“Sec.  405.  Notwithstanding  any  other  pro¬ 
vision  of  this  title,  each  of  the  respective 
maximum  uniform  allowances  in  effect  on 
April  1,  1966,  for  the  respective  categories 
of  employees  to  whom  uniform  allowances 
are  paid  under  this  title  are  hereby  increased, 
subject  to  the  maximum  allowance  author¬ 
ized  by  this  title,  as  follows: 

“(1)  If  the  maximum  uniform  allowance 
is  $100  or  more,  such  allowance  shall  be  in¬ 
creased  by  25  per  centum. 

“(2)  If  the  amximum  uniform  allowance 
is  $75  or  more  but  less  than  $100,  such  al¬ 
lowance  shall  be  increased  by  30  per  centum. 

“(3)  If  the  maximum  uniform  allowance 
is  $50  or  more  but  less  than  $75,  such  allow¬ 
ance  shall  be  increased  by  35  per  centum. 

"(4)  If  the  maximum  uniform  allowance 
is  less  than  $50,  such  allowance  shall  be  in¬ 
creased  by  40  per  centum. 

Such  maximum  uniform  allowances,  as  in 
effect  on  April  1,  1966,  and  as  increased  by 
this  section,  shall  not  be  reduced.”. 

Sec.  408.  (a)  Section  303(c)  of  the  Federal 
Executive  Salary  Act  of  1964  (78  Stat.  416; 
Public  Law  88—426)  is  amended  by  adding 
at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  para¬ 
graph  : 

“(47)  Director  of  the  Federal  Mediation 
and  Conciliation  Service.” 

(b)  Paragraph  (30)  of  section  303(d)  of 
such  Act  is  hereby  repealed. 

Effective  dates 

Sec.  409.  This  title  shall  become  effective 
as  follows: 

(1)  This  section  and  sections  401,  406,  and 
407  shall  become  effective  on  the  date  of 
enactment  of  this  Act. 

(2)  Sections  403,  404,  and  405  shall  be¬ 

come  effective  on  the  first  day  of  the  first 
pay  period  which  begins  on  or  after  July  1 
1966.  * 

(3)  Sections  402  and  408  shall  take  effect 


on  the  first  day  of  the  first  pay  period  after 
the  enatcment  of  this  Act. 

TITLE  V - CIVIL  SERVICE  RETIREMENT 

Short  title 

Sec.  501.  This  title  may  be  cited  as  the 
"Civil  Service  Retirement  Act  Amendments 
of  1966”. 

Definitions 

Sec.  502.  Section  1  (J)  of  the  Civil  Service 
Retirement  Act  (5  U.S.C.  2251  (j) )  is  amended 
by  inserting  the  letter  “(d)”  after  the  words 
“for  purposes  of  section  10”;  by  striking  out 
the  words  “received  more  than  one-half  of 
his  support  from  and”;  and  by  striking  out 
the  words  “twenty-one”  and  “twenty-first” 
wherever  they  occur  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  the  words  “twenty-two”  and 
“twenty-second”,  respectively. 

Retirement  coverage  for  certain  employees 
on  leave  without  pay 

Sec.  503.  Section  3  of  the  Civil  Service  Re¬ 
tirement  Act  (5  U.S.C.  2253)  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new 
subsection : 

“(k)(l)  An  employee  who  enters  on  ap¬ 
proved  leave  without  pay  to  serve  as  a  full¬ 
time  officer  or  employee  of  an  organization 
composed  primarily  of  employees,  as  defined 
in  section  1(a)  of  this  Act,  may,  within  sixty 
days  after  entering  on  such  leave  without 
pay,  file  with  his  employing  agency  an  elec¬ 
tion  to  receive  full  retirement  credit  for  his 
periods  of  such  leave  without  pay  and 
arrange  to  pay  currently  into  the  fund, 
through  his  employing  agency,  amounts 
equal  to  the  retirement  deductions  and 
agency  contributions  which  would  be  appli¬ 
cable  if  he  were  in  pay  status.  An  employee 
who  is  on  approved  leave  without  pay  and 
serving  as  a  full-time  officer  or  employee  of 
such  an  organization  on  the  date  of  enact¬ 
ment  of  this  subsection  may  similarly  elect 
within  sixty  days  after  such  date  of  enact¬ 
ment.  If  the  election  and  all  payments  pro¬ 
vided  by  this  paragraph  are  not  made,  the 
employee  shall  receive  no  credit  for  such 
periods  of  leave  without  pay  occurring  on  or 
after  date  of  enactment  of  this  subsection, 
notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  the  second 
sentence  of  section  3(c)  of  this  Act. 

“(2)  An  employee  may  deposit  with  inter¬ 
est  an  amount  equal  to  retirement  deduc¬ 
tions  representing  any  period  or  periods  of 
approved  leave  without  pay  while  serving, 
prior  to  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  sub¬ 
section,  as  a  full-time  officer  or  employee  of 
an  organization  composed  primarily  of  em¬ 
ployees,  as  defined  in  section  1(a)  of  this 
Act,  and  may  receive  full  retirement  credit 
for  such  period  or  periods  of  leave  without 
pay.  In  the  event  of  his  death,  a  survivor  as 
defined  in  section  l(o)  of  this  Act  may  make 
such  deposit.  If  the  deposit  described  in 
this  paragraph  is  not  made  in  full,  retirement 
credit  shall  be  allowed  in  accordance  with 
the  second  sentence  of  section  3(c)  of  this 
Act.” 

Immediate  retirement 
Sec.  504.  (a)  Section  6(a)  of  the  Civil 
Service  Retirement  Act  (5  U.S.C.  2256(a))  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows  : 

“(a)  Any  employee  who  attains  the  age  of 
fifty-five  years  and  completes  thirty  years  of 
service  shall,  upon  separation  from  the  serv¬ 
ice,  be  paid  an  annuity  computed  as  provided 
in  section  9.” 

(b)  Section  6(b)  of  such  Act  (5  U.S.C. 
2256(b) )  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“(b)  Any  employee  who  attains  the  age  of 
sixty  years  and  completes  twenty  years  of 
service  shall,  upon  separation  from  the  serv¬ 
ice,  be  paid  an  annuity  computed  as  provided 
in  section  9.” 

Annuity  computation 
Sec.  505.  Section  9(d)  of  such  Act  (5  U.S.C. 
2259  (d) )  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“(d)  The  annuity  as  hereinbefore  pro¬ 
vided,  for  an  employee  retiring  under  section 
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6(d),  shall  be  reduced  by  one-sixth  of  1 
per  centum  for  each  full  month  such  em¬ 
ployee  is  under  the  age  of  fifty-five  years  at 
date  of  separation.  The  annuity  as  herein¬ 
before  provided,  for  a  Member  retiring  under 
the  second  or  third  sentence  of  section  6(f) 
or  the  third  sentence  of  section  8(b),  shall 
be  reduced  by  one-twelfth  of  1  per  centum 
for  each  full  month  not  in  excess  of  sixty, 
and  one-sixth  of  1  per  centum  or  each  full 
month  in  excess  of  sixty,  such  Member  is 
under  the  age  of  sixty  years  at  date  of  sepa¬ 
ration.” 

Survivor  annuities 

Sec.  506.  (a)  Section  10(a)  (2)  of  the  Civil 
Service  Retirement  Act  (5  U.S.C.  2260(a)  (2) ) 
is  amended  to  read  as  follows : 

“(2)  An  annuity  computed  under  this  sub¬ 
section  shall  commence  on  the  day  after  the 
retired  employee  dies,  and  such  annuity  or 
any  right  thereto  shall  terminate  on  the  last 
day  of  the  month  before  (A)  in  the  case  of 
the  survivor  of  a  retired  employee,  the  sur¬ 
vivor’s  remarriage  prior  to  attaining  age 
sixty,  or  death  or  (B)  in  the  case  of  the  sur¬ 
vivor  of  a  Member,  the  survivor’s  death  or 
remarriage.” 

(b)  The  last  sentence  of  section  10(c)  of 
such  Act  (5  U.S.C.  2260(c))  is  amended  to 
read  as  follow:  “The  annuity  of  such  widow 
or  dependent  widower  shall  commence  on 
the  day  after  the  employee  or  Member  dies, 
and  an  annuity  under  this  subsection  or  any 
right  thereto  shall  terminate  on  the  last  day 
of  the  month  before  (1)  the  death  of  the 
widow  or  widower,  (2)  remarriage  of  the 
widow  or  widower  of  an  employee  prior  to 
attaining  age  sixty,  (3)  remarriage  of  the 
widow  or  widower  of  a  Member  regardless  of 
age,  or  (4)  the  widower’s  becoming  capable 
of  self-support.” 

(c)  Section  10(d)  of  such  Act  (5  U.S.C. 
2260(d) )  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“ (d)  If  an  employee  or  a  Member  dies  after 
completing  at  least  five  years  of  civilian  serv¬ 
ice,  or  an  employee  or  a  Member  dies  after 
having  retired  under  any  provision  of  this 
Act,  and  is  survived  by  a  wife  or  by  a  hus¬ 
band,  each  surviving  child  shall  be  paid  an 
annuity  equal  to  the  smallest  of  (1)  40  per 
centum  of  the  employee’s  or  Member’s  aver¬ 
age  salary  divided  by  the  number  of  children, 

(2)  $600,  or  (3)  $1,800  divided  by  the  num¬ 
ber  of  children,  subject  to  the  provisions  of 
section  18.  If  such  employee  or  Member  Is 
not  survived  by  a  wife  or  husband,  each  sur¬ 
viving  child  shall  be  paid  an  annuity  equal  to 
the  smallest  of  (1)  50  per  centum  of  the 
employee’s  or  Member’s  average  salary  di¬ 
vided  by  the  number  of  children,  (2)  $720,  or 

(3)  $2,160  divided  by  the  number  of  children, 
subject  to  the  provisions  of  section  18.  The 
commencing  date  of  a  child’s  annuity  under 
this  Act  or  the  Act  of  May  29,  1930,  as 
amended  from  and  after  February  28,  1948, 
shall  be  deemed  to  be  the  day  after  the  em¬ 
ployee  or  Member  dies,  with  payment  be¬ 
ginning  on  that  day  or  beginning  or  resum¬ 
ing  on  the  first  day  of  the  month  in  which 
the  child  later  becomes  or  again  becomes  a 
student  as  described  in  section  l(j),  pro¬ 
vided  the  lump-sum  credit,  if  paid,  is  re¬ 
turned  to  the  fund.  Such  annuity  shall  ter¬ 
minate  on  the  last  day  of  tbe  month  before 
(1)  the  child’s  attaining  age  eighteen  un¬ 
less  he  is  then  a  student  as  described  or  in¬ 
capable  of  self-support,  (2)  his  becoming 
capable  of  self-support  after  attaining  age 
eighteen  unless  he  is  then  such  a  student, 
(3)  his  attaining  age  twenty-two  if  he  is 
then  such  a  student  and  not  incapable  of  self- 
support,  (4)  his  ceasing  to  be  such  a  student 
after  attaining  age  eighteen  unless  he  is 
then  incapable  of  self-support,  (5)  his  mar¬ 
riage,  or  (6)  his  death,  whichever  first  oc¬ 
curs.  Upon  the  death  of  the  surviving  wife 
or  husband  or  termination  of  the  child’s  an¬ 
nuity,  the  annuity  of  any  other  child  or  chil¬ 
dren  shall  be  recomputed  and  paid  as 
though  such  wife,  husband,  or  child  had  not 
survived  the  employee  or  Member.” 


(d)  Section  10  of  such  Act  (5  U.S.C.  2260) 
is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the 
following  subsection : 

“(f)  In  the  case  of  a  surviving  spouse 
whose  annuity  under  this  section  is  hereafter 
terminated  because  of  remarriage  before  at¬ 
taining  age  sixty,  annuity  at  the  same  rate 
shall  be  restored  commencing  on  the  day  such 
remarriage  is  dissolved  by  death,  annulment, 
or  divorce:  Provided,  That  (1)  said  surviving 
spouse  elects  to  receive  such  annuity  in  lieu 
of  any  survivor  benefit  to  which  he  or  she 
may  be  entitled,  under  this  or  any  other  re¬ 
tirement  system  established  for  employees 
of  the  Government,  by  reason  of  the  remar- 
riage,  and  (2)  any  lump  sum  paid  upon  ter-  ~ 
nlination  of  the  annuity  is  returned  to  the 
fund.” 

Increases  in  certain  annuities 

Sec.  507.  Section  18  of  the  Civil  Service 
Retirement  Act  (5  U.S.C.  2268)  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  sub¬ 
section  : 

“(g)  Effective  on  (1)  the  first  day  of  the 
second  month  after  the  enactment  of  this 
Act,  or  (2)  the  commencing  date  of  annuity, 
whichever  is  later,  the  annuity  of  each  sur¬ 
viving  spouse  whose  entitlement  to  annuity 
payable  from  the  civil  service  retirement  and 
disability  fund  resulted  from  the  death  of: 

“(A)  an  employee  or  Member  prior  to  Oc¬ 
tober  11,  1962,  or 

“(B)  a  retired  employee  or  Member  whose 
retirement  was'  based  on  a  separation  from 
service  prior  to  October  11,  1962,  shall  be  in¬ 
creased  by  10  per  centum.” 

Effective  dates 

Sec.  508.  (a)  This  section,  section  509,  and 
subsections  l(j),  3(k),  6(a),  6(b),  9(d), 
10(a)  (2),  10(c),  10(d),  and  10(f)  of  the  Civil 
Service  Retirement  Act,  as  enacted  or  amend¬ 
ed  by  this  title,  shall  become  effective  on  the 
date  of  enactment  of  this  Act. 

(b)  Except  as  provided  in  section  507  and 
in  subsection  (c)  of  this  section,  the  amend¬ 
ments  made  by  this  title  to  the  Civil  Service 
Retirement  Act  shall  not  apply  in  the  cases 
of  persons  retired  or  otherwise  separated 
prior  to  these  respective  effective  dates,  and 
the  rights  of  such  persons  and  their  survi¬ 
vors  shall  continue  in  the  same  manner  and 
to  the  same  extent  as  if  this  title  had  not 
been  enacted. 

(c)  The  amendments  made  by  this  title 
to  sections  l(j)  and  10(d)  of  the  Civil  Serv¬ 
ice  Retirement  Act  relating  to  payment,  con¬ 
tinuance,  resumption,  and  termination  of 
annuity  to  a  child  who  is  a  student  shall 
apply  with  respect  to  children  of  persons 
retired  or  otherwise  separated  prior  to,  on,  or 
after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  title,  ex¬ 
cept  that  no  child’s  annuity  shall  be  paid 
by  reason  of  these  amendments  for  any  pe¬ 
riod  prior  to  such  date  of  enactment. 

Miscellaneous 

Sec.  509.  The  provisions  under  the  head¬ 
ing  “Civil  Service  Retirement  and  Disabil¬ 
ity  Fund”  in  title  I  of  the  Independent 
Offices  Appropriation  Act,  1959  (72  Stat. 

1064;  Public  Law  85-844),  shall  not  apply 
with  respect  to  benefits  resulting  from  the 
enactment  of  this  Act. 

TITLE  VI - FEDERAL  EMPLOYEES’  HEALTH 

BENEFITS 

Sec.  601.  Section  2(d)  of  the  Federal  Em¬ 
ployees  Health  Benefits  Act  of  1959  (73  Stat. 

709  ;  5  U.S.C.  3001(d))  is  amended  by  strik¬ 
ing  out  “twenty-one”  wherever  it  appears 
therein  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
“twenty-two”. 

Sec.  602.  Paragraphs  (1)  and  (2)  of  sec¬ 
tion  7(a)  of  such  Act  are  amended  to  read 
as  follows: 

“(1)  Except  as  provided  in  paragraph  (2) 
of  this  subsection,  the  biweekly  Govern¬ 
ment  contributions  for  health  benefits  for 
employees  or  annuitants  enrolled  in  health 
benefits  plans  under  this  Act,  in  addition  to 
the  contributions  required  by  paragraph  (3 ) , 


shall  be  $1.62  if  the  enrollment  is  for  self 
alone  or  $3.94  if  the  enrollment  is  for  self 
and  family,  commencing  with  the  first  pay 
period  beginning  on  or  after  July  1,  1966. 

“(2)  For  an  employee  or  annuitant  en¬ 
rolled  in  a  plan  for  which  the  biweekly  sub¬ 
scription  charge  is  less  than  twice  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  ^contribution  established  under 
paragraph  r(l)  of  this  subsection,  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  contribution  shall  be  50  per  centum 
of  th^’  subscription  charge,  commencing 

i  •Tv,, 


with'  'the  first  pay  period  beginning  on  or 
after  July  1,  1966.” 


SENATOR  RANDOLPH  DISCLOSES 
AND  DEPLORES  LACK  OF  PARITY 
BETWEEN  .COAL  RESEARCH  AND 
NUCLEAR/  POWER  RESEARCH- 
SAYS  CONVERTING  OF  COAL  INTO 
ELECTRIC  POWER  MERITS  PRO¬ 
GRAM!  EQUAL  TO  PRIORITY  GIVEN 
NUCLEAR  EFFORT— URGES  THAT 
COAL  INDUSTRY  AND  CONGRESS 
CT  PROMPTLY  TO  CORRECT  IN¬ 
EQUITY 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  Mr.  President,  dur¬ 
ing  the  past  year  we  have  witnessed  a  re¬ 
markable  growth  of  nuclear  electric 
power.  In  1965,  new  nuclear  plants — 
with  aggregate  output  capabilities  of  al¬ 
most  5  million  kilowatts — were  an¬ 
nounced  for  construction.  This  year, 
additional  nuclear  plants  estimated  to  be 
capable  of  producing  almost  8  million 
kilowatts  have  been  committed  for  con¬ 
struction,  and  a  number  of  others  are  un¬ 
der  active  consideration.  These  are  not 
experimental  plants.  They  are  large 
baseload  stations  to  produce  electricity 
for  systemwide  distribution. 

These  facts  provide  further  dramatic 
evidence  that  nuclear  power  has  devel¬ 
oped  as  a  major  source  of  electricity 
much  faster  than  had  been  contemplated, 
even  by  the  Atomic  Energy  Commission. 
Milton  Shaw,  director  of  the  AEC’s  Divi¬ 
sion  of  Reactor  Development  and  Tech¬ 
nology,  recently  submitted  to  the  Joint 
Committee  on  Atomic  Energy  a  chart 
which  indicates  this  accelerated  rate 
growth.  He  pointed  out  that  the  AEC’s 
1962  report  to  the  President  of  the  United 
tates  on  the  state  of  the  nuclear  art 
projected  a  total  nuclear  power  capacity 
of  Xo.3  million  kilowatts  by  1975.  Based 
on  th,e  latest  information  about  plans  of 
utilities,  this  projection — only  4 
years  latter — has  been  increased  to  36  mil¬ 
lion  kilowatts. 

Representative  Melvin  Price,  a  mem¬ 
ber  of  the  Joint  Committee,  has  said  in  a 
recent  speecn\that  the  Atomic  Energy 
Commission  hassnow  gone  even  further  in 
its  nuclear  prediction.  It  foresees  ap¬ 
proximately  80  toNUO  million  kilowatts 
of  nuclear  generated,  capacity  in  opera¬ 
tion  in  this  country  byN980. 

I  do  not  understand  wm,  in  view  of  this 
phenomenal  growth  of  nuclear  power  and 
its  acceptance  by  the  utilityondustry  as  a 
dependable  source  of  power\the  Atomic 
Energy  Commission  has  been  ^reluctant 
to  issue  a  finding  of  practical \alue,  as 
provided  by  law,  covering  the  type  of 
plant  now  being  built.  Such  a  response 
would  be  a  recognition  of  the  facts t^ow 
prevalent  in  the  nuclear  power  indust 
It  would  accurately  confirm  the  fact  thad 
the  light  water  reactors  are  no  longer  ex-' 
perimental  in  nature.  They 


have 
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achieved  a  state  of  practical  value  and, 
therefore,  should  be  licensed  as  commer¬ 
cial  operations,  rather  than  as  experi¬ 
ment^.,  ones. 

If  I  am  correct  in  my  interpretations, 
the  Commission  contends  that  no  one 
can  be  sure- that  the  light  water  reactors 
have  achieved  a  state  of  practical  value 
and  that  thejr'are  fully  competitive  with 
conventional  po\er  sources  until  the  eco¬ 
nomics  have  bethi  established  through 
operating  experience.  Present  cost  esti¬ 
mates  are,  we  are  Hold,  nothing  more'* 
than  estimates — extrapolations  of  ex¬ 
perience  in  small  planter  in  the  labora¬ 
tory  to  the  500,000  kilowatt  and  larger 
plants.  It  is  difficult  to  accept  an  argu¬ 
ment  that  the  managementNof  privately 
owned  electric  utilities  areNvilling  to 
gamble  hundi'eds  of  millions  of  dollars  on 
plants  and  facilities  the  performance  of 
which  is  as  uncertain  as  the  AEC  appar¬ 
ently  indicates.  \ 

Mr.  President,  I  know  that,  as  farSas 
the  coal  industry  is  concerned,  there  is 
complete  acceptance  of  the  fact  that  nu¬ 
clear  power  is  a  real  and  pressing  com¬ 
petitor  of  conventionally  generated  elec¬ 
tricity.  The  12  million  kilowatts  of  new 
nuclear  capacity  already  announced 
would,  if  produced  in  a  conventional 
plant,  require  30  million  tons  of  coal  a 
year.  Hence,  a  market  loss  for  at  least 
30  years  to  coal  is  a  consequence. 

Being  a  Senator  from  the  Nation’s  ma¬ 
jor  coal  producing  State,  I  am  concerned 
as  are  West  Virginians  generally,  for  the 
effect  the  increasing  rate  of  nuclear  de¬ 
velopment  will  have  on  coal’s  electric 
utility  market.  I  am  fully  aware  that 
Chairman  Seaborg  of  the  Atomic  Energy 
Commission  and  others  have  repeatedly 
issued  assurances  that  nuclear  power 
does  not  really  compete  with  coal,  but 
is,  in  effect,  a  supplementary  source  of 
power.  They  say  this  is  because  the  de¬ 
mand  for  electricity  is  growing  at  such 
a  fast  rate  that — despite  the  introduction 
of  vast  amounts  of  nuclear  power  into 
the  Nation’s  energy  supply  systems — coal 
will  double  by  1980. 

But  we  cannot  ignore  the  fact  that 
nuclear  power  is  developing  three  times 
faster  than  the  AEC  forecast  in  projec¬ 
tions  as  late  as  1962.  Further,  the  fact 
is  that  notwithstanding  this  upsurge  in 
nuc’ear  power  the  AEC  is  not  retrenching 
in  its  multimillion-dollar  research/and 
development  program  to  strengthen!  even 
further  the  competitive  positior/of  nu¬ 
clear  power.  / 

The  reactors  now  being  built  are  the 
first  generation  of  commeucial  nuclear 
powerplants.  They  are  \Jne  product  of 
vast  Government  expenditures  and  sub¬ 
stantial  direct  subsidie/  it  is  true  that 
the  Government  has  .now  removed  itself 
from  the  direct  subsidy  picture,  insofar 
as  these  light  wafer  reactors  are  con¬ 
cerned.  It  has  terminated  subsidies  to 
utilities  planning  to  build  such  reactors. 
But  the  AE y  has  shifted  its  emphasis 
from  the  light  water  reactors  to  so-called 
advanced ^converter  reactors  and  to  fast 
breeder  veactors. 

MryPresident,  I  emphasize  the  fact 
thattur  Government  has  not  made  any 
moye  for  a  redress  in  the  startling  im¬ 
balance  which  has  long  existed  between 
esearch  and  development  funds  for 
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nuclear  research  and  funds  for  other 
forms  of  energy.  The  disparity  con¬ 
tinues  to  grow. 

In  the  current  budget,  the  Office  of 
Coal  Research  will  receive  about  $8  mil¬ 
lion  to  carry  on  its  entire  research  pro¬ 
gram  into  new  and  improved  utilization 
of  coal  during  fiscal  1967.  Coal  provides 
the  heat  source  of  more  than  50  percent 
of  all  of  the  Nation’s  electric  power.  Our 
coal  reserves  approximate  800  billion 
tons,  a  vast  storehouse  of  potential  fuel 
and  energy.  Developing  new  methods 
for  the  converting  of  coal  into  electric 
power  at  lower  costs  should  have  a  pri¬ 
ority  equal  to  that  for  improved  and 
cheaper  nuclear  generation  of  power. 

I  believe  that  the  disparity  is  wrong. 
It  cannot  be  justified.  I  urge  my  Senate 
colleagues  to  consider  the  following 
facts — and  help  to  right  this  wrong. 

The  budget  reveals  a  startling  and 
unjust  differential  between  coal  and 
nuclear  research  financing  proposals. 
For  further  work  on  civilian  power  reac¬ 
tors,  AEC  is  requesting  this  year  in  ex¬ 
cess  of  $90  million.  It  expects  to  have 
million  to  spend  on  the  cooperative 
demonstration  program  under  whic 
Fedteil  funds  will  be  expended  to  buVd 
and  operate  various  types  of  nuctear 
reactors.  In  addition,  $38  million  is 
scheduled,  to  be  applied  to  imclear 
safety.  Compare  this  with  a  rej^uest  for 
only  $8  million  for  coal  resear _ 

Coal  research,  of  course,  /feeds  to  be 
carried  forwardSin  a  greate/degree.  Not 
that  we  feel  that Hauclear  Research  is  un¬ 
important  but  we  do  feeTthat  the  Nation 
will  have  to  look  N/nuclear  power  to 
provide  a  large  shark  of  the  immense 
amount  of  energy  Whic\  we  will  use  but 
we  are  also  going  to  need  the  coal  re¬ 
sources  to  generate  that  power. 

Nuclear  research  is  important,  and  it 
should  be  carried  on  by  theVEC.  In¬ 
deed,  the .Nation  will  have  td.  look  to 
nuclear  ngwer  to  provide  a  large  share  of 
the  immense  amounts  of  energy  which  it 
will  u 

Bu^  to  reach  a  stage  in  the  develL 
ment  of  nuclear  technology  where  n... 
(jjear  powc.r  will  become  the  dominant 
mergy  source  certainly  should  not  mean, 
Mr.  President,  that  the  Nation  should 
be  satisfied  with  anything  less  than  the 
ultimate  benefits  from  its  plentiful  na¬ 
tural  resource,  coal.  We  are  in  the 
atomic  age,  but  we  must  remember  the 
fact  that  this  also  is  the  age  of  coal — 
the  real  and  dependable  work  horse  of 
the  energy  field  for  many  decades. 

Our  country  will  need  all  of  its  energy 
resources  in  the  future. 

With  the  huge  population  increases, 
with  our  metropolitan  centers  pushing 
ever  constantly  closer  together,  it  would 
be  a  national  scandal  for  a  large  por¬ 
tion  of  our  coal  reserves  to  remain  un¬ 
usable  in  the  ground  because  we  lacked 
the  foresight  to  so  manage  our  affairs 
as  to  achieve  a  proper  balance  between 
fossil  fuels  and  nuclear  power. 

There  is  no  denying  that  the  trend 
today  is  toward  nuclear  power.  In  view 
of  the  gigantic  expenditures  made  in  re¬ 
cent  years  on  nuclear  research  and  de¬ 
velopment,  it  would  be  surprising  if  this 
were  not  true. 

My  purpose  Mr.  President,  is  to  urge 


that  in  developing  our  nuclear  future 
we  do  not  lose  sight  of  the  resource  repre,  ' 
sented  by  our  prolific  coal  reserves. 

While  continuing  research  and  de/el- 
opment  on  nuclear  power,  let  us  devote 
more  of  our  money  and  research/ralent 
to  coal,  also. 

There  are  a  number  of  resea/ch  areas 
in  which  sufficient  progress  Has  already 
been  made  to  indicate  that/significantly 
important  results  might  b/achieved  in  a 
relatively  sh^rt  time  by  an  expanded, 
well  financed,  and  capably  staffed  re¬ 
search  program.  / 

These  include  studies  of  ways  to  im¬ 
prove  combustion/efficiency  of  conven¬ 
tional  steam  generating  plants,  methods 
of  further  loworing  transportation  costs, 
new  uses  for/coal  to  provide  energy  in 
gaseous  aru*  liquid  forms,  and  entirely 
new  mea n/g  of  producing  electricity  from 
coal  without  the  necessity  of  creating 
steam  b6  turn  turbines. 

As/ne  example,  I  understand  the  Of- 
fice/6f  Coal  Research  is  considering  join¬ 
ing  with  a  group  of  private  companies 

carry  forward  research  on  a  promis¬ 
ing  form  of  generation  by  magnetohy¬ 
drodynamics  on  which  the  private  com¬ 
panies  have  already  spent  several  mil¬ 
lions  of  dollars.  I  am  told  that  a  5- 
year  research  program  is  contemplated, 
with  the  Government  and  the  private 
companies  sharing  the  future  costs.  I 
hope  OCR  finds  that  this  project  does 
hold  promise  of  success  and  decides  to 
go  ahead  with  its  participation.  And  if 
it  should  find  that  favorable  results  could 
be  achieved  sooner  by  the  expenditure  of 
more  funds  than  it  presently  has  avail¬ 
able  for  the  purpose,  I  hope  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Interior  will  bring  before  the 
Congress  for  our  consideration  a  request 
for  a  supplemental  appropriation. 

Certainly,  there  are  other  projects 
which  offer  real  possibilities  for  expand¬ 
ing  the  national  benefits  to  be  derived 
from  our  plentiful  coal  resources,  if  ade¬ 
quate  research  is  devoted  to  them. 

The  coal  industry  needs  to  recognize 
that  it  faces  a  compelling  challenge.  It 
cannot  be  content  with  past  achieve¬ 
ments.  The  industry  itself  should  name 

committee  of  its  outstanding  people  to 
t>ke  a  penetrating  look  at  the  whole 
range  of  research  programs.  These  ex- 
perNcould  chart  a  course  behind  which 
both  ihe  industry  and  the  Government 
could  i\lly.  They  could  point  out  the 
paths  wn\Ph  must  be  followed  in  finding 
new  and  rttore  economical  ways  to  use 
coal  more  efficiently  and  effectively  to 
generate  pow^r.  We  must  remember 
that  the  utilitysindustry  and  consumers 
are  interested  oNy  in  low-cost  power. 

Itjs  my  sincereNoelief  that,  if  a  com¬ 
prehensive,  practical  research  program 
is  developed,  it  will  actoact  wide  support 
in  the  Congress.  The  ckal  industry  must 
reorient  its  own  thinking.  We  are  in  a 
new  era.  The  key  to  succkss  largely  re¬ 
poses  in  the  laboratory.  I  iw>pe  the  in¬ 
dustry  will  meet  the  challengiposed  by 
the  atom  with  new  vision  aM  much 
keener  understanding  o.f  the  rolk  which 
research  can  play  in  preserving,  and 
maintaining  a  strong,  viable  coal  indus¬ 
try.  And  the  leaders  of  our  Government 
have  a  responsibility  in  these  matter 
too,  as  does  the  Congress. 
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1.  CLAIMS.  /Concurred  in  the  Senate  amendment  to  H.  R.  13651,  to  "authorize  heads 

of  agencies  or  their  designees  to  compromise  claims  that  do  not  exceed  $20 ,000 , 
and /are  claims  for  money  or  property  arising  out  of  activities  of  the  agency  or 
arje  referred  to  it."  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the  President,  pp.  14301-2 

2.  TRANSPORTATION.  Rep.  Younger  commanded  and  inserted  a  speech  by  the  presidei 
of  the  United  States  Freight  Co.  favoring  a  Department  of  Transportation,  pp, 
14306-7 
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3.  INFLATION.  Rep.  Curtis  inserted  an  item,  "Hush-Hush  on  Prices,"  which  he, 

claimed  is  an  "interesting  explanation  of  how  the  Johnson  administration  in¬ 
tends  to  control  inflation."  p.  14311 


4.  POVERTY.  Both  Houses  received  the  first  annual  report  of  the  Office  of  Economi< 
Opportunity,  pp.  14388,  14392 


5.  INTEREST  RATIOS.  Rep.  Patman  spoke  on  "high  interest  rates"  and  criticized  the 
laws  under  which  the  Federal  Reserve  Board  operates,  pp.  14312-69 


6.  PRICES.  Rep.  Curtis  stated  that  he  does  not  "favor  prica/fixing  agreements  of 
any  kind,  except  perhaps  as  stopgap  measures  to  give  time  to  implement  more 
fundamental  policies,"  and  inserted  an  article  on  the/" difficulties  being  en¬ 
countered  by  the  United  States  in  negotiating  an  international  cocoa  agreement, 
pp.  14373-4  \  / 

Rep.  Gathings  stated \hat  "higher  food  and  consumer  prices  have  been 
responsible  for  most  of  th^  rise  in  living  costs  over  the  past  year,"  and 
commended  the  Defense  Dept\"for  turning  to  margarine  this  year  when  supplies/' 
of  butter  became  much  lower  bhan  usual"  and  farmers  for  "turnins  from  cotton  V 


of  butter  became  much  lower  than  usual"  and  /farmers  for  "turning  from  cotton 
and  other  enterprises  to  soybeans  in  many  areas."  pp.  14382-3 


7.  PRESIDENT'S  SPEECHES.  Rep.  HansenV  Iowa,  commended  and  inserted  the  speeches 
made  by  the  President  on  his  recenlbytrip  to  Iowa  and  Nebraska,  pp.  14376-82 


8.  PUBLIC  LAW  480.  Both  Houses  received  4,  GAO  report  on  "management  of  donated 
food  programs  for  Mexico"  under  Public  I^aw  480.  pp.  14388,  14392 


9.  LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM.  Rep.  Albert  announced that  on  Tues.  the  House  will  consi¬ 
der  the  foreign  aid  authorization  bill.  p.\14305 


SENATE 


10.  PERSONNEL.  Passed,  81-0,  as  reported  H.  R.  14122,  the  proposed  Federal  Emplo¬ 
yees'  Salary  Act  of  1966.  Rejected:  9-71,  a  Lausche  amendment  to  make  the  * 
effective  date  January  1,  1967,  instead  of  July  1,  1966;  and  a  Williams,  Del.\ 
amendment,  18-62,  providing  for  an  increase  in  retirement  contributions  by 
employees  from  6%  to  7  percent  with  matching  amounts  contributed  by  the  Govern 
ment.  pp.  14450-89 


11.  CHILD  NUTRITION.  The  Agriculture  and  Forestry  reported  duriSng  adjournment  (7-.j 
S.  3467,  tyith  an  amendment,  the  child  nutrition  bill  (S.  Rept.  1360).  p. 

14391  /  \ 

Sen/Byrd,  W.  Va.  ,  spoke  in  favor  of  S.  3467,  the  child  nutrition  bill. 

P.  14^49 

2n.  Proxmire  praised  the  school  milk  provisions  of  S.  3467,  tli^  child 
nutrition  bill.  p.  14426 

Passed  without  amendment  S.  1312,  to  authorize  funds  for  the  admidistratioi 
school  lunch  programs  in  the  D.  C.  p.  14417 


•  AIR  POLLUTION.  The  Committee  on  Public  Works  reported  during  adjournment  R  / 


3112,  the  proposed  Clean  Air  Act  Amendments  of  1966  (S.  Rept.  1361).  p.  14*391 
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spread  information  effectively,  the  ex¬ 
perimenters  have  hired  a  “family  planning 
educator"  in  each  Black  Belt  county.  The 
educatN  is  a  Negro  woman  who  is  widely 
known,  meed  and  respected  in  the  commu¬ 
nity,  a  person  able  to  talk  informally  with 
the  women  ^visiting  the  health  clinics. 


meet  the  challenges,  we  must  offer  the 
proper  foods  for  their  good  health. 


CHI 


NUTRITION 


Mr.  BYRD  df  West  Virginia.  Mr. 
President,  I  wisnSfo  add  my  endorse¬ 
ment  to  Senate  bill  >467,  a  bill  to  amend 
the  National  School V,unch  Act  by  ex¬ 
panding  the  food  servW  programs  that 
are  offered  to  schoolchildren  in  the 
country.  The  bill  incorporates  a  meas¬ 
ure  which  I  was  happy  to\osponsor  to 
make  the  school  milk  program  perma¬ 
nent  and  to  maintain  its  authorization 
at  a  high  level.  It  also  contains  many 
of  the  fine  features  of  the  Child  Nu¬ 
trition  Act  which  was  proposed  earlier 
this  year. 

Coming  from  the  State  of  West  Vir¬ 
ginia,  which  shouldered  what  may  gc 
down  in  history  as  the  greatest  employ¬ 
ment  hardship  anywhere  resulting  from 
technological  progress,  I  know  the  value 
of  these  school  food  service  programs. 

I  cannot  emphasize  too  fully  the  effect 
which  the  Federal  school  milk  program 
has  had  upon  youngsters — not  only  in 
West  Virginia — but  also  in  all  other 
States.  By  offering  these  children  milk 
at  prices  within  the  allowances  of  their 
families,  we  have  contributed,  perhaps, 
the  most  important  element  of  their 
physical  growth.  It  has  given  them  nu¬ 
trition  which  they  may  never  have  re¬ 
ceived  had  it  not  been  for  the  program. 

In  West  Virginia  alone,  250,169  stu¬ 
dents  are  enrolled  in  primary  and  sec¬ 
ondary  schools  participating  in  the  pro¬ 
gram.  The  estimated  $102  million  that 
will  be  spent  nationally  on  the  program 
during  fiscal  year  1966  has  meant  a  con¬ 
tribution  of  $586,000  to  West  Virginia. 

Currently,  West  Virginia  receives  about 
$2.4  million  for  the  school  lunch  pro¬ 
gram.  It  is  also  anticipated  that  West 
Virginia  will  share  in  breakfast  funds, 
as  they  are  to  be  allocated  on  the  basis 
of  average  family  income  in  each  State, 
compared  to  the  national  average. 

Under  the  milk  program,  the  young¬ 
sters  have  been  able  to  buy  milk — wher 
they  can  afford  it — for  as  little  as  2  oy3 
cents  a  half  pint.  Without  this  Federal 
aid,  the  cost  will  jump,  perhaps,  fvoynl  to 
10  cents  for  the  same  half  pint. 

I  would  like  to  note  a  statemofit  made 
by  the  president  of  one  parent-teacher 
association  at  Huntington,  yv.  Va.  He 
said: 

Many  of  our  children  defend  upon  this 
milk  for  the  nourishment  >mat  is  needed  to 
keep  them  in  chool.  Wiffhout  proper  nour¬ 
ishment  our  children  lose  interest  in  school 
and  these  children  aj/  our  potential  drop¬ 
outs. 

I  believe  we  a/e  making  great  strides 
in  the  economic  recovery  of  Appalachia. 
We  are  planning  new  roads  and  airports 
to  open  the yrca  to  tourists  and  business¬ 
men.  We/are  seeking  new  industries  for 
our  unemployed.  This  program  of  offer¬ 
ing  low/cost  food  to  our  youngsters  rep¬ 
resen/s  a  major  factor  in  preparing  the 
peoi/fe  of  Appalachia  for  the  future.  Our 
Kmgsters  are  the  future.  To  help  them 


MOST  WELFARE  RECIPIENTS  EARN 
THEIR  KEEP 

Mr.  MOSS.  Mr.  President,  I  find  that 
one  of  the  most  persistent  misconcep¬ 
tions  existing  in  my  State  of  Utah  is  that 
welfare  payments  are  handed  out  to  in¬ 
dividuals  who  refuse  to  work  in  order  to 
qualify  for  assistance.  When  I  was  at 
home  recently  over  the  4th  of  July  recess, 
several  citizens  in  their  discussions  with 
me  expressed  their  dissatisfaction  with 
the  “handout  of  money”  to  people  who 
refuse  to  work.  Some  were  quite  vehe¬ 
ment  in  their  insistence  that  there  were 
many,  many  people  who  simply  sat  down 
and  refused  to  work  while  drawing  wel¬ 
fare. 

Consequently,  I  was  pleased  to  see  an 
article  written  by  Arnold  Irvine,  which 
appeared  in  the  Deseret  News  on  Thurs¬ 
day,  July  7,  1966,  discussing  this  prob¬ 
un.  He  points  out  that  in  Utah  there  is 
aVequirement  that  those  people  seeking 
welfare,  work  to  the  extent  that  they  arj 
able/x  And  it  is  pointed  out  that  in  Se 
Lake  County,  which  is  the  largest  county 
in  our  Sfcrte,  population  wise,  100  percent 
of  the  employables  on  welfare  assistance 
are  participating  in  work  projects/ More¬ 
over,  Mr.  Canopanaro  is  quoted  sfs  saying: 

People  like  to^vork.  They  doj/t  like  to  be 
taken  off  the  proj\cts. 

This  has  beenNmy  observation  from 
personal  experiences,  I  Relieve  that  peo¬ 
ple  do  indeed,  like  toWork.  They  would 
much  prefer  some  activity  and  the  feel¬ 
ing  of  importance  that  comes  from  giving 
services  for  suppo/t  received. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  shat  the  arti¬ 
cle  to  which  i/have  referrea\be  printed 
in  the  Re  cor®  at  this  point. 

There  bamg  no  objection,  th\article 
was  order/d  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follow/: 

Mosy  Welfare  Cases  Earn  Their  KeJ 
(By  Arnold  Irvine) 

/hy  don’t  they  make  these  people  on  the^ 
welfare  rolls  work  for  what  they  get?” 

This  is  a  question  that  employes  and  of¬ 
ficials  of  county  and  state  welfare  depart¬ 
ments  hear  almost  daily. 

The  answer  they  give  is  most  able-bodied 
persons  receiving  welfare  assistance  ARE 
working  to  pay  their  keep.  Only  three 
counties,  Beaver,  Daggett  and  Rich,  had  no 
welfare  work  projects  in  1935. 

one  hundred  percent 

“We  have  100  per  cent  of  the  employables 
on  welfare  assistance  participating  in  work 
projects,”  Jeano  Campanaro  said  of  the  situ¬ 
ation  in  Salt  Lake  County.  He  has  had 
charge  of  work  projects  in  the  county  and 
has  just  been  appointed  director  of  volun¬ 
teer  services. 

He  explained  that  those  not  considered  em¬ 
ployable  include  invalids,  persons  who  are 
mentally  incompetent  and  mothers  with 
children  to  care  for. 

HIS  PHILOSOPHY 

“Any  person  who  walks  and  talks  and  has 
two  hands  is  capable  of  some  kind  of  work,” 
is  the  way  Mr.  Campanaro  sums  up  his 
philosophy  about  welfare  work  projects. 

The  projects  are  all  connected  with  gov¬ 
ernmental  or  other  public  agencies  and  in¬ 
clude  many  types  of  work — janitorial, 
groundskeeping,  street  cleaning,  construc¬ 


tion  labor,  food  handling,  clerical,  persona^ 
services,  etc.  The  “etc.”  is  limited  only 
the  imagination  of  the  caseworkers  and  /the 
abilities  of  the  clients. 

SIDE  BY  SIDE 

No  regular  paid  employes  of  a  department 
may  be  replaced  with  welfare  clients.  The 
welfare  clients  are  supplemental  workers  that 
are  employed  where  there  is  nped  for  them 
but  no  funds  to  pay  them,  yt  the  welfare 
people  work  alongside  paid /employes  from 
whom  they  are  indistinguishable,  and  make 
a  worthwhile  contributor 

In  some  instances,  tkfe  projects  are  de¬ 
signed  to  benefit  the  ^welfare  clients  them¬ 
selves. 

For  instance,  man^  Indians  on  the  welfare 
rolls  in  San  Juan  bounty  are  making  cement 
blocks  and  buildmg  their  own  homes  to  re¬ 
place  primitive  Slogans.  The  Indians  also  are 
working  on  r^ad  crews  and  installing  water 
systems. 

Salt  Lak /  County  inaugurated  a  project  of 
having  women  on  welfare  assistance  make 
periodic/visits  to  the  homes  of  elderly  welfare 
clients/who  needed  special  care  and  attention. 

Siafeen  women  were  given  two  weeks' 
training  for  this  project  in  January.  They 
Wre  taught  food  preparation,  shopping, 
sudgeting,  grooming,  household  cleanliness 
'and  other  appropriate  subjects. 

ALL  GAIN 

Everyone  involved  has  benefitted  from  the 
project — the  visitors,  the  visitees  and  the  tax¬ 
payers.  Through  the  experience  they  gained 
and  the  contacts  they  made,  half  of  the  16 
women  involved  in  the  project  have  found 
gainful  employment  in  nursing  homes  or 
private  homes. 

The  women  doing  the  visiting  get  satisfac¬ 
tion  from  helping  others  and  the  persons 
visited  are  greatly  benefitted  as  well.  For  one 
thing,  they  do  not  have  to  be  placed  in  rest 
homes  so  soon.  This  has  saved  the  state 
thousands  of  dollars  as  well. 

CREATES  JOB 

“If  I  don’t  have  a  project  for  a  person  who 
wants  to  work,  I’ll  go  out  and  create  one,” 
Mr.  Campanaro  said. 

He  told  of  placing  a  woman  in  the  cafe¬ 
teria  of  one  of  the  public  agencies.  He  had 
seriously  considered  committing  her  to  the 
State  Mental  Hospital,  but  the  people  at  the 
cafeteria  were  willing  to  try  to  help. 

She  responded  surprisingly  well  to  the 
work  “therapy”  and  was  hired  as  a  regular 
staff  member. 

Another  woman  has  become  an  assistant 
^librarian  after  having  learned  the  job  on  a 
welfare  project. 

LIKE  WORK 

“people  like  to  work.  They  don’t  like  to 
be  t^en  off  the  projects,”  Mr.  Campanaro 
said. 

One  iN>ject  worker  expressed  herself  this 
way:  “ItiVthe  only  thing  I  have  that  keeps 
me  going.  Nt  makes  me  feel  important  in 
life.” 

The  welfareMients’  pay  rate  is  figured  at  a 
dollar  an  hour  Nthat  an  individual  receiving 
$86  per  month  welfare  assistance  is  expected 
to  work  86  hours.  \Oouples  receiving  $138  a 
month  work  138  hoWs  and  so  on. 

thirtyVmy  aid 

Persons  who  refuse  toWork  or  fail  to  per¬ 
form  in  a  satisfactory  mSxmer  may  be  dis¬ 
charged  from  the  project.  ’They  become  in¬ 
eligible  to  receive  aid  for  a  period  of  30  days. 
After  this  period,  they  may  ripply  for  wel¬ 
fare  aid  provided  they  are  willinjscto  conform 
to  the  work  requirements.  Aw 

This  situation  seldom  arises,  M\  Campa¬ 
naro  said.  \ 

No  one  seems  to  remember  exactly\when 
the  concept  of  welfare  work  projects  firs\was 
developed  in  Utah.  They  seem  to  go  mrnk 
to  the  forties.  There  are  now  about  150  pro* 
ects  in  operation  throughout  the  state  in-N 
volving  over  900  workers. 
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$0,  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Taypayer,  your  welfare/ 
dollar  in  Utah  is  buying  an  hour  of  useft 
wor\c  in  many  instances  and  is  helping  some 
welfare  clients  become  self-sustaining. 


Jns  provisions 
those  in  my 
oro  vision  reads 


CANADIAN  LEGISLATION  PAR^ 

LELS  PROPOSED  “CONSCI 

CLAUSE”  AMENDMENT  TO  THE 

TAFT-HARTLEY  ACT 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  on/April 
6,  1966,  i  introduced  a  bill,  S.  3203, /Which 
would  amend  the  National  Labor?  Rela¬ 
tions  Act\  to  insm-e  that  anyone/  whose 
objection  to  joining  or  paying  djies  to  a 
imion  is  based  on  religious  belief  would 
not  be  forced  to  violate  such /religious 
belief.  This  measure  is  identical  to  the 
amendment\unanimously  adopted  by  the 
Senate  Labdr  Committee,  wittt  the  con¬ 
currence  of  \the  AFL-CIO,  puring  the 
committee’s  consideration  la/st  year  of 
H.R.  77,  the  pill  to  repeal  section  14(b). 

It  has  comeVto  my  attention  that  the 
Parliament  of  the  Province  </f  Saskatche¬ 
wan,  Canada,  has  recently/  enacted  sec¬ 
tion  5(1)  of  the  Saskatchewan  Trade 
Union  Act,  which  cont 
substantially  the  same 
bill.  The  Saskatchewan/ 
as  follows: 

(1)  excluding  fro^ri  an  appropriate  unit  of 
employees  an  employee  where  the  board  finds, 
in  its  absolute  discre\ion/  that  the  employee 
objects: 

(i)  to  joining  or  be/onging  to  a  trade 
union;  or 

(ii)  to  paying  dues  Lnd  assessments  to  a 
trade  union;  as  a  matter  of  conscience  based 
on  religious  training  /on  belief  during  such 
period  that  the  employe^  pays: 

(iii)  to  a  charity  mutually  agreed  upon  by 
the  employee  and  the  trade  union  that  rep¬ 
resents  a  majority  of  employees  in  the  appro¬ 
priate  unit;  or 

(iv)  where  agreement  cinnot  be  reached 
by  these  parties,  to  a  charity  designated  by 
the  board;  an  arrubunt  at  least  equal  to  the 
amount  of  dues  aiid  assessments  that  a  mem¬ 
ber  of  that  trade/ union  is  required  to  pay  to 
the  trade  union/during  such  period. 

Mr.  President,  there  now  seems  to  be  a 
growing  concensus  that  this  sort  of 
amendment  fs  appropriate  dnd  will  not 
interfere  wi/h  the  legitimate  rights  of 
labor,  and  i/would  urge,  once  again,  that 
the  National  Labor  Relations  Act  be 
amended  /along  the  lines  \  I  have 
suggested.) 

CONCLUSION  OF  MORNING 
BUSINESS 

The  ^RESIDING  OFFICER.  Ik  there 
further/morning  business?  If  not,  morn¬ 
ing  business  is  concluded. 

Mr. /MONRONEY.  Mr.  President,  I 
suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk*  will  call  the  roll. 

Tpe  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  ^all 
the/roll. 

MONRONEY.  Mr.  President,  \  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  ordqr 
for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

/  The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
bjection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


FEDERAL  EMPLOYEES  PAY  ACT  OF 
1966 

Mr.  MONRONEY.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  Chair 
lay  before  the  Senate  the  unfinished 
business. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  lays  before  the  Senate  the  unfin¬ 
ished  business,  which  will  be  stated  by 
title. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  A  bill  (H.R. 
14122)  to  adjust  the  rates  of  basic  com¬ 
pensation  of  certain  employees  of  the 
Federal  Government  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  present  consideration 
of  the  bill? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 


proceeded  to  consider  the  bill,  which  had 
been  reported  from  the  Committee  on 
Post  Office  and  Civil  Service,  with  an 
amendment,  to  strike  out  all  after  the 
enacting  clause  and  insert: 

That  this  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Federal 
Salary  and  Fringe  Benefits  Act  of  1966”. 

TITLE  I - EXECUTIVE  BRANCH 

Short  title 

Sec.  101.  This  title  may  be  cited  as  the 
“Federal  Employees  Salary  Act  of  1966”. 

Employees  subject  to  Classification  Act 
of  1949 

Sec.  102.  (a)  Section  603(b)  of  the  Classi¬ 
fication  Act  of  1949,  as  amended  (79  Stat. 
1111;  5  U.S.C.  1113(b)),  is  amended  to  read 
as  follows: 

“(b)  The  compensation  schedule  for  the 
General  Schedule  shall  be  as  follows: 


‘Grade 


Per  annum  rates  and  steps 


i 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

GS-1 _ 

$3, 609 

$3, 731 

$3,  853 

$3, 975 

$4,  097 

$4, 219 

$4,  341 

$4,  463 

$4,  585 

$4,707 

GS-2 _ 

3,926 

4,058 

4, 191 

4,324 

4,  457 

4,  590 

4,  723 

4,  856 

4,989 

6, 122 

GS-3 _ _ _ 

4,269 

4,  413 

4,657 

4,701 

4,  845 

4.989 

5,133 

5,277 

5,  421 

5,  565 

GS-4 _ 

4,  776 

4,936 

5,  096 

6,  256 

6,  416 

5,576 

5,  736 

5,896 

6,  056 

6,  210 

GS-5 . . . . 

5,331 

5,507 

5,683 

5, 859 

6,035 

6,  211 

6,387 

6,563 

6,  739 

6,  915 

GS-0 _ _ 

6,867 

6,065 

6,  263 

6,  461 

6,  659 

6,  857 

7,  055 

7,  253 

7,451 

7,  649 

GS-7 _ 

6,  451 

6,664 

6,877 

7,  090 

7,  303 

7,  516 

7,  729 

7,  942 

8,155 

8,  368 

GS-8 _ 

7,  068 

7,303 

7,538 

7,  773 

8,008 

8,  243 

8,  478 

8,713 

8,  948 

9, 183 

GS-9 . . 

7,696 

7,  957 

8,  218 

8,479 

8,  740 

9,001 

9,262 

9,523 

9,  784 

10,  045 

GS-10 . . . . 

8,  421 

8,  709 

8,  997 

9,  285 

9,  573 

9,861 

10, 149 

10, 437 

10,  725 

11,013 

GS-11 _ _ _ 

9,221 

9,  536 

9,  851 

10, 166 

10,  481 

10,  796 

11,111 

11,426 

11,741 

12,  056 

GS-1 2 _ 

10,  927 

11,306 

11,685 

12,  064 

12,  443 

12, 822 

13,  201 

13,  580 

13,  959 

14, 338 

GS-13 _ 

12,  873 

13,  321 

13,  769 

14,217 

14,  665 

15, 113 

15,  561 

16,  009 

16,  457 

16,  905 

GS-14 _ _ _ 

15, 106 

15,  629 

16, 152 

16,  675 

17, 198 

17,  721 

18,  244 

18,  767 

19,  290 

19,  813 

GS-1 5 _ 

17,  650 

18, 157 

18,  764 

19,  371 

19,  978 

20,  585 

21, 192 

21,  799 

22,  406 

23,  013 

GS-16 _ 

20,  075 

20,  745 

21,  415 

22,  085 

22,  755 

23, 425 

24,  095 

24,  765 

25,  435 

GS-17 

22,  760 

23,  520 

24,280 

25,040 

25,  800 

OS  18 

26;  890 

(b)  Except  as  provided  in  section  504(d) 
of  the  Federal  Salary  Reform  Act  of  1962 
(78  Stat.  412;  5  U.S.C.  1173(d)),  the  rates 
of  basic  compensation  of  officers  and  em¬ 
ployees  to  whom  the  compensation  schedule 
set  forth  in  subsection  (a)  of  this  section 
applies  shall  be  initially  adjusted  as  of  the 
effective  date  of  this  section,  as  follows: 

(1)  If  the  officer  or  employee  is  receiving 
basic  compensation  immediately  prior  to  the 
effective  date  of  this  section  at  one  of  the 
rates  of  a  grade  in  the  General  Schedule  of 
the  Classification  Act  of  1949,  as  amended, 
he  shall  receive  a  rate  of  basic  compensation 
at  the  corresponding  rate  in  effect  on  and 
after  such  date. 

(2)  If  the  officer  or  employee  is  receiving 
basic  compensation  immediately  prior  to  the 
effective  date  of  this  section  at  a  rate  be¬ 
tween  two  rates  of  a  grade  in  the  General 
Schedule  of  the  Classification  Act  of  1949, 
as  amended,  he  shall  receive  a  rate  of  basic 
compensation  at  the  higher  of  the  two  cor¬ 
responding  rates  in  effect  on  and  after  such 
date. 

(3)  If  the  officer  or  employee  is  receiving 
basic  compensation  immediately  prior  to  the 
effective  date  of  this  section  at  a  rate  in  ex¬ 
cess  of  the  maximum  rate  for  his  grade,  he 
shall  receive  (A)  the  maximum  rate  for  his 
grade  in  the  new  schedule,  or  (B)  his  existing 
rate  of  basic  compensation  if  such  existing 
rate  is  higher. 

(4)  If  the  officer  or  employee,  immediately 
prior  to  +he  effective  date  of  this  section,  is 
receiving,  pursuant  to  section  2(b)(4)  of 
the  Federal  Employees  Salary  Increase  Act 
of  1955,  an  existing  aggregate  rate  of  com¬ 
pensation  determined  under  section  208(b) 
of  the  Act  of  September  1,  1954  (68  Stat. 
1111),  plus  subsequent  increases  authorized 
by  law,  he  shall  receive  an  aggregate  rate  of 


compensation  equal  to  the  sum  of  his  exist¬ 
ing  aggregate  rate  of  compensation,  on  the 
day  preceding  the  effective  date  of  this  sec¬ 
tion,  plus  the  amount  of  increase  made  by 
this  section  in  the  maximum  rate  of  his 
grade,  until  (i)  he  leaves  his  position,  or  (ii) 
he  is  entitled  to  receive  aggregate  compensa¬ 
tion  at  a  higher  rate  by  reason  of  the  opera¬ 
tion  of  this  Act  or  any  other  provision  of  law; 
but,  when  such  position  becomes  vacant,  the 
aggregate  rate  of  compensation  of  any  sub¬ 
sequent  appointee  thereto  shall  be  fixed  in 
accordance  with  applicable  provisions  of  law. 
Subject  to  clauses  (i)  and  (ii)  of  the  im¬ 
mediately  preceding  sentence  of  this  para¬ 
graph,  the  amount  of  the  increase  provided 
by  this  section  shall  be  held  and  considered 
for  the  purposes  of  section  208(b)  of  the 
Act  of  September  1,  1954,  to  constitute  a 
part  of  the  existing  rate  of  compensation  of 
the  employee. 

New  appointments  under  Classification  Act 
of  1949 

Sec.  103.  Section  801  of  the  Classification 
Act  of  1949,  as  amended  (78  Stat.  401;  5 
U.S.C.  1131),  relating  to  new  appointments, 
is  amended  by  striking  out  "grade  13”  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “grade  11”. 

Postal  Field  Service  employees 

Sec.  104.  (a)  Section  3542(a)  of  title  39, 
United  States  Code,  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows : 

“(a)  There  is  established  a  basic  compen¬ 
sation  schedule  for  positions  in  the  postal 
field  service  which  shall  be  known  as  the 
Postal  Field  Service  Schedule  and  for  which 
the  symbol  shall  be  ‘PFS’.  Except  as  pro¬ 
vided  in  sections  3543  and  3544  of  this  title, 
basic  compensation  shall  be  paid  to  all  em¬ 
ployees  in  accordance  with  such  schedule. 
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$lfi,841 

$16, 391 

$16, 941 

$17,  491 

$18,  041 

$18,  691 

$19, 141 

$19,  691 

$20, 241 

$20,  791 

Class  2 _ _ 

12, 873 

13, 321 

13,  769 

14,217 

14, 665 

15,113 

15,  561 

16,  009 

16,  457 

16,  905 

Class  3 _ 

10,  602 

10, 970 

11, 338 

11,706 

12,  074 

12,  442 

12,  810 

13, 178 

13, 546 

13,914 

Class  4 _ 

8,843 

9,147 

9,  451 

9,755 

10,  059 

10,363 

10,  667 

10, 971 

11,275 

11,679 

Class  6 _ 

7,974 

8, 246 

8,  518 

8,  790 

9, 062 

9,334 

9,606 

9,  878 

10, 150 

10,  422 

Class  6 _ _ 

7, 201 

7,  441 

7,681 

7,921 

8, 161 

8,  401 

8,641 

8,881 

9,121 

9,361 

Class  7 . - 

6,  614 

6,832 

7,050 

7, 268 

7,  486 

7,704 

7,922 

8,140 

8,  358 

8,  576 

Class  8 _ 

S,  853 

6,051 

6,  249 

6,  447 

6,645 

6,843 

7,041 

7,239 

7,  437 

7,  635 

Class  9 . — 

5,  341 

5,  517 

5,693 

5,869 

6,045 

6,  221 

6, 397 

6,  573 

6,  749 

6,  925 

Class  10 _ 

4,  776 

4,936 

5,096 

5, 256 

6,  416 

5,  576 

5,736 

5,896 

6,  056 

6,  216”. 

(c)  Foreign  Service  officers,  Reserve  offi¬ 
cers,  and  Foreign  Service  staff  officers  and 
employees  who  are  entitled  to  receive  basic 
compensation  immediately  prior  to  the  ef¬ 
fective  date  of  this  section  at  one  of  the  rates 
provided  by  section  412  or  415  of  the  Foreign 
Service  Act  of  1946  shall  receive  basic  com¬ 
pensation,  on  and  after  such  effective  date, 
at  the  rate  of  their  class  determined  to  be 
appropriate  by  the  Secretary  of  State. 
Agricultural  stabilisation  and  conservation 
county  committee  employees 

Sec.  107.  The  rates  of  compensation  of 
persons  employed  by  the  county  commit¬ 
tees  established  pursuant  to  section  8(b)  of 
the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allot¬ 
ment  Act  (16  U.S.C.  590h(b)  shall  be  in¬ 
creased  by  amounts  equal,  as  nearly  as  may 
be  practicable,  to  the  increases  provided  by 
section  102(a)  of  this  title  for  corresponding 
rates  of  compensation. 

Salary  rates  fixed  by  administration  action 

Sec.  108.  (a)  The  rates  of  basic  compensa¬ 
tion  of  assistant  United  States  attorneys 
whose  basic  salaries  are  fixed  pursuant  to 
section  508  of  title  28,  United  States  Code, 
shall  be  increased,  effective  on  the  effective 
date  of  section  102  of  this  title,  by  amounts 
equal,  as  nearly  as  may  be  practicable,  to  the 
increases  provided  by  section  102(a)  of  this 
title  for  corresponding  rates  of  compensa¬ 
tion. 

(b)  Notwithstanding  section  3679  of  the 
Revised  Statutes,  as  amended  (31  U.S.C. 
665) ,  the  rates  of  compensation  of  officers 
and  employees  of  the  Federal  Government 
and  of  the  municipal  government  of  the  Dis¬ 
trict  of  Columbia  whose  rates  of  compensa¬ 
tion  are  fixed  by  administrative  action  pur¬ 
suant  to  law  and  are  not  otherwise  increased 
by  this  Act  are  hereby  authorized  to  be  in¬ 
creased,  effective  on  the  effective  date  of  sec¬ 
tion  102  of  this  title,  by  amounts  not  to  ex¬ 
ceed  the  increases  provided  by  this  title  for 
corresponding  rates  of  compensation  in  the 
appropriate  schedule  or  scale  of  pay. 

(c)  Nothing  contained  in  this  section 
shall  be  held  or  considered  to  authorize  any 
increase  in  the  rates  of  compensation  of  offi¬ 
cers  and  employees  whose  rates  of  compen¬ 
sation  are  fixed  and  adjusted  from  time  to 
time  as  nearly  as  is  consistent  with  the 
public  interest  in  accordance  with  prevail¬ 
ing  rates  or  practices. 

(d)  Nothing  contained  in  this  section  shall 
affect  the  authority  contained  in  any  law 
pursuant  to  which  rates  of  compensation 
may  be  fixed  by  administrative  action. 

Effective  dates 

Sec.  109.  This  title  shall  become  effective 
as  follows: 

(1)  This  section  and  sections  101,  103,  and 
108  shall  become  effective  on  the  date  of  en¬ 
actment  of  this  Act. 

(2)  Sections  102,  104,  105,  106,  and  107, 

shall  become  effective  on  the  first  day  of  the 
first  pay  period  which  begins  on  or  after 
July  1,  1966.  — 

TITLE  II - JUDICIAL  BRANCH 

Short  title 

Sec.  201.  This  title  may  be  cited  as  the 
“Federal  Judicial  Salary  Act  of  1966”. 

Judicial  branch  employees 

Sec.  202.  (a)  The  rates  of  basic  compensa¬ 
tion  of  officers  and  employees  in  or  under  the 
judicial  branch  of  the  Government  whose 
rates  of  compensation  are  fixed  by  or  pursu¬ 


ant  to  paragraph  (2)  of  subdivision  a  of  sec¬ 
tion  62  of  the  Bankruptcy  Act  (11  U.S.C. 
102(a)(2),  section  3650  of  title  18,  United 
States  Code,  the  third  sentence  of  section 
603,  sections  671  to  675,  inclusive,  or  section 
604(a)(5),  of  title  28,  United  States  Code, 
insofar  as  the  latter  section  applies  to  graded 
positions,  are  hereby  increased  by  amounts 
reflecting  the  respective  applicable  increases 
provided  by  section  102(a)  of  title  I  of  this 
Act  in  corresponding  rates  of  compensation 
for  officers  and  employees  subject  to  the  Clas¬ 
sification  Act  of  1949,  as  amended.  The  rates 
of  basic  compensation  of  officers  and  em¬ 
ployees  holding  ungraded  positions  and 
whose  salaries  are  fixed  pursuant  to  such 
section  604(a)  (5)  may  be  increased  by  the 
amounts  reflecting  the  respective  applicable 
increases  provided  by  section  102(a)  of  title 
I  of  this  Act  in  corresponding  rates  of  com¬ 
pensation  for  officers  and  employees  subject 
to  the  Classification  Act  of  1949,  as  amended. 

(b)  The  limitations  provided  by  applicable 
law  on  the  effective  date  of  this  section  with 
respect  to  the  aggregate  salaries  payable  to 
secretaries  and  law  clerks  of  circuit  and  dis¬ 
trict  judges  are  hereby  increased  by  amounts 
which  reflect  the  respective  applicable  in¬ 
creases  provided  by  section  102(a)  of  title  I 
of  this  Act  in  corresponding  rates  of  com¬ 
pensation  for  officers  and  employees  subject 
to  the  Classification  Act  of  1949,  as  amended. 

(c)  Section  753(e)  of  title  28,  United 
States  Code  (relating  to  the  compensation 
of  court  reporters  for  district  courts) ,  is 
amended  by  striking  out  the  existing  salary 
limitation  contained  therein  and  inserting  a 
new  limitation  which  reflects  the  respective 
applicable  increases  provided  by  section  102 

(a)  of  title  I  of  this  Act  in  corresponding 
rates  of  compensation  for  officers  and  em¬ 
ployees  subject  to  the  Classification  Act  of 
1949,  as  amended. 

Effective  dates 

Sec.  203.  This  title  shall  become  effective 
as  follows: 

(1)  This  section  and  section  201  shall  be¬ 
come  effective  on  the  date  of  enactment  of 
this  Act. 

(2)  Section  202  shall  become  effective  on 
the  first  day  of  the  first  pay  period  which 
begins  on  or  after  July  1,  1966. 

title  ih — legislative  branch 
Short  title 

Sec.  301.  This  title  may  be  cited  as  the 
“Federal  Legislative  Salary  Act  of  1966”. 

Legislative  branch  employees 

Sec.  302.  (a)  Except  as  otherwise  provided 
in  this  title,  each  officer  or  employee  in  or 
under  the  legislative  branch  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment,  whose  rate  of  compensation  is  in¬ 
creased  by  section  5  of  the  Federal  Employees 
Pay  Act  of  1946,  shall  be  paid  additional  com¬ 
pensation  at  the  rate  of  2.9  per  centum  of 
his  gross  rate  of  compensation  (basic  com¬ 
pensation  plus  additional  compensation  au¬ 
thorized  by  law). 

(b)  The  total  annual  compensation  in  ef¬ 
fect  immediately  prior  to  the  effective  date 
of  this  section  of  each  officer  or  employee  of 
the  House  of  Representatives,  whose  com¬ 
pensation  is  disbursed  by  the  Clerk  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  and  is  not  in¬ 
creased  by  reason  of  any  other  provision  of 
this  section,  shall  be  increased  by  2.9  per 
centum.  Notwithstanding  section  303  of 
this  title  or  any  other  provision  of  this  sec¬ 
tion,  the  total  annual  compensation  of  the 
Clerk  of  the  House  of  Representatives  and 
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the  Sergeant  at  Arms  of  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives,  respectively,  shall  be  an  amount 
which  is  equal  to  the  total  annual  compen¬ 
sation  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Senate  and  the 
Sergeant  at  Arms  of  the  Senate,  respectively. 

(c)  The  rates  of  compensation  of  em¬ 
ployees  of  the  House  of  Representatives 
whose  compensation  is  fixed  by  the  House 
Employees  Schedule  under  the  House  Em¬ 
ployees  Position  Classification  Act  (78  Stat. 
1079-1084;  Public  Law  88-652;  2  U.S.C.  291- 
303),  including  each  employee  subject  to 
such  Act  whose  compensation  is  fixed  at  a 
saved  rate,  are  hereby  increased  by  amounts 
equal,  as  nearly  as  may  be  practicable,  to 
the  increases  provided  by  subsection  (a)  of 
this  section. 

(d)  The  additional  compensation  provided 
by  this  section  shall  be  considered  a  part  of 
basic  compensation  for  the  purposes  of  the 
Civil  Service  Retirement  Act  (5  U.S.C.  2251 
and  following) . 

(e)  This  section  shall  not  apply  with  re¬ 
spect  to  the  compensation  of  student  con¬ 
gressional  interns  authorized  by  House  Res¬ 
olution  416,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  and  the 
compensation  of  employees  whose  compensa¬ 
tion  is  fixed  by  the  House  Wage  Schedule 
under  the  House  Employees  Position  Classi¬ 
fication  Act. 

(f)  The  basic  compensation  of  each  em¬ 
ployee  in  the  office  of  a  Senator  is  hereby 
adjusted,  effective  on  the  effective  date  of 
this  section,  to  the  lowest  multiple  of  $60 
which  will  provide  a  gross  rate  of  compensa¬ 
tion  not  less  than  the  gross  rate  such  em¬ 
ployee  was  receiving  immediately  prior  there¬ 
to,  except  that  the  foregoing  provisions  of 
this  subsection  shall  not  apply  in  the  case  of 
any  employee  if  on  or  before  the  fifteenth 
day  following  the  date  of  enactment  of  this 
Act,  the  Senator  by  whom  such  employee 
is  employed  notifies  the  disbursing  office  of 
the  Senate  in  writing  that  he  does  not  wish 
such  provisions  to  apply  to  such  employee. 
In  any  case  in  which,  at  the  expiration  of  the 
time  within  which  a  Senator  may  give  notice 
under  this  subsection,  such  Senator  is  de¬ 
ceased,  such  notice  shall  be  deemed  to  have 
been  given. 

(g)  Notwithstanding  the  provision  referred 
to  in  subsection  (h),  the  rates  of  gross  com¬ 
pensation  of  the  Secretary  for  the  Majority 
of  the  Senate,  the  Secretary  for  the  Minority 
of  the  Senate,  the  Chief  Reporter  of  Debates 
of  the  Senate,  the  Parliamentarian  of  the 
Senate,  the  Senior  Counsel  in  the  Office  of 
the  Legislatve  Counsel  of  the  Senate,  the 
Chief  Clerk  of  the  Senate,  the  Chaplain  of 
the  Senate,  and  the  Postmaster  and  Assist¬ 
ant  Postmaster  of  the  Senate  are  hereby  in¬ 
creased  by  2.9  per  centum. 

(h)  The  paragraph  imposing  limitations 
on  basic  and  gross  compensation  of  officers 
and  employees  of  the  Senate  appearing  un¬ 
der  the  heading  “SENATE”  in  the  Legislative 
Appropriations  Act,  1956,  as.  amended  (74 
Stat.  304;  Public  Law  86—568)  ,  is  amended 
by  striking  out  “$23,770”  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  “$24,460”. 

(i)  The  limitation  on  gross  rate  per  hour 
per  person  provided  by  applicable  law  on  the 
effective  date  of  this  section  with  respect  to 
the  folding  of  speeches  and  pamphlets  for 
the  Senate  is  hereby  increased  by  2.9  per 
centum.  The  amount  of  such  increase  shall 
be  computed  to  the  nearest  cent,  counting 
one-half  cent  and  over  as  a  whole  cent.  The 
provisions  of  subsection  (a)  of  this  section 
shall  not  apply  to  employees  whose  compen¬ 
sation  is  subject  to  such  limitation. 

Salary  increase  limitation 

Sec.  303.  No  rate  of  compensation  shall  be 
increased,  by  reason  of  the  enactment  of  this 
title,  to  an  amount  in  excess  of  the  salary 
rate  now  or  hereafter  in  effect  for  level  V 
of  the  Federal  Executive  Salary  Schedule. 

Effective  dates 

Sec.  304.  This  title  shall  become  effective 
as  follows: 
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(1)  This  section  and  section  301  shall  be¬ 
come  effective  on  the  date  of  enactment  of 
this  Act. 

(2)  Sections  302  and  303  shall  become  ef¬ 
fective  on  the  first  day  of  the  first  pay  period 
which  begins  on  or  after  July  1,  1966. 

TITLE  IV - MISCELLANEOUS  PROVISIONS 

Salary  steps  for  certain  employees  transferred 
to  postal  field  service 

Sec.  401.  Section  3551  of  title  39,  United 
States  Code,  is  amended  by  adding  at  the 
end  thereof  the  following  new  subsection: 

“(c)  The  Postmaster  General  may  appoint 
or  advance  any  Federal  employee  who,  to¬ 
gether  with  his  function,  is  transferred,  prior 
to,  on,  or  after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this 
subsection,  to  a  post  office  or  other  postal 
installation  at  or  to  (1)  the  minimum  rate 
for  his  position,  or  (2)  any  higher  rate  for 
his  position  which  is  less  than  one  full  step 
above  the  highest  rate  of  compensation  re¬ 
ceived  by  him  immediately  prior  to  such 
transfer.”. 

Postal  seniority  adjustments 

Sec.  402.  (a)  The  Postmaster  General 
shall  advance  any  employee  in  the  postal 
field  service 

(1)  who  was  promoted  to  a  higher  level 
between  July  9,  1960,  and  October  13,  1962; 

(2)  who  is  senior  with  respect  to  total 
postal  service  to  an  employee  in  the  same 
post  office  promoted  to  the  same  level  on  or 
after  October  13,  1962,  and  is  on  the  effective 
date  of  this  section  in  a  step  in  the  same 
level  below  the  step  of  the  junior  employee; 
and 

(3)  whom  the  Postmaster  General  deter¬ 
mines  is  in  the  same  craft  and  same  branch 
of  the  Post  Office  Service  as  such  junior 
employee. 

Such  advancement  by  the  Postmaster  Gen¬ 
eral  shall  be  to  the  highest  step  which  is 
held  by  any  such  junior  employee.  Any  in¬ 
crease  under  the  provisions  of  this  subsec¬ 
tion  shall  not  constitute  an  equivalent  in¬ 
crease  and  credit  earned  prior  to  adjustment 
under  this  subsection  for  advancement  to 
the  next  step  shall  be  retained. 

(b)  Section  3552  of  title  39,  United  States 
Code,  is  amended  by  deleting  subsection  (d) . 

Special  delivery  messengers 

Sec.  403.  Section  3542(c)  of  title  39, 
United  States  Code,  is  amended — - 

(1)  by  striking  out  “7  cents  per  mile  or 
major  fraction  thereof”  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  “10  cents  per  mile  or  major  fraction 
thereof”;  and 

(2)  by  striking  out  “90  cents  per  hour” 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “$1.25  per  hour”. 

Overtime 

Sec.  404.  (a)  Section  201  of  the  Federal 
Employees  Pay  Act  of  1945,  as  amended  (5 
U.S.C.  911),  is  amended — 

(1)  by  inserting  “or,  with  the  exception 
of  employees  engaged  in  professional  or  tech¬ 
nical  engineering  or  scientific  activities  for 
whom  the  first  forty  hours  of  duty  in  an  ad¬ 
ministrative  workweek  is  the  basic  workweek 
and  employees  whose  basic  compensation 
exceeds  the  minimum  rate  of  grade  GS-10 
of  the  Classification  Act  of  1949,  as  amend¬ 
ed,  for  whom  the  first  forty  hours  of  duty 
in  an  administrative  workweek  is  the  basic 
workweek,  in  excess  of  eight  hours  in  a  day” 
immediately  following  "in  excess  of  forty 
hours  in  any  administrative  workweek”; 
and 

(2)  by  striking  out  “grade  GS-9”  wherever 
it  occurs  therein  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
“grade  GS-10”. 

(b)  Section  202  of  such  Act,  as  amended 
(5  U.S.C.  912),  is  amended  by  striking  out 
“grade  GS-9”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
"grade  GS-10”. 

(c)  Section  401  of  such  Act,  as  amended 
(5  U.S.C.  926),  is  amended  by  striking  out 


"grade  GS-9”  wherever  it  occurs  therein  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “grade  GS-10”. 

(d)  Subsections  (b)  and  (c)  of  section 
3573  of  title  39,  United  States  Code,  are 
amended  by  striking  out  “level  PFS-7”  and 
“level  PFS-8”,  wherever  appearing  therein, 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "level  PFS-10” 
and  “level  PFS-11”,  respectively. 

Sunday  premium  pay 

Sec.  405.  (a)  The  heading  of  title  III  of  the 
Federal  Employees  Pay  Act  of  1945,  as 
amended,  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“TITLE  III - COMPENSATION  FOR  NIGHT,  SUNDAY, 

AND  HOLIDAY  WORK” 

(b)  (1)  Section  302  of  such  Act,  as  amended 
(5  U.S.C.  922),  is  redesignated  as  section  303 
of  such  Act. 

(2)  Any  reference  in  any  provision  of  law 
to  section  302  of  the  Federal  Employees  Pay 
Act  of  1945,  which  is  redesignated  as  section 
303  of  such  Act  by  paragraph  (1)  of  this 
subsection,  shall  be  held  and  considered  to 
refer  to  section  303  of  such  Act,  as  so  redesig¬ 
nated. 

(c)  Title  III  of  such  Act,  as  amended  (5 
U.S.C.  921  and  following),  is  amended  by  in¬ 
serting  immediately  following  section  301 
thereof  the  following: 

“Compensation  for  Sunday  work. 

"Sec.  302.  Any  regularly  scheduled  eight- 
hour  period  of  service  which  is  not  overtime 
work  as  defined  in  section  201  of  this  Act 
any  part  of  which  is  performed  within  the 
period  commencing  at  midnight  Saturday 
and  ending  at  midnight  Sunday  shall  be 
compensated  for  the  entire  period  of  service 
at  the  rate  of  basic  compensation  of  the  of¬ 
ficer  or  employee  performing  such  work  plus 
premium  compensation  at  a  rate  equal  to  25 
per  centum  of  his  fate  of  basic  compensa¬ 
tion.” 

(d)  Section  401(1)  of  such  Act,  as  amend¬ 
ed  (5  U.S.C.  926(1)  ) ,  is  amended  by  inserting 
“,  Sunday,”  immediately  following  the  word 
"night”. 

(e)  Section  401(2)  of  such  Act,  as  amend¬ 
ed  (5  U.S.C.  926(2) ) ,  is  amended— 

(1)  by  inserting  in  the  first  sentence 
thereof  ",  on  Sundays,”  immediately  follow¬ 
ing  the  words  “duty  at  night”;  and 

(2)  by  inserting  in  the  second  sentence 
thereof  “Sunday,”  immediately  following 
night,”. 

(f )  The  first  paragraph  of  section  23  of  the 
Independent  Offices  Appropriation  Act,  1935, 
as  amended  (5  U.S.C.  673c),  is  amended  by 
inserting  immediately  before  the  period  at 
the  end  thereof  the  following:  “:  Provided 
further.  That  employees  subject  to  this  sec¬ 
tion  whose  regular  work  schedule  includes  an 
eight-hour  period  of  service  any  part  of 
which  is  within  the  period  commencing  at 
midnight  Saturday  and  ending  at  midnight 
Sunday  shall  be  paid  extra  compensation  at 
the  rate  of  25  per  centum  of  his  hourly  rate 
of  basic  compensation  for  each  hour  of  work 
performed  during  that  eight-hour  period  of 
service”. 

Health  and  insurance  coverage  for  certain 
employees  on  leave  without  pay 

Sec.  406.  (a)  Section  6  of  the  Federal  Em¬ 
ployees’  Group  Life  Insurance  Act  of  1954, 
as  amended  (5  U.S.C.  2095),  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new 
subsection : 

“(d)  Notwithstanding  the  foregoing,  an 
officer  or  employee  who  enters  on  approved 
leave  without  pay  to  serve  as  a  full-time  of¬ 
ficer  or  employee  of  an  organization  com¬ 
posed  primarily  of  employees,  as  defined  in 
section  2  of  this  Act,  may,  within  sixty  days 
after  entering  on  such  leave  without  pay, 
elect  to  continue  his  insurance  and  arrange 
to  pay  currently  into  the  fund,  through  his 
employing  agency,  both  employee  and  agency 
contributions  from  the  beginning  of  leave 
without  pay.  If  he  does  not  so  elect,  his 


insurance  will  continue  during  nonpay  status 
and  terminate  as  provided  in  subsection  (a) 
of  this  section.  The  employing  agency  shall 
forward  the  premium  payments  to  the  fund 
established  by  section  5  of  this  Act.” 

(b)  Section  7(b)  of  the  Federal  Employees 
Health  Benefits  Act  of  1959,  as  amended  (5 
U.S.C.  3006(b) ) ,  is  amended — 

(1)  by  inserting  “(1)”  immediately  fol¬ 
lowing  “(b)”;  and 

(2)  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  fol¬ 
lowing  new  paragraph: 

“(2)  An  employee  who  enters  on  approved 
leave  without  pay  to  serve  as  a  full-time 
officer  or  employee  of  an  organization  com¬ 
posed  primarily  of  employees,  as  defined  in 
section  2  of  this  Act,  may,  within  sixty  days 
after  entering  on  such  leave  without  pay,  file 
with  his  employing  agency  an  election  to  con¬ 
tinue  his  health  benefits  coverage  and  ar¬ 
range  to  pay  currently  into  the  fund,  through 
his  employing  agency  from  the  beginning  of 
leave  without  pay,  both  employee  and  agency 
contributions.  If  he  does  not  so  elect,  his 
coverage  will  terminate  as  specified  in  para¬ 
graph  (1)  and  implementing  regulations. 
The  employing  agency  shall  forward  the  en¬ 
rollment  charges  so  paid  to  the  fund.” 

(c)  An  officer  or  employee  who  is  on  ap¬ 
proved  leave  without  pay  and  serving  as  a 
full-time  officer  or  employee  of  an  organiza¬ 
tion  composed  primarily  of  employees,  as 
defined  in  section  2  of  the  Federal  Employees’ 
Group  Life  Insurance  Act  of  1954,  as 
amended  (5  U.S.C.  2091),  or  section  2  of  the 
Federal  Employees  Health  Benefits  Act  of 
1959,  as  amended  (5  U.S.C.  3001) ,  as  the  case 
may  be,  may,  within  sixty  days  after  the 
date  of  enactment  of  this  Act,  file  with  his 
employing  agency  an  election  ( 1 )  to  continue 
any  insurance  status  or  health  benefits  en¬ 
rollment,  or  both,  that  he  has  on  the  date  of 
enactment  of  this  Act,  (2)  to  reacquire  any 
insurance  status  or  health  benefits  enroll¬ 
ment,  or  both,  which  he  may  have  lost  while 
on  leave  without  pay,  or  (3)  to  acquire  an 
insured  status  or  enroll  in  a  health  benefits 
plan,  or  both,  if  he  was  never  previously 
eligible  to  do  so,  by  arranging  to  pay  cur¬ 
rently  and  continuously  into  the  employees’ 
life  insurance  fund  and  the  employees’  health 
benefits  fund,  as  appropriate,  through  his 
employing  agency,  both  employee  and  agency 
contributions.  The  employing  agency  shall 
forward  such  payments  to  the  employees’ 
life  insurance  fund  and  the  employees’  health 
benefits  fund,  as  appropriate.  If  he  does  not 
so  elect,  his  insurance  status  and  health 
benefits  enrollment  will  continue  and  ter¬ 
minate  as  for  other  employees  in  nonpay 
status,  or  he  will  remain  ineligible  for  in¬ 
surance  and  health  benefits,  as  the  case  may 
be,  as  though  this  paragraph  had  not  been 
enacted.  The  United  States  Civil  Service 
Commission  is  authorized  to  issue  regulations 
to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  this  paragraph. 

Increase  in  uniform  allowances 

Sec.  407.  (a)  Section  402  of  the  Federal 
Employees  Uniform  Allowance  Act,  as 
amended  (5  U.S.C.  2131-2133),  is  amended 
by  inserting  immediately  following  the  sec¬ 
ond  sentence  thereof  the  following  new 
sentence:  “In  those  instances  where  the 
agency  makes  reimbursement  direct  to  the 
uniform  vendor,  the  head  of  the  agency  may 
deduct  a  service  charge  not  to  exceed  4  per 
centum.” 

(b)  Such  Act  is  further  amended  by  add¬ 
ing  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new 
section : 

“Sec.  405.  Notwithstanding  any  other  pro¬ 
vision  of  this  title,  each  of  the  respective 
maximum  uniform  allowances  in  effect  on 
April  1,  1966,  for  the  respective  categories 
of  employees  to  whom  uniform  allowances 
are  paid  under  this  title  are  hereby  increased, 
subject  to  the  maximum  allowance  author¬ 
ized  by  this  title,  as  follows: 
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“(1)  If  the  maximum  uniform  allowance 
is  $100  or  more,  such  allowance  shall  be  In¬ 
creased  by  25  per  centum. 

“(2)  If  the  maximum  uniform  allowance 
is  $75  or  more  but  less  than  $100,  such  al¬ 
lowance  shall  be  increased  by  30  per  centum. 

“(3)  If  the  maximum  uniform  allowance 
is  $50  or  more  but  less  than  $75,  such  allow¬ 
ance  shall  be  increased  by  35  per  centum. 

“(4)  If  the  maximum  uniform  allowance 
is  less  than  $50,  such  allowance  shall  be  in¬ 
creased  by  40  per  centum. 

Such  maximum  uniform  allowances,  as  in 
effect  on  April  1,  1966,  and  as  increased  by 
this  section,  shall  not  be  reduced.”. 

Sec.  408.  (a)  Section  303(c)  of  the  Federal 
Executive  Salary  Act  of  1964  (78  Stat.  416; 
Public  Law  88-426)  is  amended  by  adding 
at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  para¬ 
graph: 

“(47)  Director  of  the  Federal  Mediation 
and  Conciliation  Service.” 

(b)  Paragraph  (30)  of  section  303(d)  of 
such  Act  is  hereby  repealed. 

Effective  dates 

Sec.  409.  This  title  shall  become  effective 
as  follows: 

(1)  This  section  and  sections  401,  406,  and 
407  shall  become  effective  on  the  date  of 
enactment  of  this  Act. 

(2)  Sections  403,  404,  and  405  shall  be¬ 
come  effective  on  the  first  day  of  the  first 
pay  period  which  begins  on  or  after  July  1, 
1966. 

(3)  Sections  402  and  408  shall  take  effect 
on  the  first  day  of  the  first  pay  period  after 
the  enactment  of  this  Act. 

TITLE  V - CIVIL  SERVICE  RETIREMENT 

Short  title 

Sec.  501.  This  title  may  be  cited  as  the 
“Civil  Service  Retirement  Act  Amendments 
of  1966”. 

Definitions 

Sec.  502.  Section  l(j)  of  the  Civil  Service 
Retirement  Act  (5  U.S.C.  2251(j) )  is  amended 
by  inserting  the  letter  “(d)  ”  after  the  words 
“for  purposes  of  section  10”;  by  striking  out 
the  words  “received  more  than  one-half  of 
his  support  from  and”;  and  by  striking  out 
the  words  “twenty-one”  and  “twenty-first” 
wherever  they  occur  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  the  words  “twenty-two”  and 
“twenty-second”,  respectively. 

Retirement  coverage  for  certain  employees 
on  leave  ivithout  pay 

Sec.  503.  Section  3  of  the  Civil  Service  Re¬ 
tirement  Act  (5  U.S.C.  2253)  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new 
subsection ; 

“(k)  (1)  An  employee  who  enters  on  ap¬ 
proved  leave  without  pay  to  serve  as  a  full¬ 
time  officer  or  employee  of  an  organization 
composed  primarily  of  employees,  as  defined 
in  section  1(a)  of  this  Act,  may,  within  sixty 
days  after  entering  on  such  leave  without 
pay,  file  with  his  employing  agency  an  elec¬ 
tion  to  receive  full  retirement  credit  for  his 
periods  of  such  leave  without  pay  and 
arrange  to  pay  currently  into  the  fund, 
through  his  employing  agency,  amounts 
equal  to  the  retirement  deductions  and 
agency  contributions  which  would  be  appli¬ 
cable  if  he  were  in  pay  status.  An  employee 
who  is  on  approved  leave  without  pay.  and 
serving  as  a  full-time  officer  or  employee  of 
such  an  organization  on  the  date  of  enact¬ 
ment  of  this  subsection  may  similarly  elect 
within  sixty  days  after  such  date  of  enact¬ 
ment.  If  the  election  and  all  payments  pro¬ 
vided  by  this  paragraph  are  not  made,  the 
employee  shall  receive  no  credit  for  such 
periods  of  leave  without  pay  occurring  on  or 
after  date  of  enactment  of  this  subsection, 
notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  the  second 
sentence  of  section  3(c)  of  this  Act. 

“(2)  An  employee  may  deposit  with  inter¬ 
est  an  amount  equal  to  retirement  deduc¬ 
tions  representing  any  period  or  periods  of 


approved  leave  without  pay  while  serving, 
prior  to  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  sub¬ 
section,  as  a  full-time  officer  or  employee  of 
an  organization  composed  primarily  of  em¬ 
ployees,  as  defined  in  section  1(a)  of  this 
Act,  and  may  receive  full  retirement  credit 
for  such  period  or  periods  of  leave  without 
pay.  In  the  event  of  his  death,  a  survivor  as 
defined  in  section  l(o)  of  this  Act  may  make 
such  deposit.  If  the  deposit  described  in 
this  paragraph  is  not  made  in  full,  retirement 
credit  shall  be  allowed  in  accordance  with 
the  second  sentence  of  section  3(c)  of  this 
Act.” 

Immediate  retirement 

Sec.  504.  (a)  Section  6(a)  of  the  Civil 
Service  Retirement  Act  (5  U.S.C.  2256  (a) )  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“(a)  Any  employee  who  attains  the  age  of 
fifty-five  years  and  completes  thirty  years  of 
service  shall,  upon  separation  from  the  serv¬ 
ice,  be  paid  an  annuity  computed  as  provided 
in  section  9.” 

(b)  Section  6(b)  of  such  Act  (5  U.S.C. 
2256(b))  is  amended  to  read  as  follows; 

“(b)  Any  employee  who  attains  the  age  of 
sixty  years  and  completes  twenty  years  of 
service  shall,  upon  separation  from  the 
service,  be  paid  an  annuity  computed  as 
provided  in  section  9.” 

Annuity  computation 

Sec.  505.  Section  9(d)  of  such  Act  (5  U.S.C. 
2259(d))  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“(d)  The  annuity  as  hereinbefore  pro¬ 
vided,  for  an  employee  retiring  under  sec¬ 
tion  6(d),  shall  be  reduced  by  one-sixth  of  1 
per  centum  for  each  full  month  such  em¬ 
ployee  is  under  the  age  of  fifty-five  years  at 
date  of  separation.  The  annuity  as  herein¬ 
before  provided,  for  a  Member  retiring  under 
the  second  or  third  sentence  of  section  6(f) 
or  the  third  sentence  of  section  8(b),  shall 
be  reduced  by  one-twefth  of  1  per  centum 
for  each  full  month  not  in  excess  of  sixty, 
and  one-sixth  of  1  per  centum  or  each  full 
month  in  excess  of  sixty,  such  Member  is 
under  the  age  of  sixty  years  at  date  of  sepa¬ 
ration.” 

Survivor  annuities 

Sec.  506.  (a)  Section  10(a)  (2)  of  the  Civil 
Service  Retirement  Act  (5  U.S.C.  2260(a) 
(2))  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“(2)  An  annuity  computed  under  this 
subsection  shall  commence  on  the  day  after 
the  retired  employee  dies,  and  such  annuity 
or  any  right  thereto  shall  terminate  on  the 
last  day  of  the  month  before  (A)  in  the  case 
of  the  survivor  of  a  retired  employee,  the  sur¬ 
vivor’s  remarriage  prior  to  attaining  age 
sixty,  or  death  or  (B)  in  the  case  of  the  sur¬ 
vivor  of  a  Member,  the  survivor’s  death  or 
remarriage.” 

(b)  The  last  sentence  of  section  10(c)  of 
such  Act  (5  U.S.C.  2260(c))  is  amended  to 
read  as  follow:  “The  annuity  of  such  widow 
or  dependent  widower  shall  commence  on 
the  day  after  the  employee  of  Member  dies, 
and  an  annuity  under  this  subsection  or  any 
right  thereto  shall  terminate  on  the  last  day 
of  the  month  before  (1)  the  death  of  the 
widow  or  widower,  (2)  remarriage  of  the 
widow  or  widower  of  an  employee  prior  to 
attaining  age  sixty,  (3)  remarriage  of  the 
widow  or  widower  of  a  Member  regardless 
of  age,  or  (4)  the  widower’s  becoming  capa¬ 
ble  of  self-support.” 

(c)  Section  10(d)  of  such  Act  (5  U.S.C. 
2260(d) )  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“(d)  If  an  employee  or  a  Member  dies  after 
completing  at  least  five  years  of  civilian  serv¬ 
ice,  or  an  employee  or  a  Member  dies  after 
having  retired  under  any  provision  of  this 
Act,  and  is  survived  by  a  wife  or  by  a  hus¬ 
band,  each  surviving  child  shall  be  paid  an 
annuity  equal  to  the  smallest  of  (1)  40  per 
centum  of  the  employee’s  or  Member’s  aver¬ 
age  salary  divided  by  the  number  of  children, 
(2)  $600,  or  (3)  $1,800  divided  by  the  num¬ 
ber  of  children,  subject  to  the  provisions  of 
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section  18.  If  such  employee  or  Member  is 
not  survived  by  a  wife  or  husband,  each  sur¬ 
viving  child  shall  be  paid  an  annuity  equal  to 
the  smallest  of  (1)  50  per  centum  of  the 
employee’s  or  Member’s  average  salary  di¬ 
vided  by  the  number  of  children,  (2)  $720,  or 
(3)  $2,160  divided  by  the  number  of  children, 
subject  to  the  provisions  of  section  18.  The 
commencing  date  of  a  child’s  annuity  under 
this  Act  or  the  Act  of  May  29,  1930,  as 
amended  from  and  after  February  28,  1948, 
shall  be  deemed  to  be  the  day  after  the  em¬ 
ployee  or  Member  dies,  with  payment  be¬ 
ginning  on  that  day  or  beginning  or  resum¬ 
ing  on  the  first  day  of  the  month  in  which 
the  child  later  becomes  or  again  becomes  a 
student  as  described  in  section  l(j),  pro¬ 
vided  the  lump-sum  credit,  if  paid,  is  re¬ 
turned  to  the  fund.  Such  annuity  shall  ter¬ 
minate  on  the  last  day  of  the  month  before 
(1)  the  child’s  attaining  age  eighteen  un¬ 
less  he  is  then  a  student  as  described  or  in¬ 
capable  of  self-support,  (2)  his  becoming 
capable  of  self-support  after  attaining  age 
eighteen  unless  he  is  then  such  a  student, 
(3)  his  attaining  age  twenty-two  if  he  is 
then  such  a  student  and  not  incapable  of  self- 
support,  (4)  his  ceasing  to  be  such  a  student 
after  attaining  age  eighteen  unless  he  is 
then  incapable  of  self-support,  (5)  his  mar¬ 
riage,  or  (6)  his  death,  whichever  first  oc¬ 
curs.  Upon  the  death  of  the  surviving  wife 
or  husband  or  termination  of  the  child’s  an¬ 
nuity  ..the  annuity  of  any  other  child  or  chil¬ 
dren  shall  be  recomputed  and  paid  as 
through  such  wife,  husband,  or  child  had  not 
survived  the  employee  or  Member.” 

(d)  Section  10  of  such  Act  (5  U.S.C.  2260) 
is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the 
following  subsection: 

“(f)  In  the  case  of  a  surviving  spouse 
whose  annuity  under  this  section  is  hereafter 
terminated  because  of  remarriage  before  at¬ 
taining  age  sixty,  annuity  at  the  same  rate 
shall  be  restored  commencing  on  the  day  such 
remarriage  is  dissolved  by  death,  annulment, 
or  divorce:  Provided,  That  (1)  said  surviving 
spouse  elects  to  receive  such  annuity  in  lieu 
of  any  survivor  benefit  to  which  he  or  she 
may  be  entitled,  under  this  or  any  other  re¬ 
tirement  system  established  for  employees 
of  the  Government,  by  reason  of  the  remar¬ 
riage,  and  (2)  any  lump  sum  paid  upon  ter¬ 
mination  of  the  annuity  is  returned  to  the 
fund.” 

Increases  in  certain  annuities 

Sec.  507.  Section  18  of  the  Civil  Service 
Retirement  Act  (5  U.S.C.  2268)  is  amended 
by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following 
subsection: 

“(g)  Effective  on  (1)  the  first  day  of  the 
second  month  after  the  enactment  of  this 
Act,  or  (2)  the  commencing  date  of  annuity, 
whichever  is  later,  the  annuity  of  each  sur¬ 
viving  spouse  whose  entitlement  to  annuity 
payable  from  the  civil  service  retirement  and 
disability  fund  resulted  from  the  death  of: 

“(A)  an  employee  or  Member  prior  to  Oc¬ 
tober  11,  1962,  or 

“(B)  a  retired  employee  or  Member  whose 
retirement  was  based  on  a  separation  from 
service  prior  to  October  11,  1962,  shall  be  in¬ 
creased  by  10  per  centum.” 

Effective  dates 

Sec.  508.  (a)  This  section,  section  509,  and 
subsections  l(j),  3(k),  6(a),  6(b),  9(d). 
i0(a)  (2) ,  10(c) ,  10(d) ,  and  10(f)  of  the  Civil 
Service  Retirement  Act,  as  enacted  or  amend¬ 
ed  by  this  title,  shall  become  effective  on  the 
date  of  enactment  of  this  Act. 

(b)  Except  as  provided  in  section  507  and 
in  subsection  (c)  of  this  section,  the  amend¬ 
ments  made  by  this  title  to  the  Civil  Service 
Retirement  Act  shall  not  apply  in  the  cases 
of  persons  retired  or  otherwise  separated 
prior  to  these  respective  effective  dates,  and 
the  rights  of  such  persons  and  their  survi¬ 
vors  shall  continue  in  the  same  manner  and 
to  the  same  extent  as  if  this  title  had  not 
been  enacted. 


14455 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


July  11,  1966 

(c)  The  amendments  made  by  this  title 
to  sections  l(j)  and  10(d)  of  the  Civil  Serv¬ 
ice  Retirement  Act  relating  to  payment,  con¬ 
tinuance,  resumption,  and  termination  of 
annuity  to  a  child  who  is  a  student  shall 
apply  with  respect  to  children  of  persons 
retired  or  otherwise  separated  prior  to,  on,  or 
after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  title,  ex¬ 
cept  thaat  no  child’s  annuity  shall  be  paid 
by  reason  of  these  amendments  for  any  pe¬ 
riod  prior  to  such  date  of  enactment. 

Miscellaneous 

Sec.  509.  The  provisions  under  the  head¬ 
ing  “Civil  Service  Retirement  and  Disability 
Fund”  in  title  I  of  the  Independent  Offices 
Appropriation  Act,  1959  (72  Stat.  1064;  Pub¬ 
lic  Law  85-844),  shall  not  apply  with  respect 
to  benefits  resulting  from  the  enactment  of 
this  Act. 

TITLE  VI - FEDERAL  EMPLOYEES’  HEALTH 

BENEFITS 

Sec.  601.  Section  2(d)  of  the  Federal  Em¬ 
ployees  Health  Benefits  Act  of  1959  (73  Stat. 
709  ;  5  IT.S.C.  3001(d))  is  amended  by  strik¬ 
ing  out  “twenty-one”  wherever  it  appears 
therein  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
“twenty-two”. 

Sec.  602.  Paragraphs  (1)  and  (2)  of  sec¬ 
tion  7(a)  of  such  Act  are  amended  to  read 
as  follows: 

"(1)  Except  as  provided  in  paragraph  (2) 
of  this  subsection,  the  biweekly  Govern¬ 
ment  contributions  for  health  benefits  for 
employees  or  annuitants  enrolled  in  health 
benefits  plans  under  this  Act,  in  addition  to 
the  contributions  required  by  paragraph  (3), 
shall  be  $1.62  if  the  enrollment  is  for  self 
alone  or  $3.94  if  the  enrollment  is  for  self 
and  family,  commencing  with  the  first  pay 
period  beginning  on  or  after  July  1,  1966. 

“(2)  For  an  employee  or  annuitant  en¬ 
rolled  in  a  plan  for  which  the  biweekly  sub¬ 
scription  charge  is  less  than  twice  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  contribution  established  under 
paragraph  (1)  of  this  subsection,  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  contribution  shall  be  50  per  centum 
of  the  subscription  charge,  commencing 
with  the  first  pay  period  beginning  one  or 
after  July  1,  1966.” 

Mr.  MONRONEY.  Mr.  President,  I 
send  to  the  desk  several  amendments  to 
the  committee  amendment.  I  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  that  the  feading  of  the 
amendments  be  dispensed  with,  but  that 
the  amendments  be  printed  in  the  Rec¬ 
ord. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendments  ordered  to  be  printed 
in  the  Record  are  as  follows: 

On  page  38,  after  line  2,  insert  the  follow¬ 
ing: 

“(5)  If  the  officer  or  employee„at  any  time 
during  the  period  beginning  on  the  effective 
date  of  this  section  and  ending  on  the  date 
of  enactment  of  this  Act,  was  promoted  from 
one  grade  under  the  Classification  Act  of 
1949,  as  amended,  to  another  such  grade  at 
a  rate  which  is  above  the  minimum  rate 
thereof,  his  rate  of  basic  compensation  shall 
be  adjusted  retroactively  from  the  effective 
date  of  this  section  to  the  date  on  which 
he  was  so  promoted,  on  the  basis  of  the  rate 
which  he  was  receiving  during  the  period 
from  such  effective  date  to  the  date  of  such 
promotion  and,  from  the  date  of  such  pro¬ 
motion,  on  the  basis  of  the  rate  for  that  step 
of  the  appropriate  grade  of  the  General 
Schedule  contained  in  this  section  which 
corresponds  numerically  to  the  step  of  the 
grade  of  the  General  Schedule  for  such  officer 
or  employee  which  was  in  effect  (without  re¬ 
gard  to  this  Act)  at  the  time  of  such  promo¬ 
tion.” 

On  page  50,  line  24,  and  page  51,  line  1, 
strike  out  “effective  date  of  this  section”  and 
substitute  “first  day  of  the  month  following 
the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act”. 


On  page  51,  line  9,  after  the  period  insert 
the  following:  “No  employee  whose  basic 
compensation  is  adjusted  under  this  subsec¬ 
tion  shall  receive  any  additional  compensa¬ 
tion  under  subsection  (a)  for  any  period 
prior  to  the  effective  date  of  such  adjust¬ 
ment  during  which  such  employee  was  em¬ 
ployed  in  the  office  of  the  Senator  by  whom 
he  is  employed  on  the  first  day  of  the  month 
following  the  enactment  of  this  Act.  No  ad¬ 
ditional  compensation  shall  be  paid  to  any 
person  under  subsection  (a)  for  any  period 
prior  to  the  first  day  of  the  month  following 
the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act  during 
which  such  person  was  employed  in  the 
office  of  a  Senator  (other  than  a  Senator  by 
whom  he  is  employed  on  such  day)  unless 
on  or  before  the  fifteenth  day  following  the 
date  of  enactment  of  this  Act  such  Senator 
notifies  the  disbursing  office  of  the  Senate  in 
writing  that  he  wishes  such  employee  to  re¬ 
ceive  such  additional  compensation  for  such 
period.” 

On  page  62,  line  14,  strike  out  the  entire 
paragraph. 

On  page  62,  line  17,  strike  out  “(3)  Sec¬ 
tions  402  and  408”  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof 
“(2)  Sections  402,  403,  404,  405,  and  408”. 

On  page  69,  line  9,  strike  out  “Act”  and 
substitute  “subsection”. 

On  page  71,  line  9,  beginning  with  the 
comma,  strike  out  all  through  “July  1,  1966” 
in  line  10. 

On  page  71,  line  15,  beginning  with  the 
comma,  strike  out  all  through  “July  1,  1966” 
in  line  16. 

On  page  71,  after  line  16,  insert  the 
following  new  section : 

“Sec.  603.  The  amendments  made  by  sec¬ 
tions  601  and  602  of  this  title  shall  take 
effect  on  the  first  day  of  the  first  pay  period 
which  begins  on  or  after  the  date  of  enact¬ 
ment  of  this  Act.” 

On  page  71,  after  line  16,  add  the  following: 

“TITLE  VII - MISCELLANEOUS 

“Sec.  701.  (a)  Retroactive  compensation  or 
salary  shall  be  paid  by  reason  of  this  Act 
only  in  the  case  of  an  individual  in  the 
service  of  the  United  States  (including  serv¬ 
ice  in  the  Armed  Forces  of  the  United  States) 
or  the  municipal  government  of  the  District 
of  Columbia  on  the  date  of  enactment  of 
this  Act,  except  that  such  retroactive  com¬ 
pensation  or  salary  shall  be  paid  (1)  to  an 
officer  or  employee  who  retired  during  the 
period  beginning  on  the  first  day  of  the  first 
pay  period  which  begins  on  or  after  July  1, 
1966,  and  ending  on  the  date  of  enactment 
of  this  Act,  for  services  rendered  during  such 
period  and  (2)  in  accordance  with  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  Act  of  August  3,  1950  (Public 
Law  636,  Eighty-first  Congress),  as  amended 
(5  U.S.C.  61f-61k),  for  services  rendered 
during  the  period  beginning  on  the  first  day 
of  the  first  pay  period  which  begins  on  or 
after  July  1,  1966,  and  ending  on  the  date  of 
enactment  of  this  Act  by  an  officer  or  em¬ 
ployee  who  dies  during  such  period.  Such 
retroactive  compensation  or  salary  shall  not 
be  considered  as  basic  salary  for  the  purpose 
of  the  Civil  Service  Retirement  Act  in  the 
case  of  any  such  retired  or  deceased  officer  or 
employee. 

“(b)  For  the  purposes  of  this  section,  serv¬ 
ice  in  the  Armed  Forces  of  the  United  States, 
in  the  case  of  an  individual  relieved  from 
training  and  service  in  the  Armed  Forces  of 
the  United  States  or  discharged  from  hos¬ 
pitalization  following  such  training  and  serv¬ 
ice  shall  include  the  period  provided  by  law 
for  the  mandatory  restoration  of  such  indi¬ 
vidual  to  a  position  in  or  under  the  Federal 
Government  or  the  municipal  government  of 
the  District  of  Columbia. 

"(c)  For  the  purpose  of  determining  the 
amount  of  insurance  for  which  an  individual 
is  eligible  under  the  Federal  Employees’ 
Group  Life  Insurance  Act  of  1954,  all  changes 
in  rates  of  compensation  or  salary  which 
result  from  the  enactment  of  this  Act  shall 


be  held  and  considered  to  be  effective  as  of 
the  date  of  such  enactment.” 

Mr.  MONRONEY.  Mr.  President,  the 
amendments  are  technical  in  nature,  and 
I  ask  that  they  be  considered  en  bloc. 

The  amendments  are  designed  to  au¬ 
thorize  retroactive  pay  for  those  Federal 
employees  who  otherwise  will  not  be  paid 
for  the  time  between  the  effective  date  of 
this  legislation — July  1 — and  the  date  it 
is  enacted.  It  is  the  same  language 
which  Congress  always  uses  to  achieve 
this  purpose. 

When  the  Committee  on  Post  Office 
and  Civil  Service  reported  H.R.  14122  to 
the  Senate  on  May  26,  it  was  thought 
that  adequate  time  existed  to  pass  the 
bill  before  the  effective  date.  That  has 
not  proved  to  be  the  case.  To  make  sure 
that  all  employees  get  the  pay  which  the 
bill  is  designed  to  give  them,  these 
amendments  should  be  adopted  by  the 
Senate. 

There  are  minor  changes  in  the  effec¬ 
tive  dates  of  some  provisions  in  the  bill. 
To  avoid  a  very  complex  administrative 
problem  which  has  very  little  financial 
effect  upon  the  employees,  the  effective 
dates  for  the  Government’s  increased 
health  insurance  contribution,  increased 
special  delivery  allowance,  overtime  pay, 
and  premium  pay  have  been  moved  back 
from  the  pay  period  beginning  immedi¬ 
ately  after  July  1  to  the  pay  period  be¬ 
ginning  on  or  after  the  date  of  enact¬ 
ment. 

These  few  cases  will  affect  the  amount 
received  by  only  a  few  employees,  and 
only  to  a  very  minor  extent.  Otherwise, 
these  amendments  will  make  no  change 
in  the  bill  as  unanimously  approved  by 
our  committee. 

I  recommend  the  adoption  of  the 
amendments  en  bloc. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  en  bloc  to  the 
amendments  offered  by  the  Senator  from 
Oklahoma. 

The  amendments  were  agreed  to. 

Mr.  MONRONEY.  Mr.  President,  H.R. 
14122,  the  Federal  employees’  pay  bill  for 
1966,  combines  prudent  economic  and 
budgetary  policy,  at  a  time  when  reduc¬ 
tions  and  limitations  in  domestic  spend¬ 
ing  are  necessary,  with  several  key  re¬ 
forms  and  progressive  liberalizations  in 
the  policies  governing  Federal  employ¬ 
ment. 

H.R.  14122  provides  an  across-the- 
board  increase  averaging  2.9  percent  for 
all  levels  of  the  four  statutory  pay  sys¬ 
tems — postal,  classified,  foreign  service, 
and  the  medical  division  of  the  Veterans’ 
Administration.  The  adoption  of  an 
across-the-board  increase  this  year,  how¬ 
ever,  does  not  indicate  any  sentiment  on 
the  part  of  the  committee  to  return  to 
the  methods  of  pay  increases  which  gen¬ 
erally  prevailed  prior  to  the  Salary  Re¬ 
form  Act.  It  does  indicate  that  we  rec¬ 
ognize  the  needs  of  employees  in  the 
lower  salary  levels  who  are  most  directly 
affected  when  food  prices,  clothing 
prices,  medical  expenses,  and  all  other 
aspects  of  the  cost  of  living  rapidly  in¬ 
crease.  Those  in  the  upper  levels  of  pay 
are  no  less  deserving,  but  the  economic 
pinch  on  them  is  not  as  severe  as  it  is  on 
the  man  who  earns  $5,000  or  $6,000  a 
year. 
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The  take-home  pay  of  a  postal  letter 
carrier  or  of  a  GS-5  employee  in  the 
classified  service  in  the  first  few  years  of 
employment  averages  less  than  $375  a 
month.  For  a  man  with  a  family,  living 
in  a  big  city,  as  most  of  our  employees 
are  these  days,  that  is  an  extremely 
limited  income.  The  need  is  obviously 
greatest  at  these  lower  salary  levels. 

I  believe  that  comparability  must  be 
achieved  to  recruit  and  retain  the  quality 
of  personnel  the  Government  must  have. 
But  in  1966,  the  needs  of  our  country  in 
fulfilling  other  commitments  require  a 
limitation  upon  domestic  spending.  This 
pay  bill  is  designed  accordingly. 

At  this  point  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
to  have  printed  in  the  Record  a  section- 
by-section  analysis  of  the  bill  as  reported, 
and  an  itemization  of  the  cost  of  the  bill. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  analysis 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Sectional  Analysis  of  H.R.  14122 

Title  I  provides  an  average  increase  of  2.9 
percent  in  the  basic  compensation  of  em¬ 
ployees  subject  to  the  four  statutory  sched¬ 
ules — the  general  schedule  of  the  Classifica¬ 
tion  Act,  the  Postal  Field  Service  schedule, 
and  the  schedules  for  employees  in  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Medicine  and  Surgery  of  the 
Veterans'  Administration  and  the  Foreign 
Service.  Employees  in  county  offices  of  the 
Agriculture  Soil  Conservation  Service  and 
United  States  assistant  attorneys  are  also 
given  the  2.9  percent  increase.  Employees 
of  other  agencies  of  the  Executive  Branch 
whose  salaries  are  adjusted  by  administrative 
action  are  authorized  to  be  increased  in 
amounts  similar  to  the  increases  applying  to 
the  schedules.  All  salary  increases  shall  be 
retroactively  effective  to  the  first  day  of  the 
first  pay  period  which  began  on  or  after  July 
1,  1966.  This  retroactive  payment  includes 
those  outside  the  four  statutory  schedules. 

Section  103  permits  the  appointment  of 
new  employees  at  a  rate  above  the  entrance 
rate  of  the  grade  in  GS-11  and  above  when 
the  Civil  Service  Commission  approves  such 
appointments.  Present  law,  enacted  in  1964, 
permits  such  appointments  in  GS-13  and 
above. 

Title  II  increases  or  authorizes  increases 
for  employees  in  the  judicial  branch  of  the 
Government. 

Title  HI  increases  or  authorizes  increases 
for  employees  of  the  Congress  and  employees 
of  Members  of  Congress. 

The  effective  date  for  all  salary  increases 
is  the  first  day  of  the  first  pay  period  begin¬ 
ning  on  or  after  July  1,  1966. 

Title  IV  provides  several  improvements  in 
law  governing  Federal  employment. 

Section  401  will  permit  the  Postmaster 
General  to  appoint  or  advance  any  employee 
transferred,  with  his  function,  into  the  postal 
service  to  a  step  in  the  level  of  the  postal 
field  service  schedule  or  system.  The  general 
rule  in  the  postal  service  is  to  enter  at  the 
first  step,  regardless  of  previous  salary  or  ex¬ 
perience.  This  occasionally  results  in  an 
employee  losing  money  because  the  postal 
service  has  taken  over  a  function  previously 
administered  by  another  agency.  With  re¬ 
spect  to  employees  previously  transferred, 
the  provisions  of  Section  401  will  permit 
redetermination  of  the  employee’s  pay  step, 
by  reconstructing  advancement  through  the 
Postal  salary  schedules  as  if  the  new  pro¬ 
vision  had  been  in  effect  at  the  time  of  trans¬ 
fer.  If  such  reconstruction  places  the 
employee  in  a  step  above  the  step  attained* 
as  of  the  effective  date  of  Section  401,  a  pay 
adjustment  will  be  made,  placing  the  em¬ 
ployee  in  the  reconstructed  step,  as  of  July  2, 
1966.  Since  an  adjustment  of  this  kind 
would  result  in  an  equivalent  increase,  the 


employee  will  begin  a  new  waiting  period  for 
his  next  step  increase  on  July  2. 

Section  402  permits  the  adjustment  of  sal¬ 
ary  for  certain  postal  supervisors  who  are 
senior  to  certain  other  supervisors  promoted 
after  October  13,  1962.  This  provision  will 
require  that  senior  employees  in  the  same 
postal  occupation  will  be  elevated  to  the 
same  step  of  the  PFS  level  as  is  held  by  a 
junior  employee  promoted  after  the  Salary 
Reform  Act  of  1962. 

Section  403  increases  the  mileage  and  hour 
allowance  for  special  delivery  messengers 
who  use  their  own  vehicle.  This  payment  is 
usally  confined  to  Christmas  time  when  Gov¬ 
ernment  vehicles  are  not  easily  available  to 
special  delivery  messengers. 

Section  404  authorizes  overtime  payment 
for  work  in  excess  of  8  hours  in  1  day  for 
classified  employees  with  the  exception  of 
certain  engineering  and  scientific  employees. 
Classified  Federal  employees  get  overtime  pay 
for  work  in  excess  of  40  hours  in  a  week,  but 
heretofore  the  law  has  not  required  pay  for 
work  in  excess  of  8  hours  in  a  day. 

Section  404  also  raises  the  grade  level  for 
overtime  pay  from  the  rate  paid  GS-9,  step  1, 
to  the  same  step  of  GS-10.  Employees  above 
that  level  can  be  paid  or  given  compensatory 
time  off,  at  the  discretion  of  management. 

Section  404  also  raises  the  level  for  manda¬ 
tory  overtime  pay  for  postal  employees  from 
PFS-7  to  PFS-10.  The  1965  Salary  Act  abol¬ 
ished  compensatory  time  below  level  8  and 
permitted  payment  above  level  7  at  the  dis¬ 
cretion  of  the  Postmaster  General. 

Section  405  requires  a  premium  of  25  per¬ 
cent  of  base  pay  for  any  employee  whose  reg¬ 
ularly  scheduled  5-day  workweek  includes 
Sunday.  The  premium  will  be  paid  for  the 
entire  8-hour  period  of  service  regardless  of 
the  numbers  of  hours  which  actually  occur 
on  Sunday.  This  is  identical  to  the  provi¬ 
sions  for  regular  postal  employees  enacted 
last  year. 

Section  406  permits  full-time  officers  and 
employees  of  Federal  employee  unions  to 
carry  Federal  life  and  health  insurance  while 
serving  as  union  officers  provided  that  the 
total  cost  of  such  insurance  is  paid  by  the 
employee  and  his  union.  The  officer  will  re¬ 
ceive  the  benefit  of  the  group  rate  at  his  own 
expense.  The  Government  will  pay  nothing. 

Section  407  requires  the  25-percent  in¬ 
crease  in  uniform  allowance  authorized  in 
the  1965  Salary  Act.  The  House-approved 
provision  has  been  amended  to  permit  the 
Federal  agency  to  make  payment  direct  to 
the  uniform  vendor  and  deduct  a  service 
discount  of  4  percent  from  the  amount  paid 
to  the  vendor. 

Section  408  equalizes  the  salary  of  the  Di¬ 
rector  of  the  Federal  Mediation  and  Concili¬ 
ation  Service  with  the  salary  of  the  Chairman 
of  the  Federal  Mediation  Board  at  level  III 
of  the  Federal  Executive  Salary  Schedule 
($28,500). 

Title  V  includes  several  significant  amend¬ 
ments  to  the  Civil  Service  Retirement  Act  to 
improve  the  retirement  benefits  of  Federal 
employees. 

Section  502  eliminates  the  requirement 
that  a  child  be  dependent  upon  a  Federal- 
employee  parent  in  order  to  receive  a  sur¬ 
vivor  annuity.  This  will  permit  the  children 
of  a  working  mother  to  receive  a  survivor 
annuity  in  the  event  of  her  death.  The 
section  also  raises  from  21  to  22  the  maxi¬ 
mum  age  for  student  survivors  to  receive 
annuity  payment. 

Section  503  permits  credit  for  leave  with¬ 
out  pay  for  Federal  employee  union  officers 
for  the  purposes  of  retirement.  Under  cur¬ 
rent  law,  these  officers  have  received  a  half- 
year’s  credit  for  each  full  year  on  leave  with¬ 
out  pay  without  contribution.  The  Retire¬ 
ment  Act  was  not  designed  to  permit  this 
credit.  Section  503  requires,  after  the  en¬ 
actment  of  this  act,  that  any  such  union  of¬ 
ficer  shall  receive  credit  for  time  served  as 
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a  union  officer  only  if  he  pays  the  full  amount 
of  employee  and  agency  contributions. 
There  will  be  no  cost  to  the  Government. 

Section  504  enacts  a  long-sought  goal  of 
Federal  employees— retirement  of  a  full  an¬ 
nuity  at  age  55  after  30  years’  service.  Re¬ 
tirement  on  a  full  annuity  will  also  be  per¬ 
mitted  at  age  60  after  20  years’  service. 

Section  505  prohibts  a  Member  of  Con¬ 
gress  from  retiring  at  age  55  on  an  unreduced 
annuity.  The  provisions  of  present  law,  re¬ 
ducing  the  full  annuity  by  1  percent  for  each 
full  year  below  60,  will  continue  to  be  ap¬ 
plicable  to  Members  of  Congress. 

Section  506  permits  the  widow  of  a  Fed¬ 
eral  employee  to  continue  receiving  her  sur¬ 
vivor  annuity  if  she  remarries  after  attain¬ 
ing  age  60,  or  to  have  her  annuity  reinstated 
in  the  event  a  remarriage  prior  to  age  60  is 
terminated.  If  such  a  widow  has  an  election 
of  survivor  annuities  under  any  Federal  em¬ 
ployee  retirement  program,  she  may  elect 
which  she  wishes  to  receive,  but  cannot  re¬ 
ceive  more  than  one. 

Section  507  increases  the  annuities  of  wid¬ 
ows  and  widowers  of  Federal  employees  who 
died  or  retired  prior  to  October  11,  1962,  by 
10  percent.  Spouses  of  Federal  employees 
who  retired  prior  to  that  date  shaU  receive 
the  10-percent  increase  when  their  annuity 
commences.  N 

Section  508  establishes  the  effective  dates 
of  the  retirement  amendments.  Except  for 
the  amendments  affecting  the  student  sur¬ 
vivor  annuity  of  children  of  Federal  employ¬ 
ees,  the  amendments  are  entirely  prospective 
and  shall  have  no  effect  upon  the  annuities 
or  entitlement  to  annuity  of  any  person  who 
died  or  was  separated  or  retired  prior  to  the 
effective  date  of  this  act.  In  the  cases  of 
surviving  student  children,  however,  the 
amendments  shall  apply  to  any  such  child 
who  is  otherwise  eligible  under  the  condi¬ 
tions  of  these  amendments. 

Section  601  increases  the  maximum  age 
limit  for  health  insurance  coverage  for  the 
children  of  employees  from  21  to  22.  This  is 
in  line  with  the  age  increase  for  survivor 
children  receiving  civil  service  annuities 
while  in  college. 

Section  602  increases  the  Government’s 
contribution  to  the  cost  of  high-option 
health  insurance  by  approximately  10  per¬ 
cent.  Employees  have  paid  the  full  cost  of 
each  insurance  premium  increase  since  the 
program  was  commenced  in  1960. 

Estimated  cost  of  the  bill,  as  reported 


Millions 

Salary  increase _ $416.  7 


Classified  service _  273. 1 

Postal  service _  131.5 

Veterans’  Administration _  6.  7 

Foreign  Service _  5.  4 


Additional  health  insurance _  34.  0 

Postal  supervisors  adjustment _  2.  0 

Uniform  allowance  increase 1 _ _ 

Special  delivery  allowance _  .  3 

Postal  supervisors  overtime _  14.  3 

Classified  overtime _  5.  6 

Sunday  premium _  32.  0 

Retirement  benefits: 

55/30— 60/20— . . . .  19.7 

Widow’s  remarriage _  12.  0 

Child’s  annuity _  .  3 

Annuity  increase _  7.  0 

Additional  interest  on  the  unfunded 
liability  of  the  civil  service  retire¬ 
ment  and  disability  fund _ _  30.  3 

Equivalent  offset2 _ 1 _ (68.3) 


Total  cost _  605. 8 


1  This  cost  is  not  included  because  it  was 
charged  against  the  cost  of  the  1965  Salary 
Act  and  is  not  properly  attributable  to  this 
bill. 

2  This  offset  against  the  total  cost  of  the 
bill  is  derived  from  the  additional  cost  of 
retirement  benefits  under  present  law  plus 
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new  benefits  created  by  the  enactment  of  the 
retirement  provisions  of  this  bill,  approxi¬ 
mately  0.5  percent  of  present  payroll. 

In  the  Economic  Report,  1965,  the  Council 
of  Economic  Advisers  stated  the  following: 
“On  Jan.  1,  employer  payroll  taxes  to  finance 
social  security  and  Medicare  rose  substan¬ 
tially,  raising  labor  costs  per  hour  by  an  aver¬ 
age  of  two-thirds  of  a  percent.  These  taxes 
are  not  included  in  the  definition  of  em¬ 
ployee  compensation  fpr  purposes  of  the 
guideposts,  since  the  rates  and  benefits  are 
determined  by  law  rather  than  by  collective 
bargaining.  Nonetheless,  recognition  has  to 
be  taken  of  the  extraordinary  increases  in 
taxes  at  this  time,  which  will  raise  both  unit 
labor  costs  and  yield  future  benefits  to  em¬ 
ployees.” 

Because  the  principle  of  the  guideposts  is 
to  permit  all  to  participate  in  the  general 
increase  in  productivity  and  prosperity,  the 
executive  branch  agrees  that  an  equivalent 
offset  should  be  included  in  determining  the 
increase  in  compensation  for  Federal  em¬ 
ployees. 

Mr.  MONRONEY.  This  pay  bill  is 
quite  similar  to  the  measure  passed  by 
the  House  and  referred  to  our  commit¬ 
tee.  We  have  proposed  three  amend¬ 
ments  which,  in  my  opinion,  improve  the 
bill  and  reduce  its  costs.  These  amend¬ 
ments  resulted  from  testimony  taken  in 
hearings  over  many  days,  in  which  most 
of  the  members  participated. 

Our  most  important  amendment  is  the 
deletion  of  section  507  of  the  bill,  as  re¬ 
ferred,  which  would  have  provided  for  a 
recomputation  of  annuities  and  survivor 
annuities  based  on  the  death  or  retire¬ 
ment  of  an  employee  occurring  between 
April  1948  and  October  1962.  The 
amount  which  an  employee  paid  to  pro¬ 
vide  his  widow  with  a  survivor  annuity 
varied  during  that  15-year  period,  and 
their  percentage  which  the  widow  re¬ 
ceived  also  varied.  In  October  1962, 
Congress  established  the  present  survi¬ 
vor  annuity  formula  of  a  2.5-percent  re¬ 
duction  in  the  first  $3,600  of  salary,  and 
10  percent  of  any  excess,  in  order  to  pro¬ 
vide  a  55-percent  remainder  to  the 
widow.  Employees  who  retired  before 
the  1962  amendment  paid  more,  and 
their  spouses  received  5  percent  less. 
Section  507  would  have  put  all  under  the 
1962  formula. 

The  executive  branch  vigorously  op¬ 
posed  this  provision.  The  committee 
gave  this  matter  its  most  careful  and 
thoughtful  consideration.  The  principle 
of  recomputing  past  civil  service  retire¬ 
ment  benefits  on  the  basis  of  laws  en¬ 
acted  after  an  employee’s  retirement  has 
not  been  followed  by  Congress  since 
prior  to  the  major  civil  service  retire¬ 
ment  amendments  of  1948.  The  Armed 
Services  Committees  have  also  refrained 
from  recomputations  in  recent  years. 
Although  the  cost  of  this  particular  pro¬ 
vision  was  not  great,  the  total  actuarial 
cost — a  cost  which  continues  as  long  as 
the  retirement  system  exists — was  esti¬ 
mated  to  be  $355  million.  Enactment  of 
the  recomputation  would  have  opened 
the  door  to  further  recomputations,  and 
the  total  cost  to  the  retirement  fund  or 
the  Treasury  could  amount  to  many  bil¬ 
lions  of  dollars. 

To  avoid  this  very  significant  prob¬ 
lem,  the  committee  deleted  section  507  as 
passed  by  the  House  and  substituted  in 
its  place  a  10-percent  increase  in  the 
annuities  of  surviving  spouses  whose  an¬ 


nuities  are  or  will  be  based  on  retirement 
prior  to  the  1962  amendment.  The  re¬ 
sult  insofar  as  widows  and  widowers  are 
concerned  will  be  the  same.  A  10-per- 
cent  increase  in  the  spouse’s  annuity  is 
identical  in  result  to  a  recomputation 
increasing  the  percentage  of  annuity 
from  50  to  55  percent.  But  the  long- 
range  cost  and  the  implications  for  fu¬ 
ture  congressional  policy  are  tempered. 
In  addition,  the  10 -percent  increase  will 
apply  to  widows  and  widowers  prior  to 
1948.  This  is  the  group  in  greatest  need 
who  receive  the  smallest  civil  service 
annuities. 

I  am  sure  that  this  change  in  the  bill 
will  not  satisfy  all,  but  it  aims  at  help¬ 
ing  those  who  need  help  most.  An¬ 
nuitants  themselves,  who  received  either 
a  6-  or  11 -percent  increase  last  Decem¬ 
ber,  are  probably  going  to  receive  a  3- 
percent  cost-of-living  increase  before 
the  end  of  this  year.  Our  efforts  to  im¬ 
prove  the  economic  well-being  of  all  re¬ 
tired  employees  and  their  families  shall 
continue. 

Two  other  amendments  concern  over¬ 
time  pay  for  work  exceeding  8  horn's  in 
1  day,  and  postal  seniority  adjustments. 

As  referred,  the  bill  would  have  re¬ 
quired  time-and-a-half  for  any  work  in 
excess  of  8  hours  a  day  for  all  classified 
employees  GS-10  and  below.  The  com¬ 
mittee  has  retained  the  substance  of  this 
amendment,  but  has  excluded  certain 
employees  engaged  in  scientific  and  re¬ 
search  work  whose  schedule,  while  not 
exceeding  40  hours  in  a  week,  does  occa¬ 
sionally  exceed  8  hours  in  a  day.  The 
nature  of  their  work  requires  it.  This 
amendment  will  reduce  the  cost  of  the 
House  provision  by  two-thirds.  The 
committee  has  elevated  the  rate  of  over¬ 
time  pay  for  firefighters,  investigators, 
and  certain  other  employees  from  GS-9 
to  GS-10.  Thus  a  level  of  the  general 
schedule  employees  will  enjoy  this 
benefit. 

The  postal  seniority  adjustment,  as 
referred,  would  have  given  step  in¬ 
creases  to  supervisors  senior  to  any  jun¬ 
ior  employee  in  their  same  salary  level. 
The  committee  has  revised  this  provi¬ 
sion  to  divide  these  employees  into  postal 
service  occupational  groups,  so  that  a 
supervisor  in  the  motor  vehicle  division 
will  not  get  an  increase  simply  because  a 
foreman  of  the  mails,  who  is  junior  in 
total  service,  happens  to  make  more 
money. 

I  believe  both  of  these  amendments 
are  acceptable  and  suitable  refinements 
to  the  bill.  The  cost  of  the  bill  is  re¬ 
duced  by  $13.8  million  thereby. 

Other  than  these  three  amendments 
and  certain  technical  changes  in  lan¬ 
guage,  the  bill  is  identical  to  the  re¬ 
ferred  bill. 

One  important  provision  increases  the 
Government’s  contribution  to  health  in¬ 
surance  costs  by  $34  million,  a  10-per¬ 
cent  increase  in  the  policies  carried  by 
most  employees.  When  the  Federal  em¬ 
ployees’  health  program  was  enacted  in 
1959,  it  was  assumed  that  most  em¬ 
ployees  would  choose  the  low-cost,  low- 
option  program,  for  which  the  Govern¬ 
ment  contribution  was  fixed  at  50  per¬ 
cent,  regardless  of  actual  dollar  cost. 
But  experience  has  shown  that  almost  90 


percent  of  our  employees  chose  the 
high-option  program,  offering  greater 
protection  and  costing  much  more. 

In  1960,  when  the  program  began,  the 
Government  paid  nearly  40  percent  of 
the  high-option  premium.  Since  then, 
the  employees  have  paid  the  full  cost  of 
all  premium  increases,  and  the  Govern¬ 
ment’s  dollar-amount  contribution  has 
declined  as  a  percentage  of  total  cost. 
H.R.  14122  will  remedy  this  by  restoring 
the  original  ratio.  It  is  not  a  complete 
remedy,  but  it  will  add  to  the  employee’s 
take-home  pay,  and  it  will  demonstrate 
Congress  intention  to  continue  a  major 
role  in  paying  the  costs  of  fringe  benefit 
programs. 

The  bill  requires  that  the  increased 
authorization  for  uniform  allowances 
included  in  last  year’s  bill  be  given  to  the 
employees.  In  1965,  Congress  increased 
the  maximum  amount  from  $100  to  $125, 
but  action  to  implement  this  increase 
has  been  slow  in  coming.  To  avoid  fur¬ 
ther  delay,  the  language  has  been  made 
mandatory.  The  committee  has  amend¬ 
ed  this  provision  to  provide  authority  for 
the  various  agencies  to  make  reimburse¬ 
ments  direct  to  the  uniform  vendors 
rather  than  reimbursing  the  employee. 
If  such  direct  reimbursement  is  made, 
the  agency  may  discount  the  amount 
paid  the  vendor  by  4  percent. 

The  Civil  Service  Retirement  Act  has 
been  amended  to  provide  several  long- 
sought  reforms.  Hereafter,  employees 
shall  be  permitted  to  retire  at  age  55 
after  30  years’  service  without  reduction 
in  their  annuity.  This  has  been  a  goal 
of  employees  for  more  than  40  years. 
Authority  to  permit  agencies  to  retire 
employees  in  GS-13  and  above  at  such 
age  and  service  has  not  been  adopted. 

Hereafter,  when  the  widow  of  a  de¬ 
ceased  Federal  employee  remarries  after 
attaining  age  60,  she  shall  continue  to 
receive  her  annuity.  This  amendment 
is  much  needed.  It  is  most  difficult  for 
the  widow  of  a  former  employee  to  give 
up  her  small  annuity  upon  remarriage 
and  then,  through  her  second  husband’s 
death,  be  left  with  virtually  nothing — 
and  sometimes  nothing  at  all.  Should 
a  widow  remarry  prior  to  attaining  age 
60,  her  annuity  will  cease,  but  it  may  be 
resumed  if  the  marriage  is  terminated. 

Under  present  law,  the  children  of  de¬ 
ceased  employees  must  be  dependent 
upon  their  parent  in  order  to  receive  a 
survivor  annuity.  In  the  case  of  the 
father,  this  is  usually  true,  but  in  the 
case  of  a  working  mother,  it  is  not  usu¬ 
ally  true,  and  if  it  is,  it  must  be  proven. 
This  bill  eliminates  the  requirement  of 
dependency.  From  now  on,  the  children 
of  a  working  mother  shall  be  eligible  to 
receive  the  survivor  annuity.  The  maxi¬ 
mum  age  limit  for  children-survivors 
who  are  students  has  been  increased 
from  21  to  22,  to  permit  them  to  finish 
the  normal  term  of  a  college  education. 

The  committee  has  also  extended  the 
maximum  age  limit  for  family  coverage 
under  the  health  insurance  program 
from  21  to  22. 

Provisions  in  the  bill  which  would  have 
permitted  Members  of  Congress  to  receive 
credit  at  the  Member  rate  for  service 
in  the  executive  branch,  and  to  compute 
their  annuity  on  an  average  salary  other 
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than  their  congressional  salary  have  been 
deleted  from  the  reported  bill. 

The  bill  reported  from  the  committee 
cost  $505.8  million  annually,  based  on  the 
wage-price  guideposts  which  cover  the 
statutory  salary  systems.  There  is  about 
$46  million  in  cost  for  other  salary  sys¬ 
tems — wage  board  employees  and  em¬ 
ployees  of  the  legislative  and  judicial 
branches — which  are  outside  the  guide- 
posts. 

This  cost  figure  is  about  $20  million 
above  the  3.2  guidepost  measurement. 
The  committee  is  fully  aware  of  this. 
But  we  believe  we  have  done  as  much 
cutting  as  we  can.  The  salaries  recom¬ 
mended  in  this  bill  are  largely  based  on 
rates  prevailing  in  private  enterprise 
more  than  a  year  ago.  The  real  increase 
in  salaries  is  the  money  added  to  the  em¬ 
ployee’s  purchasing  power.  The  increase 
in  the  Consumer  Price  Index  since  the 
enactment  of  Public  Law  89-301  is  1.9 
percent.  If  we  subtract  that  net  pur¬ 
chasing  power  loss — and  if  we  take  any 
account  whatsoever  of  the  effect  of  State 
and  local  taxes,  retirement  deductions, 
and  increased  life  insurance  premiums 
and  health  insurance  premiums  in  some 
plans  last  year,  the  increase  is  quite  mod¬ 
erate.  To  do  less  than  we  have  done  in 
this  bill  would  be  to  do  practically  noth¬ 
ing  at  all. 

I  urge  the  Senate  to  take  favorable 
and  speedy  action  on  this  measure. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MONRONEY.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
happy  to  yield  to  the  ranking  minority 
member  of  the  Post  Office  and  Civil 
Service  Committee.  I  appreciate  his 
strong  assistance  in  reporting  a  bill 
which  will  give  the  Federal  employees 
the  maximum  allowable  increase  within 
the  lines  of  the  noninflationary  guide- 
posts  which  the  President  has  urged  upon 
private  industry.  It  was  felt  that  the 
Government  should  also  respond  to  that 
request. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  I  com¬ 
mend  the  distinguished  chairman  of  the 
Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Committee 
for  his  dedicated  and  active  interest  in 
securing  the  introduction  of  the  bill  to¬ 
day  and  in  urging  its  passage. 

I  think  the  Record  should  reflect  that 
the  minority  members  of  the  committee 
endorsed  the  bill  and  voted  to  report  the 
bill. 

I  should  like  to  say,  however,  that  Con¬ 
gress  clearly  wrote  into  the  Federal 
Salary  Act  of  1982  what  the  policy  of 
comparability  pay  should  be  for  all  Fed¬ 
eral  employees.  I  sincerely  regret  that 
the  pending  bill  lacks  a  great  deal  of 
reaching  that  optimum  hope  that  Con¬ 
gress  had  in  passing  the  legislation  in 
1962. 

I  realize  the  difficulty  which  confronts 
the  President  of  the  United  States  when 
trying  to  hold  the  pay  increases  to  3.2 
percent. 

The  bill  as  reported  by  the  committee 
calls  for  a  2.9-percent  increase  in  basic 
pay.  That  does  not  mean,  however,  as 
small  as  that  is,  that  there  are  not  many 
benefits  contained  in  the  bill. 

I  am  pleased  to  support  the  bill  fully 
because  the  bill  provides  additional  bene¬ 


fits  in  health  insurance,  provisions  for 
better  pay  for  some  of  the  widows. 
Changes  were  written  into  the  bill  to 
benefit  survivors  and  to  provide  for 
Sunday  pay,  for  postal  overtime,  and  for 
classified  overtime.  Several  other  fea¬ 
tures  in  the  bill  are  really  important. 

I  should  not  like  to  let  this  particular 
debate  go  by  without  mentioning  that 
we  fall  far  short  of  comparability.  The 
bill  was  passed  at  a  level  of  March  1, 1985, 
and  the  compensation  of  the  Federal  em¬ 
ployees  is  considerably  behind  that  of 
those  people  in  private  industry  at  the 
present  time. 


Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  to  have  printed  at  this  point  in  the 
Record  a  tabulation  entitled  “High  Rise: 
A  Sampling  of  1966  Construction  Con¬ 
tract  Settlements.”  The  tabulation  was 
published  in  the  Business  Week  magazine 
of  June  18,  1966,  and  deals  with  some  of 
the  construction  contract  settlements  in 
private  industry,  showing  that  many  of 
them,  instead  of  3.2  percent,  have  been 
settled  on  the  basis  of  6.5  percent,  7.5  per¬ 
cent,  10  percent,  and  16  percent. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  tabula¬ 
tion  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 


II igh  rise — A  sampling  of  1966  construction  contract  settlements 


i  Craft 

Contract 

Hourly  pay  in  dollars 

Percent 

term  (years) 

From — 

To— 

annual  rise 

Bricklayers,  Detroit _ 

Carpenters: 

2 

$5.30 

$6. 15 

7.5 

Miami _ _  1 

3 

4.  04 

5.  30 

10.  3 

Memphis _ 

4 

4.00 

4.  65 

4  0 

Buffalo _ _ _ 

3 

5. 10 

6. 15 

7  0 

Cement  masons,  Seattle _ 

Laborers: 

2 

4.  54 

5.22 

7. 5 

West  Palm  Beach. . 

3 

1.75 

2.  60 

16  0 

Los  Angeles _ _ 

3 

4.01 

4.  96 

8.  0 

Idaho-Oregou  _ _ 

5 

3.27 

4.  24 H 
4.  55'A 

6.  0 

ITod  carriers,  Chicago _ 

3 

3.83 

6  0 

Ironworkers,  New  Orleans. 

Operating  engineers: 

2 

4.40 

5. 05'  " 

7.5 

Washington _ _ 

3 

4. 8314 

5. 5814 

5.0 

Chicago _ _ 

4 

4.  70 

6.00 

7.  0 

Painters,  Kansas  City _ 

Plasterers: 

3 

4.48 

6.03 

4.0 

Marin,  Calif  ...  _ 

3'4 

5.90 

7.  40 

5.  5 

Buffalo _ _ 

Plumbers: 

3 

5.  01 

6.51 

7.0 

Philadelphia _ 

3 

5.46 

6.  51 

6.  3 

Nashville  .  _ _ 

2 

4.  41 

4.91 

5.  5 

Sheet  metal  workers,  North  Dakota _ 

3 

3.25 

3. 95 

7.4 

Source:  TJ.S.  Department  of  Labor. 


Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
submitted  that  tabulation  for  the  Record 
to  show  that  Congress  has  been  very 
careful  in  trying  to  comply  with  the  Pres¬ 
ident’s  request  by  keeping  the  increase  at 
2.9  percent. 

I  hope  that  we  will  pass  this  legisla¬ 
tion,  meager  as  it  is,  this  afternoon  in 
behalf  of  the  interest  of  the  Federal  em¬ 
ployees. 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MONRONEY.  Mr.  President,  I 
am  happy  to  yield  to  the  distinguished 
senior  Senator  from  Texas,  the  chairman 
of  the  Subcommittee  on  Postal  Affairs, 
who  has  been  of  great  assistance  in  help¬ 
ing  the  committee  with  this  legislation. 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  Mr.  President,  I 
very  much  appreciate  the  kind  words 
from  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Oklahoma,  the  distinguished  chairman 
of  the  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Com¬ 
mittee.  His  diligent  attention  to  the 
work  of  that  committee  has  enabled  the 
pending  bill  to  be  brought  before  the 
Senate  today. 

It  is  a  bill  that  embraces,  encom¬ 
passes,  and  includes  a  pay  raise  for 
1,800,000  classified  civil  service  Federal 
employees  and  postal  employees. 

The  skillful  and  sensitive  handling  of 
the  pending  bill  by  the  Senator  from 
Oklahoma  enabled  the  bill  to  be  brought 
to  the  floor  with  little  controversy  and 
with  almost  universal  approbation. 

The  Senator  from  Oklahoma  has  been 
tireless  and  patient  in  working  out  a  bill 


with  all  members  of  the  committee.  He 
has  worked  diligently  and  tirelessly  and 
has  reported  a  bill  that  will  aid  many 
people. 

Mr.  President,  I  am  pleased  to  add  my 
support  to  the  Federal  Salary  and  Fringe 
Benefits  Act  of  1966.  This  is  a  realistic, 
noninflationary  measure  which  provides 
for  much  needed  increases  for  our  Fed¬ 
eral  employees,  and  at  the  same  time, 
takes  into  account  this  year’s  budgetary 
limitations. 

I  also  commend  the  patriotic  repre¬ 
sentatives  of  the  various  employee  groups 
who,  after  presenting  testimony  justify¬ 
ing  much  greater  increases,  were  willing 
because  of  the  war  in  Vietnam  to  accept 
part  of  the  proven,  needful  increase  at 
this  time. 

It  is  a  very  patriotic  attitude  for  the 
employees  to  take. 

I  concur  in  what  the  distinguished 
senior  Senator  from  Kansas  has  said. 
The  employees  are  entitled  under  the 
Comparability  Act  to  greater  pay  in¬ 
creases.  Their  work  entitles  them  to  it. 
However,  they  accepted  the  pending  bill. 

I  hope  that  next  year  the  situation  will 
be  such  that  we  can  provide  the  full  in¬ 
creases  the  Federal  work  force  deserves. 

The  late  President  Kennedy  recognized 
that  the  complex  programs  of  the  great¬ 
est  Nation  on  earth  require  the  finest  and 
most  imaginative  talent  available.  He 
also  realized  that  in  order  to  attract  and 
retain  this  caliber  of  employee,  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  has  to  pay  salaries  comparable 
with  private  industry.  In  1962,  he  pro- 
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posed  the  principle  of  Federal  salary 
comparability  with  private  enterprise 
which  was  embodied  in  the  Federal 
Salary  Reform  Act  of  1962. 

We  have  attempted  to  carry  this  out, 
but,  due  to  the  cost  of  the  war  in  Viet¬ 
nam,  the  pending  bill  does  not  reach  full 
comparability  for  the  Federal  employees. 

We  have  made  much  progress  since 
1962,  but  there  is  still  catching  up  to  be 
accomplished.  Some  progress  has  been 
made  in  H.R.  14122,  of  which  the  Senate 
can  be  proud.  The  bill  would  virtually 
eliminate  unpaid  overtime  work  for  all 
classified  employees — the  only  group 
heretofore  left  out  of  overtime  pay  for 
work  over  8  hours  a  day.  Mandatory 
overtime  pay  for  postal  supervisors  would 
be  extended  through  PFS-10,  which 
would  do  much  to  improve  morale  among 
these  higher  level  employees  whose  serv¬ 
ices  are  so  vital  to  an  efficient  postal 
service. 

I  am  happy  to  see  that  retirement  at 
age  55  on  a  full  annuity  after  30  years’ 
service  is  included  in  the  bill.  This  has 
been  a  major  aim  of  employees  and  em¬ 
ployee  unions  for  many  years,  and  in  for¬ 
mer  sessions  of  Congress  I  have  intro¬ 
duced  bills  intended  to  accomplish  this. 
Benefits  for  the  survivors  of  Federal  em¬ 
ployees  would  be  liberalized/  under  the 
proposed  legislation.  Children  of  de¬ 
ceased  employees  would  have  an  op¬ 
portunity  to  finish  their  college  educa¬ 
tion  while  still  receiving  their  civil  serv¬ 
ice  annuity.  Widows  past  the  age  of  60 
would  be  able  to  retain  their  annuity 
when  they  remarried.  I  am  glad  to  see 
these  progressive  improvements  enacted. 

I  regret  our  failure  to  achieve  full 
comparability  with  private  enterprise, 
particularly  for  those  employees  in  the 
middle  and  lower  levels  where  rising 
prices  and  costs  of  living  hurt  most. 

In  connection  with  the  fringe  bene¬ 
fits,  I  believe  this  is  an  outstanding  Fed¬ 
eral  pay  bill.  The  pay  increases  are  not 
high,  but  employees  had  been  seeking 
many  of  these  fringe  benefits  before  I 
came  to  the  Senate  9  years  ago.  We  have 
been  fighting  for  these  fringe  benefits 
the  last  9  years,  and  now  they  are  writ¬ 
ten  into  the  pending  bill. 

This  is  a  landmark  bill  in  the  so-called 
fringe  benefit  area. 

I  commend  the  senior  Senator  from 
Oklahoma,  whose  leadership  has 
brought  the  bill  to  this  point,  where  it 
is  near  passage. 

Mr.  MONRONEY.  I  thank  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  Texas  for  his 
remarks  and  for  his  efforts  in  bringing 
the  bill  to  the  floor  by  unanimous  vote  of 
the  committee. 

Mr.  WIT  I  JAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MONRONEY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  sub¬ 
mitted  a  couple  of  amendments  that 
dealt  with  the  House  bill  and  they  were 
referred  to  the  committee.  The  purpose 
of  the  amendments  was  to  delete  from 
the  House  bill  two  sections,  each  of  which 
proposed  to  increase  the  benefits  for  a 
former  Member  of  Congress.  As  I  re¬ 
call,  one  section  provided  for  increasing 
benefits  by  about  100  percent  for  one 
former  Member  of  Congress,  and  the 


other  section  provided  for  about  a  60- 
percent  increase. 

I  shall  put  two  letters  in  the  Record 
outlining  the  special  benefits  proposed  in 
the  Houes  bill  for  these  two  Members 
of  Congress. 

It  was  my  understanding  that  the 
committee  accepted  both  amendments 
and  that  those  special  benefit  provisions 
are  not  part  of  the  bill  now  before  us. 

Mr.  MONRONEY.  The  Senator  from 
Delaware  is  absolutely  correct.  The 
committee  believed  that  these  amend¬ 
ments  did  not  belong  in  the  bill.  They 
were  in  the  nature  of  private  legisla¬ 
tion,  and  were  deleted  from  the  House- 
passed  bill  by  the  committee. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
the  two  letters  dealing  with  the  need  for 
these  amendments  to  prevent  the  special 
retirement  benefits  for  these  two  former 
Members  of  Congress  be  printed  in  the 
Record. 

I  congratulate  the  committee  on  its 
acceptance  of  these  amendments  which 
deleted  the  special  benefits  for  these 
two  former  Members  of  Congress. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  amend¬ 
ments  were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 


U.S.  Civil  Service  Commission, 
Bureau  of  Retirement  and  In¬ 
surance, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Hon.  John  J.  Williams, 

U.S.  Senate. 

Dear  Senator  Williams:  This  is  in  re¬ 
sponse  to  your  telephone  request  of  April  7, 
1966  for  information  concerning  the  number 
of  Federal  employees  who  retired  under  the 
Civil  Service  Retirement  Act  in  November 
and  December  of  1965,  and  the  amount  by 
which  their  annuities  were  increased  by  the 
provisions  of  Public  Law  89-205  enacted 
September  27,  1965.  We  will  not  have  pre¬ 
cise  data  on  these  items  until  we  have  com¬ 
pleted  our  statistical  tabulations  next  fall, 
but  we  are  able  to  provide  estimates  at  this 
time. 


About  37,000  Federal  employees  retired  in 
November  and  December  of  1965,  compared 
with  about  12,000  in  the  same  months  of 
1964.  The  annuities  which  would  have  been 
payable  to  the  37,000  retirees  in  the  absence 
of  increase  legislation  are  estimated  to  total 
about  $131,285,000  a  year.  These  annuities, 
however,  were  first  increased  under  the  terms 
of  Public  Law  87-793,  enacted  October  11, 
1962,  which  provided  a  2%  increase  for  all 
persons  retiring  in  1965.  They  were  further 
increased  by  6.1%  under  the  terms  of  Public 
Law  89-205. 


The  2%  increase  is  estimated  to  total  $2,- 
626,000  a  year,  and  the  6.1%  increase  $8,169,- 
000  a  year,  making  the  annuities  actually 
payable  to  the  37,000  retirees  $142,080,000  a 
year. 

If  these  37,000  had  deferred  their  retire¬ 
ments  until  the  end  of  January,  1966,  the 
annuities  without  increase  are  estimated  to 
total  $132,270,000,  reflecting  an  additional 
month  of  service  and  a  slightly  higher  aver¬ 
age  salary  in  each  case.  They  would  have 
been  increased  by  1%  as  provided  by  Public 
Law  87-793  for  persons  retiring  in  1966,  to 
an  estimated  total  of  $133,593,000. 

In  summary,  the  annuities  of  the  37,000 
November  and  December  1965  retirees  are 
higher  by  $8,487,000  a  year  than  if  they  had 
postponed  retirement  until  the  end  of  Janu¬ 
ary  1966. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Andrew  E.  Ruddock, 

Director. 


U.S.  Civil  Service  Commission, 
Bureau  of  Retirement  and  In¬ 
surance, 

Washington,  D  C. 

Hon.  John  J.  Williams, 

U.S.  Senate. 

Dear  Senator  Williams:  This  will  ac¬ 
knowledge  receipt  of  your  letter  of  April  7 
inquiring  about  the  effect  of  certain  provi¬ 
sions  of  H.R.  14122  on  the  retirement  rights 
of  former  Congressman  Frank  E.  Smith  and 
Paul  J.  Kilday.  The  information  in  this  let¬ 
ter  is  in  response  to  your  specific  request  and 
is  for  your  official  use  as  a  Member  of  Con¬ 
gress. 

The  proposed  amendment  to  section  6(f) 
of  the  Civil  Service  Retirement  Act  would 
have  the  effect  of  conferring  title  to  an  im¬ 
mediate  annuity  computed  under  the  Mem¬ 
ber  of  Congress  formula  on  the  Honorable 
Frank  E.  Smith  upon  expiration  of  his  term 
of  office  as  Director  of  TVA.  Current  law 
limits  his  eligibility  to  a  deferred  annuity 
benefit  commencing  at  age  60.  Under  cur¬ 
rent  law  he  will  receive  about  $1306  a  month 
commencing  February  21,  1978.  The  pro¬ 
posed  amendment  would  provide  him  with 
a  monthly  benefit  of  about  $1312  commenc¬ 
ing  May  19,  1972  (the  day  following  expira¬ 
tion  of  his  term  of  office) . 

Present  law  limits  Judge  Kilday’s  annuity 
benefit  to  80%  of  the  $22,500  yearly  salary 
in  effect  when  he  left  Congress.  Section 
505(a)  of  H.R.  14122  amends  the  law  to  limit 
the  basic  annuity  benefit  to  80%  of  final 
pay  received  (now  $33,000)  for  his  service 
performed  after  leaving  Congress,  as  a  Judge 
of  the  U.S.  Court  of  Military  Appeals. 

If  Judge  Kilday  completes  his  term  which 
expires  on  May  1,  1976,  his  rate  of  annuity 
under  present  law  will  be  about  $1601  a 
month.  Section  505(a)  of  H.R.  14122  would 
provide  him  an  annuity  of  about  $2304  a 
month. 

Both  amendments  will  also  apply  to  any 
other  former  Members  of  Congress  meeting 
the  requirements  provided  therein. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Andrew  E.  Ruddock, 

Director. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  have 
one  other  question.  The  bill  as  reported 
by  the  committee  provides  for  substan¬ 
tial  liberalization  of  the  retirement  sys¬ 
tem.  The  chairman  of  the  committee 
has  already  outlined  the  various  in¬ 
creased  benefits.  The  Civil  Service  Com¬ 
mission  has  advised  that  the  adoption  of 
the  committee’s  amendments  will  in¬ 
crease  the  unfunded  liability  of  the  re¬ 
tirement  system  by  $1,698,700,000. 

What  provisions  has  the  committee 
made  to  pay  for  the  increased  benefits 
in  the  retirement  system  that  are  pro¬ 
vided  under  the  bill? 

Mr.  MONRONEY.  As  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Delaware  knows, 
any  pay  bill  that  increases  the  salaries 
of  Federal  employees,  increases  the 
unfunded  liability  of  the  civil  service  re¬ 
tirement  system.  This  is  because  the 
employees  who  have  been  in  the  retire¬ 
ment  system  in  previous  years  are  al¬ 
lowed,  under  the  system  which  has  long 
been  in  force,  to  base  their  retirement 
benefits  upon  the  5  highest  years  of 
their  earnings.  Therefore,  an  increase 
of  a  very  small  amount — even  the  2.9 
percent  included  in  the  bill  will  increase 
the  liability  of  the  civil  service  fund. 

Since  1929  the  Federal  Government 
made  annual  payments  into  the  fund  for 
its  share  of  retirement  costs.  Unfor¬ 
tunately,  this  was  not  always  kept  up. 
In  1956  annual  payments  by  the  Govern- 
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ment  into  the  fund  were  resumed,  and 
the  agencies  and  employees  are  each  pay¬ 
ing  the  6V2  percent  necessary  to  make 
the  revenues  of  the  fund  nearly  equal  to 
the  normal  costs. 

As  I  recall  the  figures — and  I  believe 
I  am  correct — the  money  required  by  the 
fund  to  pay  the  costs  is  13.22  percent 
of  payroll. 

We  are  behind  twenty-two  one-hun¬ 
dredths  of  1  percent  in  the  requirements 
of  the  fund  in  order  to  pay  retirement 
benefits. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  The 
letter  that  I  have  from  Mr.  Ruddock 
cites  the  same  reasons  for  the  increased 
cost  that  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma 
has  just  outlined.  But  only  one-half  of 
the  $1,698  billion  increase  in  the  liability 
can  be  attributed  to  the  salary  increase — 
$880  million,  to  be  exact — and  the  other 
$800-and-some-odd  million  increase  is 
as  a  result  of  the  liberalization  of  the 
benefits  under  the  system  as  provided 
for  under  the  pending  bill.  In  any  event, 
they  all  must  be  paid  for. 

Mr.  MONRONEY.  How  much  does 
the  distinguished  Senator  say  was  in 
Mr.  Ruddock’s  letter? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  $1,698,- 
700,000 — that  is  the  total  cost  of  H.R. 
14122.  Of  that  amount,  salary  increases 
constitute  $880  million.  That  leaves 
about  $818  million  attributable  to  the 
provisions  of  the  pending  bill. 

The  reason  I  ask  this  question  is  that 
the  policy  has  been  in  effect  over  a  num¬ 
ber  of  years,  both  in  the  Ways  and  Means 
Committee  and  the  Committee  on  Fi¬ 
nance,  that  whenever  social  security 
benefits  are  liberalized,  included  as  part 
of  the  same  bill  is  the  increased  tax  re¬ 
quired  to  pay  for  those  increased  benefits. 

I  believe  that  is  a  wonderful  system. 
Each  time  the  Members  of  Congress  vote 
for  an  increase  in  benefits  they  vote  for 
the  payment  of  the  increase.  Since  that 
method  is  not  being  followed  in  this  in¬ 
stance  I  wonder  what  plans  the  commit¬ 
tee  has  to  finance  this  unfunded  liability. 

I  know  that  the  President,  in  his  mes¬ 
sage  to  Congress  earlier  this  year,  recom¬ 
mended  a  liberalization  of  the  civil  serv¬ 
ice  retirement  program  with  the  under¬ 
standing  that  a  method  of  payment  be 
devised. 

I  understand  that  in  the  pending  bill 
there  is  no  method  to  pay  for  these  in¬ 
creased  benefits. 

Mr.  MONRONEY.  I  wish  to  say  to  the 
distinguished  Senator  that  the  adminis¬ 
tration  made  no  request  of  the  committee 
that  it  undertake  to  meet  this  amount  at 
this  time.  The  total  cost  that  the  Sena¬ 
tor  is  giving  is  not  the  annual  cost. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  No. 
This  is  the  unfunded  liability. 

Mr.  MONRONEY.  The  retirement 
matters  that  the  Senator  referred  to 
have  a  total  cost  of  $500  million.  These 
are  what  I  consider  to  be  long  overdue 
liberalizations  of  some  retirement  bene¬ 
fits. 

The  balance  of  the  amount— $1 
billion — is  due  to  the  total  cost  of 
raising  the  level  of  salaries  of  our  Gov¬ 
ernment  employees,  upon  which  their 
subsequent  retirement  benefits  will  be 
based. 


The  Senator  is  very  wise,  I  believe,  in 
mentioning  the  social  security  feature. 
The  reason  the  administration  and  the 
Government  people  did  not  support  an 
increase  in  contributions  this  year  was 
because  of  the  plan  we  hope  will  be  resub¬ 
mitted  to  Congress  to  blend  the  civil  serv¬ 
ice  retirement  system  with  the  social  se¬ 
curity  retirement  system. 

As  the  distinguished  Senator  now 
knows,  under  social  security  employees  in 
private  industry  for  their  first  5  years, 
and  a  good  many  more  years  of  their  em¬ 
ployment,  and  in  part  their  surviving 
wives  and  children,  will  receive  greater 
benefits  than  under  the  civil  service  re¬ 
tirement  system  with  a  great  deal  less 
paid  in  than  is  required  by  the  6.5  per¬ 
cent  contribution  by  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  and  the  6.5  percent  contribution  by 
the  department. 

The  original  administration  pay  pro¬ 
posal  would  have  allowed  Federal  em¬ 
ployees  to  have  the  benefits  of  the  social 
security  system  where  benefits  would  be 
greater,  such  as  in  the  early  years  of 
employment.  I  would  like  then  to  have 
it.  But  to  do  so  now,  when  we  are  on 
the  threshold  of  this  advance,  and  raise 
the  required  contribution  of  the  Federal 
employee  and  the  required  contribution 
of  the  department,  would  be  anticipating 
a  new  system  of  which  we  do  not  know 
its  eventual  cost,  or  what  it  is  going  to  re¬ 
quire  of  the  employee.  Certainly  the 
Federal  Government  will  be  expected, 
and  I  am  sure  will  meet  its  requirement 
of  advancing  its  one-half  of  the  amount 
required  to  pay  into  the  social  security 
system  that  is  used  by  our  Federal  em¬ 
ployees. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  fail  to 
see  how  the  expansion  of  the  social  se¬ 
curity  system  to  Federal  employees  will 
affect  one  iota  the  financial  position  of 
the  civil  service  retirement  fund. 

If  social  security  is  extended  to  Fed¬ 
eral  employees  there  will  be  deductions 
from  the  employees’  pay,  matched  by  the 
contribution  of  the  Government;  then  all 
will  be  made  into  the  trust  fund  of  the 
social  security  and  they  will  not  be  a 
part  of  this  fund.  Therefore,  I  fail  to 
understand  the  Senator’s  argument. 

In  recent  years  it  has  been  the  custom 
of  Congress  in  connection  with  the  re¬ 
tirement  system  to  pass  these  liberaliza¬ 
tions  in  an  election  year  and  to  say  that 
we  will  come  back  next  year  and  change 
the  formula,  but  we  do  not  get  around  to 
it. 

Mr.  MONRONEY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  on  that  point? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MONRONEY.  The  Senator  knows 
that  since  1956  we  have  met  the  amounts 
required  by  the  departments - 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Yes, 
and  I  was  a  cosponsor - 

Mr.  MONRONEY.  To  put  up  their 
share  of  the  funds,  and  we  have  done 
so. 

I  agree  with  the  Senator  that  if  the 
fund  were  liquidated  tomorrow  there 
would  be  a  deficit  of  considerable  size. 
We  certainly  intend,  and  I  am  sure  we 
will  adjust  that  upward,  as  we  have. 

One  of  the  great  faults,  primarily,  was 
the  fact  that  until  1929  the  Congress  did 


not  make  its  Federal  contribution  for  its 
share.  From  1929  onward,  it  wras  not 
regularly  met  or  met  in  an  amount  which 
was  realistic.  Only  since  1956  have  the 
agencies  directly  been  putting  up  their 
required  share  so  that  the  fund  is  not 
falling  behind,  although  it  is  falling  be¬ 
hind  in  the  ultimate  liability,  which  is 
due  partly  to  the  prior  years  and  partly 
to  the  years  that  we  know  we  will  find 
increasing  salaries  being  required  for 
the  payment  of  Government  workers,  as 
is  true  in  all  businesses,  such  as  the  in¬ 
surance  business,  or  anything  of  that 
kind. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  am 
familiar  with  the  action  of  the  Congress 
in  1956.  I  not  only  supported  that  ac¬ 
tion  but  also  was  a  cosponsor  of  the  pro¬ 
posal,  and  a  few  years  prior  to  its  adop¬ 
tion  I  advocated  that  the  Government 
automatically  match  the  employees’  con¬ 
tributions  as  it  should  have  been  doing 
before. 

The  unfunded  liability  of  this  fund  be- 
for  this  bill  is  enacted  is  $43.6  billion. 
Today  we  are  adding  $1,698,700  which 
brings  up  to  $45.3  billion  the  unfunded 
liability  accrued  as  a  result  of  increased 
benefits  that  Congress  voted  over  the 
past  20  years  for  which  they  have  not 
provided  any  method  of  payment. 

Mr.  MONRONEY.  The  liability  oc¬ 
curred  because  of  a  long  period  in  which 
the  Government  did  not  meet  its  require¬ 
ment  for  putting  money  into  the  fund 
for  its  share  of  the  contribution. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Partly, 
but  if  the  Government  went  back  and 
met  all  of  its  contributions — and  I  would 
be  in  favor  of  its  doing  that  for  it  should 
have  been  done  before — it  would  correct 
but  a  small  part  of  this  liability  and  there 
would  still  be  a  multibillion-dollar  un¬ 
funded  liability. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  the  letter  from  Mr.  Andrew  E. 
Ruddock,  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  Re¬ 
tirement  and  Insurance  of  the  U.S.  Civil 
Service  Commission,  dated  May  5,  1966, 
outlining  the  extent  of  this  liability  be 
printed  at  this  point  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

U.S.  Civil  Service 
Commission, 

Bureau  of  Retirement 

and  Insurance, 
Washington,  D.C. 

Hon.  John  J.  Williams, 

U.S.  Senate. 

Dear  Senator  Willlams:  The  following  in¬ 
formation  is  furnished  in  answer  to  specific 
questions  raised  in  your  letter  of  April  29. 

ANALYSIS  OF  SECTION  503  OF  H.R.  14122 

Since  its  beginning  in  1920,  the  Civil 
Service  Retirement  Act  has  granted  covered 
employees  credit,  without  contribution,  for 
all  time  on  an  agency’s  rolls  in  a  nonpay 
status  (leave  without  pay,  suspension,  fur¬ 
lough,  and  absence  without  leave)  which 
does  not  exceed  six  months  in  the  aggregate 
in  any  calendar  year.  Thus,  covered  em¬ 
ployees  carried  in  nonpay  status  by  their 
Federal  agencies  while  serving  as  full-time 
officials  of  employee  organizations  and 
unions  accrue  six-months’  free  service  credit 
for  each  full  calendar  year  in  nonpay  or  leave 
without  pay  status. 

Effective  upon  enactment,  section  503  of 
H  R.  14122  would  afford  the  employee  union 
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official  60  days  from  date  of  entry  on  leave 
without  pay  to  elect  with  his  agency  to  re¬ 
ceive  full  retirement  credit  for  his  time  in 
nonpay  status  by  currently  paying  retire¬ 
ment  deductions  (now  6 y2  % )  on  his  Federal 
salary  rate  as  if  in  pay  status.  Otherwise 
the  usual  credit  of  up  to  six  months  per 
calendar  year  would  be  allowed  for  the  leave 
without  pay. 

Also,  section  503  would  afford  any  present 
or  former  union  official  with  Retirement  Act 
coverage  on  or  after  enactment  date  the 
option  of  depositing  employee  deductions  (at 
rates  then  in  force),  with  interest,  to  cover 
his  prior  periods  of  leave  without  pay 
granted  to  allow  him  to  serve  as  a  full-time 
union  official.  In  case  of  death  before  retire¬ 
ment,  the  former  union  officer’s  survivor 
could  exercise  this  option.  In  the  absence 
of  deposit  in  full  for  this  purpose,  only  the 
leave  without  pay  not  exceeding  six  months 
in  a  calendar  year  could  be  credited. 

BASIS  ON  WHICH  THIS  PROVISION  WAS  INCLUDED 


Section  503  was  not  recommended  by  the 
Administration.  Chairman  Macy,  in  testi¬ 
mony  before  the  Senate  Post  Office  and  Civil 
Service  Committee,  on  April  20,  1966  stated, 
however,  that  the  Administration  would  not 
offer  objection  to  this  provision. 

COST  OF  THIS  PROVISION 

Because  we  do  not  know  how  many  union 
officers  are  now  or  may  in  the  future  be  on 
leave  without  pay  from  their  Federal  posi¬ 
tions,  or  the  duration  of  such  leave,  we  can¬ 
not  estimate  either  the  normal  cost  or  the 
amount  of  the  unfunded  liability  which  this 
provision  would  create.  Let  us  assume,  how¬ 
ever,  an  over-simplified  hypothetical  case  of 
a  union  officer  with  a  level  annual  Federal 
salary  of  $10,000.  For  each  year  he  is  on 
leave  without  pay,  he  receives  under  present 
law  annuity  and  time  credit  of  six  months, 
or  $100  in  annuity  rate,  at  no  cost  to  him. 
Under  the  proposed  amendment  he  would 
receive  a  full  year’s  credit,  or  $200  in  annuity 
rate,  for  each  such  year,  at  a  cost  to  him  of 
6 >/2  %  of  $10,000  or  $650. 

Unfunded,  liability  under  H.R.  14122 
[In  thousands] 

A.  From  report  of  the  Cabinet 
Committee  on  Federal  Staff  Re¬ 
tirement  Systems,  H.  Doc.  No. 


402,  p.  25: 

55/30-60/20  _  $283,  000 

Widow’s  remarriage _  174,  000 

Child  to  age  22 _ 6,  000 

B.  Salary  increases _  880,  000 

C.  Recomputation  of  annuities —  355,  700 


employees  can  be  assured  that  the  full 
faith  and  credit  of  the  U.S.  Government 
is  behind  the  fund. 

There  has  been  some  discussion  here 
about  earlier  payments  into  the  fund  and 
it  is  true  that  from  1921  until  1928  the 
Federal  Government  did  not  make  any 
contribution  to  the  fund. 

We  find  that  in  the  Civil  Sendee  Com¬ 
mission’s  Annual  Report  of  1963,  page 
39,  table  C-l.  It  is  true  that  although 
from  1921  to  1928  Congress  made  no  ap¬ 
propriations  to  the  fund,  during  that 
time  there  were  total  receipts  of  $155,- 
940,643,  while  disbursements  were  only 
$72,955,384.  This  left  a  balance  of  over 
$82  million-plus  at  the  end  of  1928. 

In  addition,  no  survivor  annuitant  pay¬ 
ments  were  made  until  1949,  when  such 
payments  begin,  and  recipients  began  to 
receive  this  money.  It  should  also  be 
mentioned  that  in  1948  the  80th  Con¬ 
gress  appropriated  a  fund  of  $245,530,000, 
and  that  in  1949  the  81st  Congress  cut 
that  amount  to  $226,032,000. 

It  is  interesting  to  note  that  since  Pub¬ 
lic  Law  854  was  passed,  of  which  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  Delaware  [Mr. 
Williams!  was  a  cosponsor,  and  signed 
by  President  Eisenhower  in  1956,  accord¬ 
ing  to  the  Civil  Service  Commission  that 
fund  is  sound  financially  with  the  ex¬ 
ception  of  the  deficit  which  occurred 
previous  to  Public  Law  854. 

I  repeat,  the  Senator  from  Delaware 
is  entitled  to  much  credit  for  keeping  a 
watchful  eye  on  this  fund.  We  all  should 
do  so  because  we  want  to  be  sure  that  it 
is  preserved  and  kept  for  Federal  em¬ 
ployees  and  their  survivors  in  the  future. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  thank 
the  Senator  from  Kansas.  I  join  him  in 
emphasizing  that  there  is  concern  on  the 
part  of  those  who  are  retired.  There  is 
no  question  in  my  mind  that  the  Federal 
Government  will  stand  back  of  the  fund 
and  that  the  Members  of  Congres  swill 
also;  but,  on  the  other  hand,  we  have  a 
responsibility  to  see  that  the  fund  itself 
is  solvent.  Why  let  it  go  bankrupt  first? 
It  would  be  wise  for  the  Senate  at  this 
time  to  adopt  as  a  part  of  this  bill  a  pro¬ 
vision  which  would  provide  for  financing 
the  increased  benefits  as  provided  in  the 
bill. 

There  is  another  additional  cost  which 
may  very  well  develop  in  the  retirement 
system  within  the  next  few  months. 
About  a  year  or  so  ago  Congress  passed  a 
proposal  that  in  the  event  of  inflation 
and  a  rise  in  the  cost  of  living  of  3  per¬ 
cent  which  held  for,  I  believe  it  is  3 
months,  this  3 -percent  increase  would 
automatically  be  reflected  in  retirement 
benefits. 

I  do  not  have  before  me  the  exact 
formula  as  to  how  this  increase  goes  into 
effect,  but  I  do  know  that  according  to 
the  Department  a  few  weeks  ago  we  are 
close  to  the  point  of  that  3-percent  in¬ 
crease  in  the  cost  of  living  and  again 
there  is  no  method  to  finance  it. 

It  is  time  for  Congress  to  decide  that 
if  it  is  going  to  provide  the  benefits  it 
should  be  willing  to  pay  for  them. 

At  an  appropriate  time  I  shall  propose 
an  amendment  to  increase  deductions  by 
one-half  of  1  percent  on  the  part  of  both 
employees  and  the  Government  to  fi¬ 


nance  the  benefits  under  this  particular 
bill. 

I  would  be  a  strong  supporter  of  the 
benefits  under  this  particular  bill. 

I  would  be  a  strong  supporter  of >  the 
benefits  of  the  bill  if  we  can  properly 
finance  it.  If  it  does  not  have  enough 
merit  to  justify  the  cost  let  us  face  it. 
We  should  not  increase  the  benefits  this 
year  on  the  eve  of  the  election,  and  then 
next  year  come  back  and  increase  the  de¬ 
ductions  from  the  employees.  This  is 
what  Congress  does  far  too  often.  The 
benefits  and  the  deductions  to  pay  for 
them  should  both  be  included  as  part  of 
the  same  bill. 

I  have  one  other  proposal  which  I 
should  like  to  discuss  with  the  chairman. 
I  noticed,  when  the  President  sent  his 
message  to  Congress  promoting  clean 
elections  that  he  stated  he  was  studying 
the  problem  as  it  related  to  the  soliciting 
and  pressuring  of  political  contributions 
from  Federal  employees.  This  is  some¬ 
thing  which  has  concerned  all  of  us  over 
the  years,  and  I  think  it  is  time  we  did 
something  about  it  rather  than  just  talk¬ 
ing.  I  have  had  the  legislative  counsel 
check  the  records,  and  I  find  that  there 
is  a  very  tight  law  as  it  relates  to  the 
solicitation  of  political  contributions  by 
officers  of  the  Government.  I  quote  the 
law: 

.  .  .  any  Member  of  Congress,  officer  or 
employee  of  the  United  States,  or  person  re¬ 
ceiving  any  salary  or  compensation  for 
services  from  money  derived  from  the 
Treasury  of  the  United  States  who  directly 
or  indirectly  solicits,  receives,  or  is  in  any 
manner  concerned  in  soliciting  or  receiving, 
any  assessment,  subscription,  or  contribu¬ 
tion  for  any  political  purpose  whatever  from 
any  other  such  officer,  employee,  or  person 
shall  be  fined  not  more  than  $5,000  or  im¬ 
prisoned  not  more  than  three  years,  or  both. 

Therefore,  the  law  does  clearly  pro¬ 
hibit,  subject  to  fine,  any  Member  of 
Congress  or  salaried  official  of  the  U.S. 
Government  from  soliciting  or  pressuring 
a  civil  service  employee  into  making  a 
political  contribution.  The  law  takes 
care  of  that,  but  there’s  a  loophole,  be¬ 
cause  a  representative  of  a  candidate  or 
a  political  committee  can  solicit  or  shake 
down  a  civil  service  employee  and 
not  violate  the  law. 

The  amendment  which  I  am  proposing 
would  add  a  new  subsection  to  the  pres¬ 
ent  law  which  I  have  just  outlined  and 
would  prescribe  the  same  criminal  pen¬ 
alty  to  any  person  acting  on  behalf  of  any 
political  committee,  including  any  State 
or  local  committee  of  a  political  party, 
who  directly  or  indirectly  solicits  or  in 
any  manner  is  concerned  with  soliciting 
any  assessment,  subscription,  or  contri¬ 
bution  for  the  use  of  any  such  political 
committee  or  for  any  political  purpose 
whatever  from  any  other  such  officer, 
employee,  or  person. 

This  proposal  is  to  amend  the  existing 
law  which  already  prohibits  a  Member 
of  Congress  or  a  salaried  public  official 
from  soliciting  or  pressuring  civil  service 
employees  by  prohibiting  the  national 
committees,  State  committees,  and  rep¬ 
resentatives  of  a  public  officials  from  do¬ 
ing  the  same  thing. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  I  am  not  familiar  with 
the  amendment  the  Senator  has  just 


Total,  H.R.  14122 _  1,698,700 

Unfunded  liability  present  law 
(Estimated  as  of  June  30, 

1966)  _  43,  637,  602 


Total  after  enactment  of 

H.R.  14122 _  45,336,302 


I  hope  this  gives  you  the  information  you 
need. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Andrew  E.  Ruddock, 

Director. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  I  be-- 
lieve  that  the  Senator  from  Delaware 
[Mr.  Williams]  has  again  stressed  the 
concern  of  all  of  us  who  are  interested 
in  the  soundness  of  the  Federal  servants’ 
civil  service  retirement  fund. 

This  problem  concerns  many  of  us  and 
it  is  of  vital  concern  to  the  Federal  em¬ 
ployees  of  this  Nation.  I  know  that 
there  is  not  a  Member  of  the  Senate  or 
the  House  of  Representatives  who  is  not 
interested  in  the  fund. 

We  should  keep  in  mind  the  situation 
that  the  fund  is  in,  so  that  the  Federal 
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read — the  section  dealing  with  the  pro¬ 
posed  law,  but  I  ask  him,  would  this  in 
any  way  interfere  with  voluntary  con¬ 
tributions  made  by  Federal  workers? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Not  at 
all.  I  would  object  to  it  if  it  did,  because 
an  employee  of  the  Government  has  a 
right  to  support  the  political  party  of  his 
choice  on  a  voluntary  basis  just  as  he  has 
the  right  to  vote  for  the  party  of  his 
choice.  That  is,  of  course,  his  right.  He 
can  make  contributions,  but  it  would  pro¬ 
hibit  employees  from  being  shaken  down 
by  any  political  committee. 

I  should  like  to  read  a  letter  from  an 
employee  emphasizing  the  need  for  this 
proposal.  I  will  delete  the  names  of  the 
employees;  they  are  afraid  of  retalia¬ 
tion. 

[Personal  and  confidential] 

Hon.  John  J.  Williams, 

Senator  from  Delaware, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  Williams:  On  May  27  The 
New  York  Times  reported  your  resolution 
calling  on  the  Attorney  General  to  Investi¬ 
gate  charges  that  federal  employees  were 
being  solicited  for  political  funds  in  viola¬ 
tion  of  the  Hatch  Act.  The  article  implied 
but  did  not  state  that  the  resolution  was 
carried. 

I  am  a  federal  employee,  whose  recent  ap¬ 
pointment  to  a  non-supervisory  Grade  1 1  was 
entirely  non-political.  Every  employee 
(above  clerical)  of  my  office  was  solicited  to 
contribute  for  the  impending  Johnson  affairs 
in  New  York  City.  Amounts  of  the  expected 
“gift”  were  recommended.  When  I  declined 
to  give,  my  pay  and  my  advancement  were, 
it  was  suggested,  in  danger. 

I  do  not  intend  to  make  any  charges  under 
the  Hatch  Act,  and  am  not  seeking  any  relief 
for  myself  or  punishment  of  others.  How¬ 
ever,  I  completely  support  your  resolution, 
and  urge  you  to  do  everything  within  your 
power  to  see  that  a  meaningful  inquiry  is 
made.  The  kind  of  sophisticated  extortion 
that  can  be  involved  in  these  violations  is 
humiliating  to  those  who  yield  and  to  those 
who  don’t,  to  say  nothing  of  the  officials  who 
condone  it. 

Sincerely, 


Mr.  President,  I  have  had  many  such 
letters  from  employees  who  feel  they 
may  not  get  well  deserved  promotions  if 
they  are  known  to  have  complained  of 
these  shakedowns.  Congress  is  familiar 
with  the  situation.  The  President  has 
said  he  wants  something  done  about  pro¬ 
moting  clean  elections.  All  right,  let  us 
do  something  instead  of  just  talking 
about  it. 

All  the  amendment  would  do  would  be 
to  add  to  the  existing  law  the  provision 
that  representatives  of  political  commit¬ 
tees  cannot  shake  down  Federal  em¬ 
ployees  for  political  contributions. 

This  closes  the  loophole. 

Let  me  repeat  that  these  employees 
can  still  contribute  on  a  voluntary  basis. 
They  can  make  contributions  to  the  polit¬ 
ical  party  of  their  choice  provided  this 
is  done  voluntarily  and  not  shakedown. 

Of  course,  such  a  shakedown  is  done 
rather  cleverly.  Employees  are  not  told 
they  will  be  fired  or  that  they  will  not  get 
a  promotion.  They  are  not  told  that 
they  have  got  to  contribute;  but  a  list  is 
published  of  contributors  where  every¬ 
one  can  see  it,  and  an  employee  there¬ 
fore  knows  that  his  boss  is  going  to  be 


looking  at  this  list.  The  Senator  knows 
and  I  know  that  it  is  in  effect  a  shake- 
down. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  I  have  been  con¬ 
cerned  about  this  situation  for  some 
time.  Regardless  of  the  party  that  is  in 
power,  I  think  the  practice  has  been  fol¬ 
lowed  by  both  parties. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  It  has. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  I  have  been  opposed 
to  the  practice.  We  ought  to  take  action 
to  correct  it.  It  is  unfair  to  employees. 
Say  what  we  will,  it  is  done  under  duress. 
The  employees  feel  that  they  are  forced 
to  contribute.  I  hope  we  can  do  some¬ 
thing  in  this  field  that  will  prohibit  the 
solicitation  of  Federal  employees  by 
heads  of  agencies,  by  supervisors,  or  by 
other  persons  concerned.  If  the  Sena¬ 
tor’s  amendment  is  designed  to  do  that, 
I  can  find  nothing  wrong  with  it,  and  I 
shall  support  it. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  The 
amendment  does  not  go  further  than 
that.  I  had  the  amendment  prepared 
by  the  Legislative  Counsel.  I  shall  read 
again  a  paragraph  from  their  analysis 
of  the  amendment.  The  intent  of  the 
amendment  is  clear.  I  asked  the  Legis¬ 
lative  Counsel  to  draft  the  amendment 
so  that  there  would  be  no  misunder¬ 
standing  about  the  intent.  I  shall  in¬ 
corporate  the  entire  statement  prepared 
by  the  Legislative  Counsel  in  the  Record, 
but  first  I  shall  read  a  paragraph  from 
the  memorandum: 

The  proposed  amendment  would  add  a  new 
subsection  to  this  section  whicb  would  pre¬ 
scribe  the  same  criminal  penalty  to  any  per¬ 
son  acting  on  behalf  of  any  political  com¬ 
mittee  (including  any  State  or  local  com¬ 
mittee  of  a  political  party)  who  directly  or 
indirectly  solicits,  or  is  in  any  manner  con¬ 
cerned  in  soliciting,  any  assessment,  sub¬ 
scription,  or  contribution  for  the  use  of  such 
political  committee  or  for  any  political  pur¬ 
pose  whatever  from  any  officer  or  employee 
of  the  United  States  (other  than  from  an 
elected  officer) . 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  further  yield? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  As  I  heard  the  read¬ 
ing  of  the  paragraph,  it  occurred  to  me 
that  the  amendment  would  be  well  re¬ 
ceived  by  every  Federal  employee.  I  sin¬ 
cerely  believe  the  Senate  ought  to  take 
action  on  it  today. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  thank 
the  Senator  from  Kansas  for  his  support. 
This  bill  deals  with  Government  em¬ 
ployees.  Certainly  they  have  felt  over 
the  years  that  they  were  being  pressured. 

I  have  received  several  letters  that  I 
could  place  in  the  Record.  I  shall  put 
some  of  them  in  the  Record,  and  na¬ 
turally  I  shall  not  give  the  names  of  the 
senders.  I  have  received  letters  from 
throughout  the  Government  from  Fed¬ 
eral  employees  who  have  complained 
about  this  practice. 

I  have  discussed  this  subject  over  the 
years,  both  in  this  administration  and 
in  preceding  ones,  so  the  issue  is  not  a 
partisan  one.  It  is  a  practice  which,  as 
the  Senator  from  Kansas  said  before,  has 
been  carried  on  to  some  extent,  by  both 
political  parties.  We  may  have  different 


opinions  as  to  which  party  has  earned 
the  practice  further,  but  we  would  not 
get  anywhere  by  discussing  that. 

I  hope  the  amendment  will  be  accepted 
by  the  chairman  of  the  committee.  I 
send  the  amendment  to  the  desk  and  ask 
that  it  be  read. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows : 

At  the  end  of  the  bill  insert  the  following: 

"TITLE  vn - PROHIBITION  UPON  SOLICITATION 

OP  FEDERAL  EMPLOYEES  BY  POLITICAL  COM¬ 
MITTEES 

“Sec.  701.  Section  602  of  title  18  of  the 
United  States  Code  is  amended — 

“(1)  by  inserting  ‘(a)’  before  ‘Whoever’; 
and 

“(2)  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the 
following  new  subsection: 

“‘(b)  Whoever,  acting  on  behalf  of  any 
political  committee  (including  any  State  or 
local  committee  of  a  political  party) ,  directly 
or  indirectly  solicits,  or  is  in  any  manner 
concerned  in  soliciting,  any  assessment,  sub¬ 
scription,  or  contribution  for  the  use  of  such 
political  committee  or  for  any  political  pur¬ 
pose  whatever  from  any  officer  or  employee  of 
the  United  States  (other  than  an  elected  offi¬ 
cer)  shall  be  fined  not  more  than  $5,000  or 
imprisoned  not  more  than  three  years,  or 
both.’  ” 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  to 
have  printed  at  this  point  in  the  Record 
an  analysis  of  the  amendment  as  pre¬ 
pared  by  the  Legislative  Counsel. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  analysis 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Memorandum  for  Senator  Williams  of 
Delaware 

The  attached  amendment  to  H.R.  14122 
adds  a  new  subsection  to  section  602  of  title 
18  of  the  United  States  Code  (crimes  and 
criminal  procedure)  so  as  to  prescribe  a 
criminal  penalty  for  the  solicitation  of  con¬ 
tributions  from  Federal  employees  by  politi¬ 
cal  committees. 

The  present  section  602  of  title  18  pro¬ 
vides,  in  general,  that  any  Member  of  Con¬ 
gress,  officer  or  employee  of  the  United  States, 
or  person  receiving  any  salary  or  compensa¬ 
tion  for  services  from  money  derived  from 
the  Treasury  of  the  United  States  who  di¬ 
rectly  or  indirectly  solicits,  receives,  or  is  in 
any  manner  concerned  in  soliciting  or  re¬ 
ceiving,  any  assessment,  subscription,  or  con¬ 
tribution  for  any  political  purpose  whatever 
from  any  other  such  officer,  employee,  or  per¬ 
son  shall  be  fined  not  more  than  $5,000  or 
imprisoned  not  more  than  3  years,  or  both. 

The  proposed  amendment  would  add  a  new 
subsection  to  this  section  which  would  pre¬ 
scribe  the  same  criminal  penalty  to  any  per¬ 
son  acting  on  behalf  of  any  political  commit¬ 
tee  (including  any  State  or  local  committee 
of  a  political  party)  who  directly  or  indi¬ 
rectly  solicits,  or  is  in  any  manner  concerned 
in  soliciting,  any  assessment,  subscription, 
or  contribution  for  the  use  of  such  political 
committee  or  for  any  political  purpose  what¬ 
ever  from  any  officer  or  employee  of  the 
United  States  (other  than  from  an  elected 
officer) . 

The  term  “political  committee”  is  defined, 
for  purposes  of  section  602  and  certain  re¬ 
lated  sections  of  title  18,  in  section  591  of 
title  18.  The  term,  as  so  defined,  includes 
any  committee,  association,  or  organization 
which  accepts  contributions  or  makes  ex¬ 
penditures  for  the  purpose  of  influencing  or 
attempting  to  influence  the  election  of  can¬ 
didates  or  presidential  and  vice  presidential 
electors  in  two  or  more  States.  The  term,  as 
so  defined,  also  includes  any  committee,  as¬ 
sociation,  or  organization  (other  than  a  duly 
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organized  State  or  local  committee  of  a  po¬ 
litical  party)  which  accepts  contributions 
or  makes  expenditures  for  the  purpose  of  in¬ 
fluencing  or  attempting  to  influence  the  elec¬ 
tion  of  candidates  or  presidential  and  vice 
presidential  electors,  whether  or  not  in  more 
than  one  State,  if  such  committee,  associa¬ 
tion,  or  organization  is  a  branch  or  subsidi¬ 
ary  of  a  national  committee,  association,  or 
organization.  (Section  591  of  title  18  also 
defines  the  term  “candidate”  to  mean  an  in¬ 
dividual  whose  name  is  presented  for  elec¬ 
tion  as  Senator  or  Representative  in,  or 
Delegate  or  Resident  Commissioner  to,  the 
Congress  of  the  United  States,  whether  or 
not  such  individual  is  elected) . 

This  definition  of  "political  committee” 
contained  in  section  591  of  title  18  will  ap¬ 
ply  to  the  use  of  that  term  in  the  new  sub¬ 
section  which  this  amendment  would  add  to 
section  602.  However,  for  purposes  of  this 
new  subsection,  a  political  committee  spe¬ 
cifically  includes  any  State  or  local  commit¬ 
tee  of  a  political  party. 

Respectfully, 

Harry  B.  Littell, 
Senior  Counsel. 

June  15,  1966. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  the  memorandum  was  pre¬ 
pared  by  Mr.  Harry  B.  Littell,  Senior 
Counsel  of  the  Office  of  the  Legislative 
Counsel,  under  date  of  June  15,  1966.  It 
clearly  establishes  that  the  amendment 
is  not  intended  to  deal  with  any  subject 
other  than  that  which  I  have  just  out¬ 
lined. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senator  from  Delaware. 

Mr.  MONRONEY.  Mr.  President,  may 
I  ask  the  Senator  from  Delaware  when 
the  amendment  was  first  submitted? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  The 
amendment  is  now  submitted.  The  sub¬ 
ject  has  been  discussed  several  times 
previously.  The  President  recommended 
that  Congress  do  something  to  correct 
the  shakedown  of  these  employees.  I 
regret  to  say  that  I  was  unable  to  have 
the  amendment  prepared  in  time  to  sub¬ 
mit  it  to  the  committee. 

Mr.  MONRONEY.  It  could  probably 
not  have  been  accepted  by  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service,  be¬ 
cause  it  appears,  from  my  reading  of  it, 
that  it  would  have  been  subject  to  a 
point  of  order,  because  that  committee 
does  not  have  jurisdiction  of  election 
laws. 

Perhaps  it  might  be  offered  as  an 
amendment  to  the  Corrupt  Practices  Act. 
It  might  come  within  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  Committee  on  Rules  and  Administra¬ 
tion,  which  traditionally  and  historically 
has  handled  election  legislation,  or  with¬ 
in  the  jursdiction  of  the  Committee  on 
the  Judiciary,  because  the  amendment 
involves  criminal  penalties  under  the 
Corrupt  Practices  Act. 

As  the  Senator  from  Delaware  knows, 
the  Committee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil 
Service  held  hearings  extending  over 
many  days  and  covering  many  items 
dealing  with  Federal  salaries  and  fringe 
benefits.  * 

At  this  late  date,  much  as  I  favor  the 
passage  of  legislation  to  strengthen  the 
regulation  of  reporting  and  fund-raising 
systems  throughout  the  political  struc¬ 
ture,  both  Federal  and  State,  I  am  at  a 
loss  to  know  how  provisions  of  this  kind 
could  be  enforced,  particularly  since  they 


deal  with  State  and  local  committees, 
which  generally  have  tenuous  relation¬ 
ships  with  the  national  committees.  The 
national  committees  concern  themselves 
with  the  Senate  and  the  House  and  han¬ 
dle  the  national  fund-raising  efforts, 
while  the  local  committees  deal  with  local 
affairs. 

I  have  strongly  favored  the  prohibi¬ 
tions  now  in  the  law — and  they  are 
strong — which  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Delaware  says  have  been  violated 
by  the  solicitation  of  donations  from  Fed¬ 
eral  employees  upon  Federal  premises  or 
during  Federal  working  hours.  That 
subject  is  a  matter  of  Federal  law  today, 
is  it  not? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  It  is  a 
matter  of  Federal  law. 

Mr.  MONRONEY.  Are  not  Federal 
employees  prohibited  by  law  from  solicit¬ 
ing  any  contribution  from  any  other 
Federal  employee? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Salaried 
employees  of  the  Federal  Government 
are  prohibited  from  soliciting  political 
contributions  from  other  civil  service  em¬ 
ployees,  but  representatives  of  salaried 
officials  or  political  committees  are  not 
prohibited  from  doing  so.  Both  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Oklahoma  and  I  know  that 
Federal  employees  are  being  solicited  at 
the  present  time.  The  President  has 
suggested  that  legislation  be  enacted  to 
prevent  it.  Very  well.  The  Senator 
from  Oklahoma  says  he  is  in  favor  of 
such  legislation.  Then  let  us  pass  it. 
There  is  no  time  like  the  present  to  do 
so. 

So  far  as  the  germaneness  of  my 
amendment  is  concerned  we  are  dealing 
today  with  a  bill  which  affects  the  sal¬ 
aries  of  2,500,000  Federal  employees. 
What  could  be  a  more  appropriate  ve¬ 
hicle  for  providing  that  the  salary  in¬ 
crease  that  is  to  be  given  to  the  Federal 
employees  cannot  be  taken  away  from 
them  as  a  shakedown  or  a  contribution 
to  be  made  to  a  political  party? 

Mr.  MONRONEY.  I  have  always  felt 
that  hearings  on  bills  were  a  rather  im¬ 
portant  part  of  the  process  of  sound 
legislation.  This  proposal  has  been  be¬ 
fore  the  Senate  for  some  5  minutes;  yet 
we  are  asked  to  incorporate  it  into  a 
Federal  pay  bill  without  knowing  exact¬ 
ly  how  it  will  apply.  I  do  not  know  how 
any  of  the  Post  Office  officials  or  any  of 
the  vast  number  of  employees  of  the 
military  establishment  or  other  Govern¬ 
ment  departments  would  be  under  any 
pressure  to  make  a  donation,  and  cer¬ 
tainly  not  to  a  State  political  commit¬ 
tee  or  local  committee  or  party  repre¬ 
sentative.  I  do  not  know  how  such  a 
situation  could  be  policed.  I  seriously 
doubt  whether  many  of  them  would  be 
impressed  by  a  telephone  call  from  a 
representative  of  either  of  the  great,  his¬ 
toric,  national  political  parties. 

Certainly  I  have  a  sufficiently  high  re¬ 
gard  for  the  courage  and  the  integrity 
of  the  people  who  are  employed  by  the 
Federal  Government  to  believe  that  if 
anyone  tried  to  use  coercion  or  threats, 
tried  to  threaten  them  in  any  way,  they 
would  resent  it,  and  their  resentment, 
with  the  sanctity  of  a  secret  ballot  which 
they  are  guaranteed,  would  result  in  an 
extreme  loss  of  political  support  rather 
than  any  gain  of  political  support. 


I  do  know  that  many  employees  buy 
tickets  to  fund-raising  banquets;  and 
certainly  that  is  one  of  the  ways  that 
contributions  for  State  funds  are  so¬ 
licited.  But  my  observation  at  almost 
all  such  banquets  that  I  have  attended 
has  been  that  they  have  been  attended  by 
a  wide  variety  of  men  from  all  walks  of 
life,  that  the  number  attending  who 
could  be  identified  as  Federal  employees 
would  be  small  indeed,  and  that  such 
employees  would  be  almost  totally  absent 
when  you  reach  the  State  or  county  level. 

I  do  feel  that  the  importance  of  a  clean 
elections  bill,  many  facets  of  which  have 
already  been  outlined  by  the  President 
in  his  message,  is  such  that  it  should  be 
taken  up,  I  hope  this  year,  by  Congress; 
and.  after  hearings  that  would  develop 
all  the  facts  necessary,  we  would  then 
be  able  to  legislate  intelligently,  and  not 
be  asked,  after  a  bill  has  come  to  the 
floor,  to  vote  on  such  a  matter  as  the 
Senator  suggests. 

I  do  not  know  how  we  could  identify 
and  distinguish  between  the  prohibitions 
against  State  and  Federal  members  of 
local  political  parties.  I  wish  the  Sen¬ 
ator  would  enlarge  on  that.  What  is  the 
direct  or  indirect  offering  of  a  $10  ban¬ 
quet  ticket?  Those  things  are  pro¬ 
hibited,  with  criminal  penalties,  in  the 
Senator’s  amendment.  I  think  the  lan¬ 
guage  could  have  been  vastly  improved 
on  and  become  much  more  effective  had 
the  amendment  had  the  advantage  of 
hearings  before  a  congressional  commit¬ 
tee. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  first 
wish  to  thank  the  Senator  from  Okla¬ 
homa  for  giving  such  enthusiastic  en¬ 
dorsement  to  the  proposition  that  all  bills 
and  amendments  should  have  committee 
hearings  before  being  acted  upon  by  the 
Senate.  I  only  wish  he  had  been  of  that 
same  mind  2  or  3  weeks  ago  when 
we  had  the  cotton  bill  before  us,  a  bill 
which  had  had  no  committee  hearings 
in  either  the  House  or  the  Senate.  I 
moved  to  send  the  bill  back  to  the  com¬ 
mittee  for  that  reason,  but  the  Senator 
did  not  support  me.  That  bill  involved 
about  a  $400  million  authorization  and 
had  had  no  hearings  whatsoever.  Ap¬ 
parently  this  argument  of  the  desirabil¬ 
ity  of  committee  hearings  is  something 
to  be  used  when  it  is  desired  to  postpone 
action.  It  is  a  delaying  tactic. 

As  to  who  is  for  the  bill  and  whether 
the  departments  would  be  for  it  I  would 
venture  to  say  that  if  representatives 
of  the  departments  testified  they  would 
testify  for  it.  If  representatives  of  this 
Great  Society  were  to  talk  to  Senators 
privately  I  expect  they  would  say  they 
hoped  it  would  not  pass;  they  raise  a 
lot  of  money  out  of  the  present  system. 
If  the  Senator  were  to  talk  to  civil  serv¬ 
ice  employees,  however,  he  would  find 
they  are  for  it,  because  civil  sei’vice  em¬ 
ployees  are  tired  of  being  shaken  down 
by  political  parties. 

The  existing  law  provides — and  I  shall 
read  it  again — “any  Member  of  Con¬ 
gress,  officer  or  employee  of  the  United 
States,  or  person  receiving  any  salary  or 
compensation  for  services  from  money 
derived  from  the  Treasury  of  the  United 
States,”  and  it  goes  on  and  states  that 
any  of  these  salaried  employees  who  are 
on  the  Federal  payroll  if  they  solicit 
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political  contributions  from  civil  service 
employees  shall  be  subject  to  the  penalty. 

But  under  the  existing  law  there  is  no 
penalty  if  a  representative  of  a  political 
committee,  such  as  the  Republican  or 
Democratic  State  or  National  Commit¬ 
tees,  makes  such  solicitations.  There  is 
no  law  against  this  type  of  solicitation  as 
the  law  stands.  My  amendment  merely 
proposes  to  add  a  new  subsection  which 
would  apply  the  same  criminal  penalties 
to  any  person  acting  on  behalf  of  a 
political  committee.  It  would  simply 
close  that  loophole  by  providing  that  the 
same  penalties  shall  be  applicable  to 
such  persons  as  are  now  applicable  to 
salaried  officials  if  they  solicit. 

Certainly  there  should  be  no  objection 
to  that.  Employees  are  not  prohibited 
from  having  the  right  to  make  such  con¬ 
tributions  voluntarily  if  they  wish. 

The  Senator  raised  the  question  as  to 
the  broad  definition  of  the  word  “com¬ 
mittee”  as  it  is  used  in  the  amendment. 
This  is  the  same  definition  of  a  political 
committee  that  was  used  in  the  amend¬ 
ment  which  was  passed  by  the  Senate 
unanimously  about  3  months  ago  which 
prohibited  both  political  parties  or  their 
committees  or  subcommittees  from  sell¬ 
ing  advertising  in  brochures  on  cam¬ 
paign  functions.  It  is  the  same  defini¬ 
tion  of  “committee”  which  has  been  ap¬ 
proved  by  Congress  before. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  yield 
to  the  Senator  from  Washington. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  I  voted  for  the 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from  Dela¬ 
ware  2  or  3  months  ago  on  the  so-called 
brochure  matter.  I  voted  for  it  because 
I  thought  that  was  a  tax  problem.  It 
involved  the  question  of  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  not  receiving  the  proper  taxes 
as  a  result  of  a  deduction  which  perhaps 
should  not  be  granted;  and  I  thought 
that  was  a  proper  amendment. 

But  I,  too,  am  somewhat  confused 
about  this  amendment — and  I  am  not 
making  that  statement  because  I  happen 
to  be  the  chairman  of  the  Senate  Demo¬ 
cratic  Campaign  Committee.  I  am  sure 
that  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Kentucky  [Mr.  Morton  1,  if  he  were  here, 
would  speak  as  I  speak. 

What  does  the  Senator  mean  by  a  po¬ 
litical  committee?  Out  in  my  State, 
there  are  often  bond  issues  for  schools 
or  recreation  facilities  or  other  local  is¬ 
sues  for  which  committees  are  formed — 
political  committees  for  a  referendum  or 
against  a  referendum,  or  for  or  against 
an  issue.  These  committees  openly  go 
to  Federal  employees  who  might  be  con¬ 
cerned  and  ask,  “Would  you  help  us  on 
this  committee?”  It  seems  to  me  that 
the  Senator’s  amendment  would  prohibit 
them  from  seeking  any  such  help.  They 
would  probably  be  quite  seriously  dis¬ 
turbed  about  giving  $2  or  $3  or  $4  or  $5 
to  such  committees  in  local  communities 
for  local  issues.  The  matter  involved 
could  be  a  sewer  district  to  serve  the 
homes  of  many  Federal  employees,  who 
would  wish  to  go  out  and  help.  I  am 
afraid  that  the  Senator’s  amendment,  if 
agreed  to,  would  stifle  that  sort  of  thing 
unless  the  term  “political  committee” 
were  more  clearly  defined. 


Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  If  the 
Senator  will  yield,  I  can  answer  that  very 
easily.  My  amendment  would  amend 
section  602  of  title  18  of  existing  law 
which  already  defines  political  commit¬ 
tees.  This  has  nothing  to  do  with  a  pro¬ 
posal  for  a  sewer  going  in  front  of  a 
man’s  home  or  a  school  bond  election. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  I  wanted  that 
point  cleared  up. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  That  is 
right;  I  am  glad  the  Senator  asked  the 
question.  The  section  of  the  Corrupt 
Practices  Act  to  which  I  referred  deals 
entirely  with  political  contributions,  as 
defined  for  the  purpose  of  electing  candi¬ 
dates  for  national  office. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Would  that  in¬ 
clude  local  officials,  too? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Only  as 
defined  under  the  Corrupt  Practices  Act; 
it  would  follow  the  same  definition  as  the 
present  law.  I  am  sure  the  Senator 
would  not  wish  to  change  that  definition 
as  now  stated  in  the  act. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  No;  I  merely 
wished  to  clarify  the  matter.  It  is 
somewhat  unusual  to  present  a  matter 
of  such  broad  scope  at  this  stage,  with¬ 
out  some  discussion.  I  would  like  to 
have  an  opportunity  to  discuss  the  mat¬ 
ter  with  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Kentucky.  I  do  not  believe  it  affects  our 
respective  committees  because  the  em¬ 
ployees  of  both  the  Senate  Republican 
and  Democratic  Campaign  Committees 
are  few  in  number.  We  have  three  on 
my  committee,  and  I  do  not  think  Sena¬ 
tor  Morton  has  more  than  three  or  four 
who  actively  work  for  the  Republican 
committee.  They  do  the  administrative 
work.  And  when  we  have  a  dinner,  such 
as  the  Senator  from  Kentucky  has  down¬ 
town  about  2  months  ago,  at  $1,000  a 
ticket — and  had  a  full  house — lots  of 
people  bought  those  tickets  and  contrib¬ 
uted.  I  do  not  know  how  many  Federal 
employees  were  there;  there  might  not 
have  been  as  many  as  the  Democrats 
had  at  their  $100  dinner  about  6  weeks 
ago. 

But  we  form  outside  committees.  In 
my  case,  Gen.  Jess  Larson  was  the  chair¬ 
man  of  the  downtown  committee.  I 
know  there  were  a  number  of  Federal 
employees  who  came  to  that  dinner, 
They  were  not  solicited  in  any  way  out 
of  any  of  these  campaign  offices,  and  no 
one  intended  that  they  should  be.  When 
the  Senator  speaks  about  any  political 
committee,  I  can  understand  it  as  refer¬ 
ring  to  a  sort  of  semiofficial  committee, 
such  as  the  Democratic  Campaign  Com¬ 
mittee,  the  Republican  National  Com¬ 
mittee,  Senator  Morton’s  committee, 
and  others. 

I  think  we  should  have  a  much  better 
clarification  and  understanding  of  the 
subject  matter  when  dealing  with  any 
political  committee. 

The  Senator  from  Delaware  knows 
that  campaigns  are  not  run  without 
money.  It  does  not  cost  as  much  to  run 
for  office  in  Delaware  as  it  costs  to  run 
for  office  in  Illinois.  There  is  not  as 
large  a  geographic  territory  to  cover  in 
Delaware.  Also,  the  cost  would  be  based 
on  so  much  per  voter. 

We  have  read  in  the  newspapers  about 


someone  having  raised  $100,000  or  $200,- 
000  at  a  dinner.  That  sounds  like  a  big 
amount.  However,  there  are  1,500,000 
voters  in  the  State  of  Washington.  If 
a  man  were  to  run  for  the  office  of  Gov¬ 
ernor  or  U.S.  Senator  from  Washington, 
he  would  perhaps  have  a  campaign  fund 
of  $200,000,  which  sounds  very  large  to 
the  average  individual.  However,  when 
we  break  the  amount  down,  it  amounts 
to  perhaps  20  cents  a  voter.  One  can 
barely  send  a  letter  to  a  constituent  for 
20  cents,  let  alone  do  anything  else. 

We  should  look  at  this  matter  in  that 
perspective. 

I  have  not  heard  the  argument  of  the 
Senator  from  Oklahoma  concerning  the 
germaneness  of  the  amendment.  How¬ 
ever,  I  hope  that  the  Senator  from  Dela¬ 
ware  will  consider  the  request  of  the 
Senator  from  Kentucky  and  myself.  We 
are  personally  interested  since  we  have 
been  designated  as  delegates  by  our  re¬ 
spective  parties.  We  hope  that  we  can 
talk  to  the  Senator  from  Delaware  about 
this  and  see  what  the  definitions  mean 
and  go  into  the  matter  in  the  depth  it 
deserves. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  should 
be  delighted  to  have  the  Senator  talk  to 
the  Senator  from  Kentucky.  The  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Kentucky  is  here,  and  I  am  sure 
he  will  support  this  amendment.  I  saw 
him  10  minutes  ago. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  He  had  no  notice 
of  the  amendment. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  have 
just  talked  to  the  Senator  from  Kentucky 
about  the  amendment. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  The  Senator  did 
not  notify  the  Senator  from  Washington. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  The 
Senator  from  Washington  is  here  now, 
and  he  has  a  copy  of  the  amendment. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  I  was  in  my  office 
all  morning. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  The 
Senator  from  Washington  says  he  is 
interested  in  this  matter.  Then  let  us 
approve  the  amendment. 

In  reply  to  the  question  concerning 
the  germaneness  of  the  amendment,  the 
pending  measure  is  the  most  germane 
proposal  that  could  be  offered.  We  are 
dealing  with  a  salary  increase  for  2.5 
million  employees. 

All  that  the  amendment  would  do  in 
the  example  outlined  by  the  Senator 
would  be  to  provide  that  his  senatorial 
campaign  committee  or  the  committee 
headed  by  the  Senator  from  Kentucky 
could  not  have  a  person  acting  on  their 
behalf  and  solicit  contributions  or  sell 
tickets. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  The  Senator  is 
correct,  and  we  do  not  do  so. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  am 
certain  of  that. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  I  do  not  know  what 
the  committee  may  or  may  not  do.  How¬ 
ever,  I  do  know  that  every  time  the  com¬ 
mittee’s  action  is  correctly  questioned — 
and  that  has  happened  on  occasion  re¬ 
specting  the  sending  of  letters  and  so 
forth — the  questioned  practice  is  stopped 
rather  quickly.  The  story  appears  on 
the  front  page  of  the  newspaper. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  The 
present  law  does  not  prohibit  or  provide 
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penalties  for  an  employee  of  one  of  the 
committees  or  of  one  of  the  downtown 
committees  who  makes  such  solicitations. 
There  is  no  law  against  such  action. 

This  amendment  merely  states  that 
representatives  of  these  political  com¬ 
mittees  who  solicit  funds  would  be  sub¬ 
ject  to  the  same  penalties  now  appli¬ 
cable  to  salaried  officials. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  That  provision 
would  apply  to  an  employee  in  Dover, 
Del.,  raising  money  for  the  election  of  a 
sheriff. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  It  would 
if  that  employee  were  shaking  down  the 
Civil  Sendee  or  Government  employees 
and  if  the  sheriff’s  name  were  on  a  na¬ 
tional  ballot. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  No  one  is  shaking 
anybody  down. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  They 
cannot  be  pressured  into  contributing. 
The  employees  can  buy  tickets  if  they 
wish.  However,  we  do  not  elect  a  sheriff 
in  Dover  unless  he  is  running  on  the 
same  ticket  as  the  other  candidates. 
When  they  are  on  the  same  ticket  as  na¬ 
tional  candidates  they  would  be  covered. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  We  have  candi¬ 
dates  on  all  tickets. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  The 
Senator  is  correct.  However,  they  do 
not  run  nationally  on  all  tickets. 

The  amendment  merely  states  that 
representatives  of  these  public  officials 
or  political  committees  cannot  go  out  and 
do  what  the  principals  are  barred  from 
doing  under  the  existing  law.  If  we  do 
not  close  this  loophole,  Congress  might 
just  as  well  stamp  our  approval  on  such 
action.  Personally  I  think  it  is  wrong. 

I  read  a  letter  from  another  employee. 
It  is  as  follows : 

Senator  John  J.  Williams: 

I  am  a  career  employee  with  many  years 
of  service.  I  have  never  been  high-pressured 
for  the  $100  fund  raising  like  I  have  been 
this  year.  This  is  the  first  time  I  know  of 
that  employees  were  solicited  at  work,  right 
at  their  desks.  A  list  was  maintained  of 
givers  and  nongivers  in  the  Commerce  De¬ 
partment.  Lack  of  faith  and  integrity  in 
the  Civil  Service  System  prohibits  me  from 
revealing  my  name.  Fellow  employees  know 
that  promotions  are  denied  to  the  nongivers. 

We'should  enact  legislation  protecting 
these  employees  from  forced  contribu¬ 
tions. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  I  think  this  in¬ 
volves  an  interpretation  by  an  employee 
of  what  a  solicitation  is. 

I  could  read  all  kinds  of  letters  written 
during  the  Eisenhower  administration, 
during  the  Harding  administration,  and 
perhaps  during  the  Lincoln  administra¬ 
tion — letters  written  in  an  effort  to  solicit 
funds. 

It  depends  on  how  the  man  himself 
interprets  solicitation. 

I  would  like  to  have  the  amendment 
define  the  meaning  of  solicitation  with 
more  care  and  precision. 

Would  the  term  “solicitation”  cover  a 
fellow  employee  who  would  say,  “Did  you 
buy  a  $10  ticket  to  the  dinner  for  our  old 
friend,  the  sheriff  of  Dover?”  The  other 
fellow  might  say,  “No,  but  perhaps  I  had 
better  do  so  because  you  never  know 
when  you  will  see  the  sheriff.” 

It  is  a  matter  of  advice  and  not  solici¬ 
tation.  The  definition  of  solicitation  is 


not  that  of  the  fellow  himself.  He  per¬ 
haps  did  not  want  to  buy  the  ticket  and 
perhaps  would  not  have  bought  one.  He 
did  not  have  to.  He  would  perhaps  in¬ 
stead  say  something  similar  to  what  has 
been  stated  in  the  letter  from  which  the 
Senator  just  read. 

I  think  we  are  getting  into  a  field  in 
which  we  ought  to  have  a  little  more 
definitive  discussion  of  what  we  mean  by 
political  committees  all  over  the  United 
States.  There  would  be  thousands  of 
such  committees,  perhaps  more  than 
that. 

What  is  solicitation?  If  someone 
comes  in  and  says,  “If  you  don’t  do  this, 
I  will  do  something  to  you,”  that  would 
be  solicitation.  No  one  could  say  that  to 
him  but  a  superior. 

However,  if  the  matter  arises  in  an¬ 
other  more  subtle  way  he  might  still  say 
that  he  was  solicited.  He  did  not  have 
to  do  anything  about  it.  That  is  what 
bothers  me  about  the  amendment.  I  am 
sure  that  I  also  speak  for  the  Senator 
from  Kentucky. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  under¬ 
stand  that  the  Senator  from  Illinois  seeks 
recognition,  and  I  shall  yield.  However, 
I  must  state  again  that  the  amendment 
does  not  in  any  way  attempt  to  redefine 
solicitation  or  contributions  as  presently 
defined  under  the  existing  law. 

All  that  the  amendment  would  do 
would  be  to  impose  the  same  penalties 
against  an  employee  of  a  senatorial  cam¬ 
paign  committee  or  other  political  com¬ 
mittee  who  was  soliciting  political  con¬ 
tribution  from  Government  employees. 
All  that  this  amendment  would  do  would 
be  to  add  “employees  of  these  commit¬ 
tees”  so  that  a  man  cannot  designate 
someone  to  do  this  soliciting  in  an  effort 
to  get  around  the  existing  lav/. 

This  is  a  loophole  that  has  been  rec¬ 
ognized  by  the  President  and  by  many 
others. 

Everyone  says  that  he  is  against  this 
practice  and  that  he  wants  to  do  some¬ 
thing  about  it.  This  is  the  chance  to  do 
something.  Vote  for  this  amendment 
here  today. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  We  are  going  to 
have  hearings  on  the  recommendations. 
Most  of  the  committee  members  say  that 
we  will  have  hearings  on  this.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Kentucky  and  I  have  an 
amendment  that  we  want  to  offer  in  or¬ 
der  to  help  clarify  some  of  this  matter. 

I  was  hoping  that  this  soi~t  of  thing 
could  be  put  in  at  the  proper  place  and 
time  so  that  we  could  have  a  really  de¬ 
finitive  look  at  what  the  amendment 
means. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  This 
proposal  was  not  a  part  of  the  bill  as  in¬ 
troduced  in  either  the  House  or  the  Sen¬ 
ate.  Why  delay  action? 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  there 
has  been  discussion  as  to  the  meaning  of 
the  word  “solicitation.”  I  listened  to 
what  was  said  by  the  Senator  from  Dela¬ 
ware.  If  I  am  correct,  his  statement  was 
that  he  is  not  at  all  changing  the  mean¬ 
ing  of  the  word  “solicitation.” 

He  is  using  that  word  in  the  exact  con¬ 
notation  that  it  carries  in  the  present 
law. 


Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  The 
Senator  is  correct. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  All  that  the  Senator 
is  doing  is  asking  that  the  senatorial  or 
congressional  employees  be  covered  un¬ 
der  the  general  existing  law  pertaining 
to  solicitation. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  The 
Senator  is  correct. 

I  shall  read  from  the  existing  law,  sec¬ 
tion  602  of  title  18: 

§602.  Solicitation  of  political  contributions. 

Whoever,  being  a  Senator  or  Representa¬ 
tive  in,  or  Delegate  or  Resident  Commission¬ 
er  to,  or  a  candidate  for  Congress,  or  in¬ 
dividual  elected,  as  Senator,  Representative, 
Delegate,  or  Resident  Commissioner,  or  an 
officer  or  employee  of  the  United  States  or 
any  department  or  agency  thereof,  or  a 
person  receiving  any  salary  or  compensation 
for  services  from  money  derived  from  the 
Treasury  of  the  United  States,  directly  or 
indirectly  solicits,  receives,  or  is  in  any 
manner  concerned  in  soliciting  or  receiving, 
any  assessment,  subscription,  or  contribu¬ 
tion  for  any  political  purpose  whatever,  from 
any  other  such  officer,  employee,  or  person, 
shall  be  fined  not  more  than  $5,000  or  im¬ 
prisoned  not  more  than  three  years  or  both. 
(June  25,  1948,  ch.  645,  Stat.  722.) 

That  is  the  present  law.  The  proposed 
amendment  would  merely  add  a  new 
subsection  to  this  section  which  would 
prescribe  the  same  criminal  penalties 
for  any  person  acting  on  behalf  of  any 
public  official  or  political  committee. 

The  definition  of  a  political  commit¬ 
tee  is  the  same  as  defined  in  the  amend¬ 
ment  that  was  approved  about  3  months 
ago  prohibiting  political  committees 
from  selling  ads  in  their  bulletins. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Do  I  understand  cor¬ 
rectly  that  the  amendment  proposed  by 
the  Senator  from  Delaware  would  not 
affect  the  present  meaning  of  the  words 
“soliciting,”  “receiving,”  or  other  lan¬ 
guage  used  in  the  existing  law? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  The 
Senator  is  correct.  The  proposed  amend¬ 
ment  is  not  intended  to  change  one  iota 
the  definitions  it  merely  provides  simi¬ 
lar  penalties  for  representatives  of  the 
committees.  The  restrictions  would  be 
no  different  from  those  presently  appli¬ 
cable  to  the  Senator  from  Ohio  and  my¬ 
self. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  A  question  was  asked 
as  to  what  is  meant  by  “solicitation.” 
I  say  this  in  a  spirit  of  lightness.  Re¬ 
gardless  of  how  tender  and  how  in¬ 
nocent  the  request  might  be,  the  fact  is 
that  Congressmen  intimidate  and  coerce 
employees  in  the  contribution  of  money 
for  political  campaigns. 

I  can  go  to  an  employee  of  mine  and  by 
a  mere  look,  by  a  mere  tender  suggestion, 
suggest  that  he  give  money.  It  might  be 
said  that  that  is  innocent  solicitation. 
The  fact  is  that  it  is  evil  and  flagrant  in¬ 
timidation. 

I  am  glad  to  say  that  I  have  never 
taken  a  nickel  as  contribution  from  any 
of  my  employees,  in  the  entire  time  that 
I  have  been  in  the  Senate. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  thank 
the  Senator  from  Ohio  for  his  support. 
I  am  sure  the  same  statement  can  be 
made  by  other  Senators. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  The  Senator  from 
Ohio  might  raise  the  implication  that, 
while  he  has  not  done  it,  someone  else 
has. 
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Mi-.  LAUSCHE.  We  are  talking  about 
prohibiting  this  practice,  and  I  suppose 
we  are  talking  about  prohibiting  this 
practice  because  we  fear  that  it  is  being 
done. 

I  repeat  that  nothing  in  all  these  cir¬ 
cumstances  justifies  the  argument  of  the 
Senator  from  Washington  for  special 
hearings  to  find  out  what  is  meant  by  the 
word  “solicitation.” 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  I  did  not  say  that 
at  all.  If  we  are  going  to  have  a  con¬ 
fessional  here - 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  stated 
before  to  the  Senator  from  Ohio  that  I 
was  certain  that  what  he  said  was  equally 
applicable  to  all  other  Members  of  Con¬ 
gress,  because  I  have  not  heard  of  a  single 
instance  during  the  time  I  have  been  in 
the  Senate  in  which  a  Member  of  Con¬ 
gress  was  shaking  down  his  employees. 
I  am  not  intimating  that. 

Some  of  the  letters  I  read  were  written 
under  the  preceding  administration. 
This  problem  does  not  relate  only  to  this 
administration.  I  emphasized  that  be¬ 
fore,  and  I  do  so  again.  I  have  heard 
complaints  about  both  administrations. 
I  have  discussed  this  problem  many 
times. 

Only  recently,  after  considerable  re¬ 
search,  I  found  that  the  employees — not 
employees  of  Congress,  but  employees  or 
representatives  acting  on  behalf  of  polit¬ 
ical  committees — are  not  prohibited  from 
soliciting  contributions.  Under  the  pro¬ 
posed  amendment,  an  employee  of  a 
political  committee  or  representative  of 
a  public  official  or  candidate  would  be 
subject  to  the  same  penalties  to  which 
the  members  of  that  committee  are  now 
subject.  The  definition  of  “solicitation” 
or  “contribution”  would  not  be  changed 
one  iota  from  that  which  is  applicable 
today,  under  existing  law. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  yield. 
Mr.  MAGNUSON.  The  Senator  from 
Delaware  has  clarified  part  of  the  prob¬ 
lem  for  me.  However,  in  the  part  of  the 
country  from  which  I  come,  an  argument 
often  recurs  as  to  whether  we  should 
have  a  city  sewer  district  or  a  metro¬ 
politan  sewer  district.  Three  people 
running  for  the  sewer  commission  will 
say  that  if  they  are  elected,  they  will  do 
it  one  way,  and  another  three  say  they 
will  do  it  the  other  way.  The  subject 
affects  Federal  employees  and  other  peo¬ 
ple  who  live  in  that  area,  and  they  form 
committees  to  elect  three  people  on  one 
side  as  against  three  on  the  other  side. 
When  we  reach  down  to  these  local 
committees,  I  think  we  are  going  very 
far  in  this  situation.  It  could  affect  a 
candidate  for  a  nonsalaried  position. 
Most  of  these  positions  are  nonsalaried. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  can 
say  this:  The  definition  of  a  committee 
is  not  changed  from  that  contained  in 
the  Corrupt  Practices  Act.  I  believe  the 
Senator  from  Washington  will  find  that 
that  act  does  not  prevent  civil  service 
employees  from  participating  in  purely 
local  matters. 

For  example,  it  is  my  understanding 
that  a  civil  service  employee  can  run 
for  a  member  of  the  commission  in  his 
town  or  for  a  member  of  the  school 
board,  et  cetera. 


The  Corrupt  Practices  Act  defines  a 
candidate  as  one  whose  name  is  pre¬ 
sented  for  election  in  one  or  more  States. 

Those  cases  which  the  Senator  from 
Washington  has  mentioned  are  purely 
local  affairs.  It  is  my  understanding 
that  as  a  local  citizen  he  can  hold  office 
and  solicit  office  the  same  as  anyone  else. 
But  if  he  is  on  a  ticket  in  which  a  na¬ 
tional  officer  is  involved  that  is  when 
the  problem  arises. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  The  Senator  from 
Delaware  says  “any  political  committee.” 
As  I  read  the  amendment,  it  contains 
the  phrase  “any  political  committee.” 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  It  is  the 
same  as  the  definition  in  the  existing 
law.  That  is  where  it  is  taken  from. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  This  illustrates 
how  confusing  amendments  can  be  when 
they  are  not  discussed.  I  do  not  say  spe¬ 
cial  hearings  should  be  conducted.  No 
one  has  said  that.  However,  the  com¬ 
mittees  having  jurisdiction  in  such  mat¬ 
ters  should  at  least  be  able  to  discuss 
such  important  legislation. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  The 
amendment  was  to  be  offered  on  Friday, 
July  1;  however,  fortunately  or  unfortu¬ 
nately,  the  Senate  adjourned  on  Thurs¬ 
day,  and  the  amendment  could  not  be 
printed. 

(At  this  point,  Mr.  Bayh  took  the  chair 
as  Presiding  Officer.) 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  I 
should  like  to  intrude  myself  into  this 
discussion,  with  respect  to  some  general 
considerations  that  look  toward  the  bill 
but  have' no  particular  bearing  on  the 
pending  measure. 

I  have  some  misgivings  about  the  bill. 

I  intend  to  vote  for  it.  But  that  does  not 
entirely  assuage  a  sense  of  apprehension 
that  I  have  entertained  about  the  con¬ 
stant  effort  to  load  the  Federal  budget 
to  a  point  where  it  must  be  giving  serious 
concern  to  nearly  every  responsible  per¬ 
son  in  the  Federal  Government. 

Now,  this  is  going  to  cost,  I  figure,  $471 
million.  If,  of  course,  it  had  been  made 
effective  next  January  instead  of  being 
dated  back  to  this  month,  July,  it  would 
probably  be  in  the  neighborhood  of  $300 
million,  or  something  less  than  that. 
But  it  would  be  at  least  that  much  of  an 
extra  charge  upon  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment.  The  House  of  Representatives 
made  it  effective  July  1, 1966.  The  Pres¬ 
ident,  in  his  state  of  the  Union  message, 
asked  to  make  it  effective  January  1, 
1967. 

The  distinguished  majority  leader  and 
I  had  a  discussion  of  the  matter  to  see 
whether  or  not  a  compromise  date  of 
October  1  probably  could  be  developed, 
but  it  fell  by  the  wayside  because  I  pre¬ 
sented  it  to  our  policy  committee  and 
they  did  not  show  any  particular  sym¬ 
pathy  for  it.  So,  here  is  another  charge 
on  the  1967  budget. 

I  am  afraid  that  all  of  this  obscures 
what  I  think  is  the  largest  consideration 
involved  here.  Frankly,  all  of  our  fiscal 
situation  is  most  disturbing.  The 
money  supply  is  increasing  in  this  coun¬ 
try  at  an  incredible  rate.  If  any  one  has 
any  doubt  about  it,  let  him  make  some 
comparisons  over  the  last  10,  15,  or  20 
years  to  see  how  we  have  hiked  the  dis¬ 
posable  money  supply  in  this  country; 
and  obyiously  it  becomes  one  of  the  fea¬ 


tures  in  this  whole  feverish  business  of 
inflation. 

The  credit  demands  that  seem  to  exist 
at  the  present  time  are  completely  un¬ 
precedented.  Frankly,  I  have  never 
seen  anything  like  it.  Letters  that  reach 
me  from  day  to  day  insist  that  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  has  to  do  something  to  loosen 
up  credit  and  to  make  possible  additional 
spending  in  order  to  keep  this  overheated 
condition  in  our  economy,  which  is  ag¬ 
gravated  by  the  fact  that  we  load  it  up  by 
constantly  hiking  nearly  everything  that 
goes  through  the  Appropriations  Com¬ 
mittee,  with  only  a  few  exceptions. 

This  search  for  funds  is  astonishing 
but  has  a  very  natural  impact  upon  in¬ 
terest  rates.  I  see  now  in  the  Federal 
Reserve  States,  the  central  reserve  cities 
and  elsewhere,  the  5.5  percent  interest 
rate  is  becoming  quite  common,  and  they 
are  beginning  to  bid  for  money  at  5.5 
percent.  It  will  go  to  6  percent.  I  see 
that  in  Great  Britain  they  are  toying 
with  an  interest  rate  of  7  percent.  If 
that  is  going  to  be  the  bellwether  for 
what  happens  in  this  country,  I  begin  to 
dread  a  little  what  may  be  around  the 
corner. 

But  certainly  there  is  fierce  competi¬ 
tion  for  funds  today.  That  goes  for 
banks,  that  goes  for  mutual  savings 
banks;  it  goes  for  the  savings  and  loan 
associations,  it  goes  for  the  insurance 
companies,  and  it  goes  for  nearly  every 
thrift  institution  with  which  I  am 
familiar. 

At  one  time  I  served  on  the  board  of 
directors  of  a  savings  and  loan  associa¬ 
tion  that  was  in  the  $500  million  bracket. 

I  know  how  these  shuttlings  of  demand 
for  credit  operate  in  an  institution  of 
that  kind. 

It  is  no  wonder  that  European  finan¬ 
cier’s  become  rather  dubious  about  the 
fact  that  we  will  not  face  up  to  our  fiscal 
problems  and  really  come  to  grips  with 
what  is  right  here  before  us. 

I  had  quite  a  session  the  other  day 
with  the  Chairman  of  the  Federal  Re¬ 
serve  Board  and  I  had  several  sessions 
with  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury. 
Perhaps  I  should  not  say  that  they  have 
some  concern,  but  you  could  not  talk  to 
them  without  detecting  that  there  was 
concern,  and  they  would  like  to  see  the 
Congress  do  a  little  more  realistically  by 
the  President’s  budget  and  give  a  little 
more  cooperation  to  the  Chief  Executive. 

The  gold  rate  continues.  The  imbal¬ 
ance  of  payments  is  still  there.  It  is  far 
from  a  solution.  No  one  knows  when  the 
gold  raiding  is  going  to  quit.  The  infla¬ 
tion  fires  burn  brightly  everywhere  in 
the  land. 

If  you  have  any  doubt,  you  can  go  into 
any  grocery  store.  It  was  my  pleasure 
three  or  four  times  during  the  last  week 
to  hobble  around  on  crutches  or  in  a 
wheelchair  and  look  at  prices. 

Once  upon  a  time  I  was  in  the  grocery 
business.  I  think  that  everybody  in  our 
family  was  at  some  time.  I  have  an 
idea  of  the  comparisons  that  one  can 
make. 

It  is  incredible,  to  say  the  least,  but 
then,  you  do  not  have  to  guess  at  the  sit¬ 
uation.  All  you  have  to  do  is  look  at  the 
prices  and  take  time  to  look  at  the  cash 
register  when  you  get  your  bill  at  the 
counter. 
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All  of  this  has  an  impact  on  fixed  in¬ 
come.  It  has  an  impact  on  the  incomes 
of  pensioners.  It  has  an  impact  on  wage 
demands  that  is  absolutely  unmistakable. 
Obviously,  as  far  as  trying  to  meet  this 
situation  by  taxes  is  concerned,  I  pre¬ 
sume  everybody  wants  to  shun  another 
tax  bill  in  an  election  year,  because  po¬ 
litically  it  is  not  quite  the  palatable  thing 
to  trot  forth. 

If  this  situation  continues,  what  will 
be  the  ultimate  end?  If  history  is  any 
teacher  at  all,  there  will  undoubtedly 
have  to  be  additional  taxes,  or  there  will 
have  to  be  controls.  There  will  have  to 
be  a  deeper  intrusion  of  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  into  the  entire  field  of  economic 
decision  making.  That  has  always  been 
the  domain  of  private  enterprise.  If 
those  three  are  not  the  ultimate  result, 
then  maybe  it  will  be  boom  and  bust,  as 
it  was  in  October  1929. 

I  think  that  most  Senators  must  still 
remember  that  there  were  people  who 
jumped  out  of  20th  story  windows  be¬ 
cause  they  could  not  take  the  gaff  when 
the  economy  began  to  collapse. 

I  said  that  the  Congress  is  not  com¬ 
pletely  cooperate  with  the  President  in 
this  field.  I  am  prepared  to  prove  it. 
Congress  is  the  keeper  of  the  purse.  It 
is  the  constitutional  guardian  of  the 
purse.  Not  a  dollar  can  come  from  the 
Federal  Treasury  except  in  pursuance  of 
an  appropriation  made  in  law.  If  that 
is  not  the  Constitution,  I  am  not  familiar 
with  that  document.  If  that  does  not 
make  Congress  the  keeper  of  the  purse, 
then,  frankly,  I  never  really  understood 
any  constitutional  history. 

I  learned  long  ago  that  the  sword  was 
committed  to  the  President  in  his  ca¬ 
pacity  as  Commander  in  Chief,  and  that 
the  purse  was  committed  to  Congress, 
and  that  we  had  the  responsibility  for  it. 
Now,  we  cannot  ignore  that  responsi¬ 
bility,  but  I  wonder  if  we  are  not  doing 
so. 

I  think  that  these  figures  are  probably 
correct.  I  got  them  from  the  best  source 
in  the  Appropriations  Committee. 

The  agricultural  appropriation  bill  is 
above  the  budget  by  $48  million,  and  will 
be  by  another  $145  million  if  there  is 
added  the  rural  electrification  programs. 
I  presume  that  includes  the  telephone 
program. 

The  Department  of  Defense  appropri¬ 
ation  bill  will  be  $946  million  over  the 
budget.  The  Labor,  Health,  Education, 
and  Welfare  bill  already  has  been  passed 
by  the  House  of  Representatives,  and  it 
is  $490  million  over  the  President’s 
budget.  That  includes  $233  million  for 
payments  to  school  districts,  namely,  the 
impacted  areas,  and  $74  million  over 
the  budget  for  the  National  Institutes 
of  Health. 

The  Interior  Department  appropri¬ 
ation  bill  was  signed  into  law  and  the 
amount  recommended  was  only  $18  mil¬ 
lion  under  the  budget. 

The  Post  Office  appropriation  bill  has 
been  enacted  into  law  and  the  cost  is  only 
$50  million  under  the  budget. 

Those  are  paltry  sums  compared  to  in¬ 
creases  we  have  voted,  and  it  is  not  all  in 
the  field  of  appropriation  because  we 
have  authorized  some  expenditures  that 
run  into  very  significant  sums,  as,  for 


example,  the  so-called  GI  cold  war  bill. 

There,  I  think,  we  run  into  something 
over  $200  million.  Now  here  Is  the 
civilian  pay  bill,  and  on  the  basis  of  the 
dating  of  the  bill,  it  will  be  $300  million 
above  the  President’s  recommendations. 
The  military  pay  bill,  which  is  in  confer¬ 
ence,  will  be  above  the  budget  to  the  ex¬ 
tent  of  $360  million.  The  military  medi¬ 
cal  benefits  bill,  already  approved  in  the 
House,  will  be  $213  million  over  the  Pres¬ 
ident’s  recommendations.  The  GI  cold 
war  bill  was  $250  million  over  the  Presi¬ 
dent’s  request.  Then  comes  the  water 
pollution  control  bill.  It  is  on  the  calen¬ 
dar,  approved  by  the  Senate  committee, 
and  it  will  be  $276  million  above  the 
President’s  recommendations. 

These  are  just  the  major  items.  If  we 
try  to  interlard  it  with  a  great  many 
other  items,  it  becomes  an  impressive  sum 
of  money.  This  but  adds  and  will  add  to 
the  spendable  funds  in  the  country.  It 
can  do  nothing  other  than  feed  the  in¬ 
flationary  fires. 

At  some  point,  it  may  become  the  straw 
which  will  finally  break  the  back  of  the 
camel.  I  say  this  against  a  rather  in¬ 
teresting  background.  I  checked  some 
figures  and  discovered  that  the  Federal 
Reserve  System  now  has  roughly  $42,000 
million  in  Federal  securities.  That  is  the 
highest  in  the  history  of  that  institution. 
It  is  the  highest  in  the  history  of  the 
country.  If  that  does  not  bring  appre¬ 
hension  and  concern  to  those  who  have 
responsibility  for  Government,  frankly  I 
do  not  know  what  will. 

I  had  hoped  that  in  the  course  of  this 
session  of  Congress  there  might  be  op¬ 
portunities  to  cut  some  of  the  appropri¬ 
ation  bills.  Perhaps  I  have  been  some¬ 
what  remiss  in  my  duty  in  that  field,  but 
opportunities  to  cut  in  a  substantial  way 
are  not  too  generous,  which  is  to  say  that 
when  we  take  out  the  “untouchables,” 
such  as  interest  on  the  public  debt,  the 
veterans — which  we  cannot  very  well  cut; 
mid  we  can  do  nothing  about  the  affairs 
in  Vietnam  because  we  have  to  supply 
what  it  takes  in  order  to  bring  them 
either  to  the  conference  table  or  two  pro¬ 
vide  a  victory. 

Thus,  we  have  to  look  elsewhere  if  we 
are  going  to  do  any  cutting  and  some¬ 
how  dampen  this  inflationary  fire. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Illinois  yield? 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  am  happy  to  yield 
to  the  Senator  from  New  York. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  The  minority  leader,  on 
this  side  of  the  aisle,  has  served  his  coun¬ 
try  and  Congress  well  by  inviting  atten¬ 
tion  to  this  situation.  Regardless  of 
whether  I  or  any  other  Senator  agrees 
with  him  as  to  specific  cuts  in  the  pay 
bill,  or  any  other  matter  of  that  char¬ 
acter,  there  is  always  a  duty  to  balance 
the  books,  and  we  are  not  doing  it.  That 
is  what  the  Senator  from  Illinois  is  point¬ 
ing  out.  That  is  his  central  theme,  with 
which  I  thoroughly  agree. 

Let  me  suggest  to  the  Senator  from 
Illinois  that  he  has  put  his  finger  on 
two  points.  In  addition  to  the  question 
of  appropriations,  which  are  critically 
important  to  the  country,  there  is  the 
the  shortness  of  money,  the  tightness  of 
money,  and  the  high  interest  rate  which 
is  unjustified  by  the  Nation’s  credit 
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standing;  and  there  continues  to  be  a 
serious  imbalance  in  international  pay¬ 
ments  which  is  restricting  our  maneuver¬ 
ability  in  banking  terms  throughout  the 
world.  The  Swiss  bankers  are  pretty 
much  writing  the  ticket  for  the  United 
States,  as  they  maintain  the  books.  It 
is  therefore  to  them  that  the  dollar  is 
weak  or  the  dollar  is  strong. 

Let  me  ask  my  colleague,  as  a  responsi¬ 
ble  leader  in  Congress,  this  serious  ques¬ 
tion;  It  may  be  that  we  cannot  raise 
taxes  in  an  election  year  for  political 
reasons,  but  political  reasons  must,  oc¬ 
casionally,  give  way  to  the  interests  of 
the  Nation.  As  the  Senator  and  I  both 
know,  it  is  unlikely  that  the  pay  bill  will 
not  be  adopted,  that  the  water  pollution 
bill  will  not  be  passed,  or  that  the  anti- 
poverty  program  will  not  be  raised.  Does 
the  minority  leader  feel  that  we  must 
give  serious  consideration  to  our  re¬ 
sponsibility,  and  to  the  word  “responsi¬ 
bility”  of  Congress  and  consider  a  tax 
increase? 

The  President  is  way  behind  his  duty 
now  and  has  himself  brought  us,  in  my 
judgment,  to  this  present  situation  be¬ 
cause  he  has  been  unwilling  to  face  the 
necessity  for  a  tax  increase  4  or  5 
months  ago,  which  we  could  have  done 
at  the  rate  of  5  percent  across  the  board, 
which  would  have  materially  helped  us 
with  our  situation. 

I  submit  to  the  distinguished  minority 
leader  this  serious  question  as  to  our  re¬ 
sponsibility,  with  which  I  thoroughly 
agree.  Can  we  afford  to  lay  aside  the 
alternative  of  a  tax  increase,  which  is  an 
element  of  that  responsibility,  because  it 
would  be  politically  uncomfortable? 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Let  me  say  to  the  very 
distinguished  Senator  from  New  York 
that  if  a  tax  bill  were  brought  in  tomor¬ 
row,  I  would  vote  for  it.  I  would  do  so 
because  I  do  not  wish  to  see  the  country 
go  down  the  drain,  or  partly  down  the 
drain.  I  do  not  want  to  go  through  the 
kind  of  agony  we  all  went  through  in 
1929  and  for  all  those  years  thereafter 
and  virtually  had  to  be  bailed  out  by  a 
war  before  we  got  our  feet  on  solid 
ground  once  again. 

Now,  time  is  of  the  essence.  I  believe 
if  that  is  the  thing  which  best  counsel 
advises,  then  we  should  come  in  with  a 
tax  bill — and  I  would  be  willing — any  old 
time,  because  something  must  take  place. 
The  day  of  miracles  is  over.  We  have 
come  to  the  end  of  that  road. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Illinois  yield? 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  am  happy  to  yield 
to  the  Senator  from  Vermont. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  I  do  not 
know  nearly  so  much  about  national  and 
international  finances  as  does  the  minor¬ 
ity  leader  and  the  Senator  from  New 
York,  but  I  do  know  that  during  the  10 
days  I  have  been  away  from  Washing¬ 
ton,  I  have  found  considerable  worry 
over  the  economic  and  credit  situation  in 
the  United  States,  that  it  is  fast  taking 
precedence  over  even  the  war  in  Vietnam 
as  the  No.  1  cause  for  concern  in  this 
country — although  if  we  go  back  to  the 
war  that  probably  is  the  cause  for  all  of 
it.  As  it  continues  to  expand,  it  will  con¬ 
tinue  to  increase  this  concern.  But,  I 
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found  that  nearly  everyone  is  upset  over 
the  credit  situation. 

They  say,  “If  you  want  to  build  500 
houses,  you  can  probably  get  money 
from  one  of  the  larger  New  York  banks, 
but  if  you  want  to  build  one  house  for 
just  yourself  and  family,  you  do  not  have 
a  chance  in  the  world.” 

To  me,  the  irony  of  the  situation  lies 
in  the  fact  that  the  predicament  in  which 
we  are  placing  ourselves  will  redound  to 
the  benefit  of  Russia  more  than  any 
other  country  in  the  world.  They  will  get 
the  benefit  of  our  enormous  expendi¬ 
tures. 

The  action  of  the  administration  last 
week  in  stepping  up  the  bombing  in  Viet¬ 
nam  is  reflected  in  a  published  report  in 
the  Los  Angeles  Times  which  points  out 
that  we  have  again  bailed  out  Russia  at 
the  Bucharest  meeting  because  of  our 
actions.  However,  I  certainly  feel,  after 
talking  with  the  people  at  home,  who 
seem  to  know  a  lot  more  about  finance 
and  credit  than  I  do,  that  the  President 
cannot  afford  to  wait  until  after  the  elec¬ 
tion  before  he  takes  steps  which  are 
essential  in  time  of  war. 

Those  whom  I  have  confidence  in  say 
that  the  President  is  courting  disaster  for 
the  United  States  by  postponing  what 
would  ordinarily  be  called  perhaps  war 
measures,  such  as  mobilization  of  credit 
and  personnel  and  other  controls  which 
go  along  with  a  war. 

I  hope  that  the  President  will  not 
delay. 

Senators  will  remember  that  I  spoke  on 
the  floor  last  January  31  and  pointed 
out  the  things  which  we  should  do  if  the 
war  is  to  be  expanded.  We  are  going  to 
spend  in  Vietnam  alone  this  year  prob¬ 
ably  one-third  more  than  the  total  cost 
of  the  Korean  war.  When  we  say  that  we 
can  do  that  without  any  preparation, 
when  we  attempt  to  put  off  facing  trou¬ 
blesome  matters  until  after  an  election, 
we  are  merely  jeopardizing  the  welfare  of 
this  country. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  have  one  answer. 

I  can  testify  to  what  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Vermont  says.  It  shows  up 
in  the  letters  that  come  in  by  the  score 
from  small  enterprises  all  over  the 
country.  We  are  now  having  these  credit 
problems.  It  is  in  the  fierce  money  com¬ 
petition  between  the  banks  and  the  sav¬ 
ings  and  loan  associations.  I  read  that 
the  mutual  savings  banks  in  New  York 
have  increased  their  interest  rate.  So, 
little  by  little,  competition  is  being  sharp¬ 
ened,  and  that  brings  on  the  evil  day. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  believe  I  heard  on  the 
radio  this  morning  that  Great  Britain 
has  now  announced  an  increase  in  in¬ 
terest  rates  to  7  percent. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  understood  so. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  That  does  not  look  too 
good  for  our  balance  of  payments. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  to  me  for  a  moment?  I 
know  that  the  majority  leader  wishes  to 
speak,  but  I  should  like  to  complete  my 
argument  and  to  complete  the  thought 
which  has  now  been  buttressed  by  the 
Senator  from  Vermont,  and  to  endorse 
what  he  has  said. 

The  difficulty  with  tight  money  is  that 
it  is  nondiscriminating.  It  is  tight 
money  for  everybody. 


Mr.  DIRKSEN.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  It  is  tight  money  for 
lipsticks;  it  is  tight  money  for  essential 
construction;  it  is  tight  money  for  enter¬ 
tainment;  and  it  is  tight  money  for  auto¬ 
mation,  where  automation  can  contribute 
to  a  reduction  in  the  cost  of  living. 

The  administration,  so  far  as  I  know, 
has  not  enforced  regulation  W  or  regu¬ 
lation  X,  which  sought  to  set  high  stand¬ 
ards  for  consumer  credit,  which  now 
covers  an  enormous  area  of  the  total 
credit  of  the  country.  If  my  memory 
serves  me  correctly,  it  is  around  $50 
billion. 

The  minority  leader  has  opened  a  sub¬ 
ject  of  tremendous  portent  to  the  coun¬ 
try.  I  hope  that  he  will  himself  join  oc¬ 
casionally  in  the  debate  and  the  discus¬ 
sion  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate,  so  that 
the  administration  may  be  called  to  the 
issue  of  responsibility,  which  I  thorough¬ 
ly  agree  with  the  Senator  from  Illinois 
that  Congress  must  assume. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  In  respect  to  every 
bill  that  raises  the  budget,  there  ought 
to  be  such  a  discussion  as  this,  and  we 
should  not  be  timid  about  it.  It  was  said 
of  the  Chairman  of  the  Federal  Reserve 
Board  that  he  should  not  have  made  his 
speech  at  Columbia  University,  because 
he  began  to  rake  the  ashes  of  1929.  He 
was  told,  “You  must  not  do  it.  You  must 
not  jeopardize  the  country.” 

But  the  time  has  come  to  come  to  grips 
with  the  truth,  and  we  must  do  it  now  be¬ 
fore  anything  happens.  That  is  why  I 
undertook  now  to  state  that  I  had  mis¬ 
givings  about  this  bill,  but  that  I  would 
vote  for  it  because  it  was  a  part  of  the 
President’s  request  in  his  state  of  the 
Union  message,  except  that  he  wanted  it 
to  become  effective  January  1,  1967,  in¬ 
stead  of  July  1, 1966. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  This  is  essentially  a 
cause  for  liberals,  not  only  for  conserva¬ 
tives.  If  we  liberals  want  to  vote  appro¬ 
priations  because  we  believe  they  are 
essential  to  the  Nation’s  welfare,  we  must 
face  up  to  what  it  takes  to  maintain  the 
appropriations. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  distinguished  minority  leader  yield? 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  I  am  glad  that  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  New  York 
has  made  the  statement  he  has  just 
made;  it  counterbalances  what  I  thought 
he  was  going  to  say  when  he  began,  which 
was  that  he  thought  the  administration 
was  to  blame  for  the  inflation  which  is,  in 
part,  upon  us  at  the  present  time.  But 
the  distinguished  minority  leader 
throughout  his  remarks,  and  the  distin¬ 
guished  senior  Senator  from  New  York  in 
his  later  remarks,  pointed  out  that  Con¬ 
gress  has  a  responsibility  in  the  field  of 
the  raising  and  lowering  of  taxes;  the 
President  is  not  averse  to  requesting  a  tax 
increase,  if  it  is  needed,  political  year  or 
not.  Last  January  the  President  pre¬ 
sented  his  budget  to  the  Congress.  It 
was  skinned  down  to  the  bone.  The 
various  agencies  of  the  Government  pre¬ 
sented  requests  of  $131  billion;  as  I  re¬ 
call,  the  President  reduced  these  requests 
to  about  $113  billion. 

As  the  distinguished  minority  leader 
has  pointed  out,  this  Congress  so  far, 
either  through  appropriations  or  addi¬ 


tional  authorizations,  has  raised  the 
President’s  budget  by  more  than  $3  bil¬ 
lion.  It  is  Congress  that  has  done  this, 
not  the  administration.  So  if  we  are 
seeking  to  place  the  blame,  let  us  not 
place  it  where  it  does  not  belong,  let  us 
give  Congress  its  fair  share,  too. 

I  am  delighted  that  this  subject  has 
been  brought  up,  because  the  President 
has  been  greatly  disturbed  at  the  enthu¬ 
siasm  shown  by  Congress  this  year  in  go¬ 
ing  far  beyond  his  recommended  budget. 

So  far  as  a  tax  increase  is  concerned, 
the  President  has  never  shied  away  from 
that  possibility.  But  he  had  hoped  he 
would  get  some  cooperation  from  Con¬ 
gress  in  the  field  of  appropriations,  so 
that  his  budget  requests  would  not  be  ex¬ 
ceeded  but,  if  possible,  would  be  reduced. 

So  I  thank  the  distinguished  minority 
leader  for  bringing  this  subject  up  on 
the  floor  of  the  Senate  this  afternoon. 
I  point  out  that  we  bear  our  share  of  the 
responsibility — the  whole  Congress, 
Democrats  and  Republicans,  liberals  and 
conservatives — for  what  is  being  done  to 
the  budget  this  year.  The  figures  which 
the  distinguished  minority  leader  pre¬ 
sented  are  correct;  the  list  is  even  more 
extensive. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Illinois  yield? 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  yield  to  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Ohio. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  It  is  my  recollection 
that  the  President  recommended,  too, 
that  if  in  this  measure  we  spent  more 
money  than  he  suggested,  we  should 
make  up  the  defiicit  by  the  imposition  of 
a  necessary  tax.  That  is  my  recollection. 
I  appreciate  the  presentation  made  by 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Illinois.' 
I  should  like  to  make  a  brief  comment 
which  has  relationship  to  what  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Montana  has  said. 

We  can  follow  any  of  several  courses. 
First,  we  can  spend  and  tax.  If  this 
first  course  is  followed,  the  obligation  to 
tax  will  act  as  a  deterrent  against 
spending. 

The  second  course  is  to  spend  but  not 
tax.  That  is  the  easy  way  out.  That  is 
what  we  have  been  doing,  as  described 
by  the  Senator  from  Montana.  He  has 
stated  that  we  have  passed  bills  which 
have  built  up  the  spending  program  by 
$3  billion  in  excess  of  what  the  Presi¬ 
dent  recommended.  We  will  spend,  but 
we  will  not  tax.  We  will  not  tax  be¬ 
cause  that  is  a  bitter  function. 

We  spend  essentially  in  election  years, 
because  that  is  a  sweet  method  of  trying 
to  gain  political  support. 

Those  courses  are  with  us.  Which  one 
shall  we  follow?  It  will  not  be  the 
course  of  spend  and  tax;  it  will  be  the 
course  of  spend  and  not  tax.  I  agree 
with  the  Senator  from  Vermont  [Mr. 
Aiken]  that  a  course  of  the  latter  type 
is  dangerous  and  is  a  menace  to  the 
country. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  let  me 
allude  to  an  observation  made  by  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  New  York 
[Mr.  Javits]  when  he  indicated  that  we 
ought  to  come  to  grips  with  the  ques¬ 
tion  of  a  tax  measure  now. 

Frankly,  Congress  is  not  beholden  to 
any  agency  or  branch  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  with  respect  to  a  tax  bill.  The 
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revenue  power  is  vested  in  the  House  of 
Representatives,  under  the  Constitution. 
We  do  not  have  to  wait  for  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Treasury  to  appear  before 
the  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means  or 
the  Committee  on  Finance.  Congress 
has  the  power  to  initiate  taxation.  The 
taxing  power  is  here,  just  as  the  appro¬ 
priating  power  and  the  spending  power 
are  here.  We  can  act  on  our  own  initia¬ 
tive,  if  we  like;  and  in  that  particular 
domain,  I  should  say  that  that  is  a  part 
of  our  responsibility  along  with  being 
the  keeper  of  the  national  purse.  It  is 
high  time  that  we  come  up  full  tilt  to 
that  responsibility,  before  it  is  too  late. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  I  congratulate  both  the  mi¬ 
nority  leader  and  the  majority  leader  for 
calling  to  our  attention  the  additional 
appropriations  which  have  been  made 
by  Congress  this  year.  As  one  who  is 
proud  to  be  in  the  conservative  camp  I 
regret  that  we  have  not  had  enough 
votes  and  support  in  the  Senate  to  hold 
appropriations  down. 

The  Great  Society  is  just  too  expensive 
for  the  American  taxpayers. 

However  without  excusing  Congress 
from  our  responsibility — and  we  do  have 
a  responsibility — I  think  we  should  em¬ 
phasize  that  there  is  a  responsibility  in 
the  White  House  also. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Right. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  And  the 
President  should  be  reminded  that  it  does 
not  cost  any  more  to  buy  a  veto  pen  than 
one  to  sign  these  bills.  Far  too  often  we 
find  the  President  criticizing  Congress  for 
spending  too  much  money,  and  yet  when 
the  President  signs  the  bills  he  stages  a 
great  affair  on  television  to  tell  what  he 
is  giving  the  people  without  telling  them 
the  cost.  I  would  suggest  most  respect¬ 
fully  that  the  President  buy  a  case  of  veto 
pens  and  use  them. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  What  the  Senator  from 
Delaware  says  is  perfectly  true,  and  what 
the  minority  leader  says  is  perfectly  true. 
We  do  not  initiate  tax  legislation  Per¬ 
haps  that  is  fortunate,  for  tax  legislation 
is  very  complex,  and  can  have  many 
pitfalls  for  a  committee.  I  have  little 
doubt  that  if  we  demanded  it,  the 
Treasury  would  prepare  a  tax  increase 
bill  for  us.  But  I  do  think  it  would  be 
exculpating  the  administration  much  too 
far,  with  all  due  respect,  not  to  join  in 
what  the  Senator  from  Delaware  has 
said  about  the  fact  that  the  President  has 
taken  a  great  deal  of  credit  for  getting 
these  new  programs  through,  and  further 
to  point  out  the  tremendous  amount  of 
machinery  available  to  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  which  is  not  being  used.  Es¬ 
sentially — and  I  speak  now  as  a  ranking 
member  of  the  Joint  Economic  Commit¬ 
tee — we  have  been  using  monetary  and 
not  fiscal  policy  to  deal  with  our  infla¬ 
tionary  dangers  What  the  Senator  from 
Illinois  is  saying  is  that  it  is  high  time  to 
employ  fiscal  policy.  Fiscal  policy  in¬ 
cludes  not  only  debt  management  and 
taxation,  but  also  includes  credit  regula¬ 
tion  and  other  measures  available  to  the 
President.  I  think  the  President  had 
better  take  a  hard  look  at  some  of  these 
things  which  are  politically  unpopular. 


I  think  the  time  has  come  when  we  have 
got  to  be  unpopular  and  raise  taxes.  On 
that  issue,  I  feel  exactly  as  does  the  mi¬ 
nority  leader.  I  will  vote  for  it  and  take 
my  chances.  I  think  it  must  be  done. 

I  say  it  is  time  to  use  the  power  to 
regulate  consumer  credit  and  the  various 
other  authorities  which  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  has  heretofore  invoked  in  war 
situations,  for  that  is  what  we  are  in. 
As  the  Senator  from  Vermont  [Mr. 
-Aiken!  has  said,  those  who  feel  we  are 
following  the  right  course  in  Vietnam 
have  got  to  be  l'eady  to  face  that  music, 
too.  The  country  today  is  at  war,  but  it 
is  not  acting  that  way  in  terms  of  its  fis¬ 
cal  .affairs.  I  think  we  should  be  grate¬ 
ful  to  the  minority  leader,  with  his  enor¬ 
mous  prestige,  for  ringing  that  alarm 
bell  today;  and  I  think  we  ought  to  fol¬ 
low  through  and  make  it  meaningful. 
The  President  will  act,  as  we  know,  if 
there  is  an  indication  of  concern  in  the 
country.  Such  concern  is  very  highly 
justified.  The  present  tightness  of  credit 
could  bring  on  a  recession,  or  worse. 
Senator  Aiken  said  you  could  get  loans 
for  500  houses.  You  cannot,  except  FHA 
money.  Private  money  is  not  obtainable. 
I  talked  to  one  of  the  biggest  insurance 
companies  in  the  United  States  this 
morning.  They  have  no  money  to  lend 
in  1966  at  all,  and  very  little  for  1967. 
That  is,  generally  speaking,  the  state  of 
the  money  market.  Interest  rates  are 
now  at  5%  percent  for  pi'ime  money. 
They  could  easily  go  through  the  6  per¬ 
cent  ceiling  for  this  country.  It  is  ridicu¬ 
lous,  and  could  be  economically  suicidal. 
Mr.  DIRKSEN.  It  could,  indeed. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Kansas. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  I 
would  not  want  this  opportunity  to  pass 
by  without  commending  our  distin¬ 
guished  minority  leader,  and  also  the 
majority  leader,  for  their  part  in  a  dis¬ 
cussion  which  I  think  is  most  timely. 
As  mentioned  by  the  distinguished  Sen¬ 
ator  from  New  York,  I  think;  the  issue 
may  very  well  be  resolved,  not  by  us  our¬ 
selves  here  in  Congress,  but  vei*y  pos¬ 
sibly  by  others  outside  the  United  States. 
In  this  connection,  I  read  from  an  As¬ 
sociated  Press  dispatch  of  this  morning: 

London,  July  10. — There  was  speculation 
in  Britain  today  that  the  bank  rate,  prime 
discount  rate  on  which  the  country’s  inter¬ 
est  structure  rests,  might  go  as  high  as  9 
per  cent  before  the  end  of  the  year. 
***** 

The  rate  is  currently  6  per  cent.  But 
many  financial  experts  believe  it  will  have 
to  go  up  to  the  traditional  crisis  level  of  7 
per  cent  very  soon — possibly  Thursday.  This 
will  be  long  before  autumn — the  season  when 
sterling  usually  comes  under  pressure. 

I  bring  this  up  because  I  believe  it  is 
high  time  we  begin  to  act,  or  we  shall 
suffer  a  serious  effect  on  our  balance  of 
payments. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimoxis  con¬ 
sent  to  have  printed  in  the  Record  the 
article  from  which  I  have  quoted,  enti¬ 
tled  “Experts  See  British  Bank  Rate 
Boost,”  published  in  the  Washington 
Post  for  Monday,  July  11,  1966. 
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There  being  no  objection,  the  article 
was  ordered  to  be  pi’inted  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Experts  See  British-  Bank  Rate  Boost 

London,  July  10. — There  was  speculation 
in  Britain  today  that  the  bank  rate,  prime 
discount  rate  on  which  the  country’s  inter¬ 
est  structure  rests,  might  go  as  high  as  9 
percent  before  the  end  of  the  year. 

The  last  time  the  British  bank  rate  reached 
that  sort  of  level  on  a  sustained  basis  was  in 
1873 — though  it  jumped  to  10  percent  for  a 
few  days  at  the  start  of  World  War  I. 

The  rate  is  currently  6  percent.  But  many 
financial  experts  believe  it  will  have  to  go 
up  to  the  traditional  crisis  level  of  7  per¬ 
cent  very  soon — possibly  Thursday.  This  will 
be  long  before  autumn — the  season  when 
sterling  usually  comes  under  pressure. 

London’s  financial  district  is  already  talk¬ 
ing  of  the  need  for  another  dose  of  defla¬ 
tionary  action  by  the  government,  including 
the  raising  of  bank  rate.  The  experts  also 
forecase  tougher  restrictions  on  installment 
buying  and  possibly  an  increase  in  the  sales 
tax. 

The  Observer  devoted  a  long  editorial  to¬ 
day  to  the  subject,  saying:  “The  solemn  fact 
is  that  Britain  has  now  got  to  the  point 
where  even  the  pains  of  a  forced  devalua¬ 
tion  might  be  less  damaging  than  .  .  ,  re¬ 
fusing  to  face  the  fact  that  our  currency  is 
overvalued.’’ 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Illinois  yield? 

Mr.  DiRKSEN.  I  yield 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I  do 
not  think  the  President  should  be  at¬ 
tacked,  as  he  has  been  this  aftex-noon, 
because  he  takes  credit  for  some  of  the 
legislation  passed  by  Congress.  After  all, 
a  good  deal  of  the  legislation  passed  by 
the  Congress  is  initially  presented  by  the 
President  in  the  form  of  messages  or  in 
the  form  of  proposed  legislation,  or  both. 

However,  I  do  think  we  should  bear 
in  mind  the  remarks  made  today  by  all 
of  the  Senators  on  both  sides  of  the 
aisle,  because  this  is  a  serious  problem. 
And  may  I  say  that  while  I  can  find  fault 
with  the  Congress  for  so  far,  either 
through  appropriations  or  authoriza¬ 
tions,  raising  the  amounts  involved  be¬ 
tween  $3  billion  and  $4  billion  above  the 
President’s  January  budget  requests,  I 
am  not  blameless.  I  am  not  any  Gala- 
had,  because  I  have  voted  for  practically 
evei’y  one  of  those  increases.  As  a  mat¬ 
ter  of  fact,  I  do  not  see  any  on  my  list 
that  I  did  not  vote  for. 

But  that  does  not  make  me  any  better 
or  any  worse  than  anyone  else.  It  is 
something  which  Congress  should  con¬ 
sider  collectively.  It  is  something  for 
which  we  all  bear  a  share  of  responsi¬ 
bility. 

I  commend  the  distinguished  minority 
leader  and  other  Senators  who  have 
spoken  this  afternoon,  and  most  espe¬ 
cially  the  Senator  from  Kansas  [Mr. 
Carlson],  the  Senator  fi’om  Vei-mont 
[Mr.  Aiken],  who  has  documented 
everything  about  which  he  speaks,  the 
Senator  from  New  Yoi'k  [Mr.  Javits], 
who  knows  the  financial  field  very  well, 
and  the  Senator  from  Delaware  [Mr. 
Williams],  who  is  always  interested  in 
economy  in  government,  as  well  as  the 
Senator  fi’om  Ohio  I  Mr.  Lausche],  who 
is  on  his  feet  at  all  times  trying  to  bring 
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about  a  reduction  in  appropriations  and 
authorizations. 

I  think  that  together,  they  have  done 
a  service  which  I  hope  will  be  productive 
in  the  weeks  and  months  ahead. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  for  a  further  question? 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  What  is  the  under¬ 
standing  of  the  Senator  from  Illinois  as 
to  whether  or  not  the  recommended  ex¬ 
penditure,  under  the  President’s  message, 
was  raised  by  the  House,  and  that  the 
level  to  which  the  House  had  lifted  the 
recommended  expenditure  is  now  pro¬ 
posed  to  be  raised  by  the  Senate?  That 
is,  the  President  began  at  the  lowest  level, 
House  raised  the  President’s  level,  and  we 
are  now  proposing  to  raise  both  the 
President’s  and  the  House’s  level  of  ex¬ 
penditure? 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  So  far  as  I  am  con¬ 
cerned,  it  comes  about  with  respect  to  the 
instant  bill  because  of  the  date  that  is 
involved. 

The  President  wished  to  make  the 
civilian  pay  bill  effective  as  of  January 
1,  1967.  The  House,  however,  dealt  with 
it  in  a  retrospective  way,  and  made  it 
effective  July  1,  1966,  meaning  this 
month. 

There  was  hope  that  perhaps  that  item 
could  be  compromised,  and  it  could  be 
made  effective  in  October.  But  evidently 
nothing  could  be  accomplished  in  that 
field,  so  the  bill  before  us  now  is,  in  that 
respect,  identic  with  the  House  bill; 
namely,  it  goes  back  to  the  1st  of  July  of 
this  year,  meaning  that  the  1st  of  this 
July  it  become  effective  and  payable. 
That  will  involve,  of  course,  an  extra  $300 
million,  or  a  sum  in  that  neighborhood. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Does  the  Senator 
from  Illinois  understand  that  the  bill, 
as  it  is  now  before  us,  has  an  effective 
date  of  January  1,  1967,  or  of  July  1, 
1966? 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  It  will  be  July  1,  1966. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  And  that  is  what  the 
President  recommended? 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  No,  the  President 
recommended  January  1,  1967. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  That  is  correct.  Why 
would  not  an  amendment  be  in  order  to 
make  the  effective  date  January  1,  1967? 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  It  would  be  very  much 
in  order. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  And  that  would  be  in 
conformity  with  the  President’s  recom¬ 
mendation? 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  That  is  what  he 
recommended  in  the  state  of  the  Union 
message  in  January. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  If  what  we  are  argu¬ 
ing  is  sound,  why  should  not  the  Senator 
from  Ohio  offer  such  an  amendment? 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  There  is  nothing  to 
restrain  him  from  doing  so;  of  that  I 
can  assure  him. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  I  think  I  will  do  so. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  let  me 
conclude  the  discussion. 

Certainly  it  is  not  a  tasteful  matter 
to  essay  the  role  of  a  Jonah  going  up 
and  down  the  streets  of  Nineveh,  shout¬ 
ing,  “Forty  days  and  forty  nights,  and 
the  world  will  be  destroyed,”  and  then 
going  out  and  sitting  in  the  shadow  of 
a  gourd  vine  and  waiting  for  destruction 
to  come. 


But  there  comes  a  time  when  some 
warning  voices  have  to  be  raised.  They 
have  not  been  raised  except  on  very  in¬ 
frequent  occasions,  as  in  the  case  of  the 
chairman  of  the  Federal  Reserve  Board, 
when  he  made  that  statement  in  New 
York  a  few  months  back. 

They  have  not  been  raised  in  the  Sen¬ 
ate  or  in  the  House  of  Representatives, 
and  this  is  where  the  business  is  being 
done.  It  is  time  now  that  we  take  stock 
of  where  we  are. 

When  Lincoln  became  the  candidate 
of  his  party  for  the  Senate  in  1858  he 
used  one  sentence  that  I  thought  covered 
the  entire  waterfront.  He  began  by  say¬ 
ing:  “If  we  can  but  know  where  we  are 
and  whither  we  are  tending,  we  shall  the 
better  know  what  to  do  and  how  to  do  it.” 

Four  questions  are  contained  in  that 
short  sentence.  However,  that  sentence 
states  the  case — where  are  we,  what  is 
the  direction,  what  do  we  do,  and  how  do 
we  do  it?  Those  are  the  questions  to 
which  we  should  find  answers  before 
grief  and  distress  overtake  us. 

I  am  grateful  to  all  who  have  partici¬ 
pated  in  the  discussion  this  afternoon.  I 
trust  that  my  friend,  the  Senator  from 
Delaware,  and  my  compatriot,  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Washington,  have  the  sheriff  of 
Dover  elected  and  they  have  had  the 
solicitations  made.  I  trust  that  the  sher¬ 
iff  was  generously  supplied  with  money 
for  his  campaign,  and  I  trust  that  it  was 
a  Republican  sheriff  who  was  elected  in 
Dover. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  I  have  received  the  answer  to 
the  question  raised  earlier  by  the  Senator 
from  Washington.  The  sheriffs  in 
Washington  would  not  be  affected  by  the 
amendment.  I  asked  the  legislative 
counsel  to  prepare  this  memorandum  for 
me. 

Under  the  Corrupt  Practices  Act  as  de¬ 
fined,  the  political  committee  is  defined 
as  follows : 

The  term  "political  committee”  is  defined, 
for  purposes  of  section  602  and  certain  re¬ 
lated  sections  of  title  18,  in  section  591  of 
title  18.  The  term,  as  so  defined,  includes 
any  committee,  association,  or  organization 
which  accepts  contributions  or  makes  ex¬ 
penditures  for  the  purpose  of  influencing  or 
attempting  to  influence  the  election  of  can¬ 
didates  or  presidential  and  vice  presidential 
electors  in  two  or  more  States.  The  term,  as 
so  defined,  also  includes  any  committee,  as¬ 
sociation,  or  organization  (other  than  a  duly 
organized  State  or  local  committee  of  a  politi¬ 
cal  party)  which  accepts  contributions  or 
makes  expenditures  for  the  purpose  of  in¬ 
fluencing  or  attempting  to  influence  the 
election  of  candidates  or  presidential  and 
vice  presidential  electors,  whether  or  not  in 
more  than  one  State,  if  such  committee,  as¬ 
sociation,  or  organization  is  a  branch  or  sub¬ 
sidiary  of  a  national  committee,  association, 
or  organization.  (Section  591  of  title  18  also 
defines  the  term  “candidate”  to  mean  an  in¬ 
dividual  whose  name  is  presented  for  election 
as  Senator  or  Representative  in,  or  Delegate 
or  Resident  Commissioner  to,  the  Congress  of 
the  United  States,  whether  or  not  such  in¬ 
dividual  is  elected) . 

The  amendment  would  not  change  the 
definitions  as  outlined  under  existing  law 
at  all.  Under  the  Corrupt  Practices  Act 
the  existing  law  defines  a  committee  as 
affecting  only  those  candidates  who  are 
running  in  two  or  more  States.  I  thank 


the  Senator  from  Washington  for  rais¬ 
ing  the  question,  and  will  thank  him  now 
for  his  support. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Mr.  President,  I 
realize  that  the  Senator  took  the  time 
to  check  into  this  matter.  That  is  the 
trouble  with  amendments  which  the 
committee  does  not  have  a  chance  to  look 
into.  There  can  be  many  unintended 
consequences.  Under  the  Senator  from 
Delaware’s  interpretation,  a  local  candi¬ 
date,  if  he  were  on  the  same  ballot  with 
Federal  candidates,  would  be  affected. 

Mr.  WIT  I  ■LAMS  of  Delaware.  That  is 
covered  by  existing  law.  My  amendment 
is  clear  enough.  Perhaps  that  is  the 
trouble  it  is  too  clear  for  some. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  The  law  provides 
that  if  the  candidates  are  on  the  same 
ballot — let  us  say  a  Member  of  Congress, 
the  President  of  the  United  States,  or  the 
Vice  President — the  candidates  would  be 
covered  by  the  existing  law. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  If  the 
Republican  or  Democratic  State  com¬ 
mittee  of  Washington  or  Delaware  were 
soliciting  campaign  contributions  for  the 
election  of  a  Senator,  a  Representative, 
or  the  President  of  the  United  States  and 
included  on  that  ballot  were  a  local  can¬ 
didate,  the  contributions  are  all  covered. 
That  is  the  existing  law.  My  amendment 
would  not  change  that. 

If  some  want  this  to  be  different,  they 
had  better  repeal  the  Corrupt  Practices 
Act.  Those  candidates  are  already 
covered  under  the  existing  law  when 
their  names  are  on  a  national  ballot.  I 
am  sure  that  the  State  of  Washington 
is  living  up  to  the  existing  law. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  I  think  that  we 
should  find  out  more  about  this  matter. 
The  Senator  states  that  he  has  found 
out  about  it  from  legislative  counsel. 
However,  I  have  not  run  this  matter 
down — pinpointed  its  full  ramifica¬ 
tions — and  I  do  not  think  anyone  else 
has.  I  think  the  proper  body  for  examin¬ 
ing  this  matter  which  is  subject  to  so 
many  interpretations  to  the  committee 
charged  by  the  Senate  with  this  respon¬ 
sibility. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  It  is 
about  time  that  the  Congress  acts.  This 
proposal  has  been  studied  for  the  past 
5  years.  ^ 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  I  was  unaware  that 
local  candidates  were  covered  under  this 
law,  even  though  they  have  been  on  the 
same  ballot. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  In  the 
consideration  of  the  Voting  Rights  Act 
of  1965  an  amendment  was  offered,  the 
so-called  clean  elections  amendment. 
The  Senator  from  North  Carolina  [Mr. 
Ervin]  did  a  little  research  on  that,  and 
if  he  were  present  he  could  tell  us  that 
the  present  law  is  designed  to  affect  elec¬ 
tions  in  which  any  national  candidate  is 
on  the  ballot. 

There  was  specific  reference  at  that 
time  to  a  situation  in  Wilmington,  Del. 
The  city  of  Wilmington  elects  its  city 
council  on  the  national  ballot.  They 
are  automatically  covered  under  the  Vot¬ 
ing  Rights  Act  and  are  subject  to  the 
penalties  contained  in  that  act. 
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The  same  thing  would  be  true  in  the 
State  of  Washington  or  any  other  State. 
That  is  the  present  law.  If  the  local 
candidates  are  on  the  ballot  with  national 
candidates  the  local  candidates  are 
covered  by  the  same  rule  laid  down  under 
the  Corrupt  Practices  Act. 

The  State  of  Washington,  the  State  of 
Delaware,  the  city  of  Takoma,  or  the  city 
of  Wilmington  can  hold  its  election  at 
different  times,  and  in  that  event  it  would 
not  be  affected;  that  is,  assuming  there 
were  no  national  candidates  on  the 
ballot. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  to  have  printed 
at  this  point  in' the  Record  section  591  of 
title  18  of  the  United  States  Code,  page 
3552,  which  defines  what  the  Senator 
from  Delaware  is  talking  about. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  section 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows : 

§  591.  Definitions. 

When  used  in  sections  597,  599,  602,  609 
and  610  of  this  title — - 

The  term  “election”  includes  a  general  or 
special  election,  but  does  not  include  a 
primary  election  or  convention  of  a  political 
party; 

The  term  “candidate”  means  an  individual 
whose  name  is  presented  for  election  as  Sen¬ 
ator  or  Representative  in,  or  Delegate  or 
Resident  Commissioner  to,  the  Congress  of 
the  United  States,  whether  or  not  such  in¬ 
dividual  is  elected; 

The  term  “political  committee”  includes 
any  committee,  association,  or  organization 
which  accepts  contributions  or  makes  ex¬ 
penditures  for  the  purpose  of  influencing  or 
attempting  to  influence  the  election  of  can¬ 
didates  or  presidential  and  vice  presidential 
electors  (1)  in  two  or  more  States,  or  (2) 
whether  or  not  in  more  than  one  State  if 
such  committee,  association,  or  organization 
(other  than  a  duly  organized  State  or  local 
committee  of  a  political  party)  is  a  branch 
or  subsidiary  of  a  national  committee,  asso¬ 
ciation.  or  organization; 

The  term  “contribution”  includes  a  gift, 
subscription,  loan,  advance,  or  deposit,  of 
money,  or  anything  of  value,  and  includes  a 
contract,  promise,  or  agreement  to  make  a 
contribution,  whether  or  not  legally  en¬ 
forceable; 

The  term  “expenditure”  includes  a  pay¬ 
ment,  distribution,  loan,  advance,  deposit, 
or  gift,  of  money,  or  anything  of  value,  and 
includes  a  contract,  promise,  or  agreement  to 
make  an  expenditure,  whether  or  not  legally 
enforceable; 

The  term  “person”  or  the  term  “whoever” 
includes  an  individual,  partnership,  commit¬ 
tee,  association,  corporation,  and  any  other 
organization  or  group  of  persons; 

The  term  “State”  includes  Territory  and 
possession  of  the  United  States.  (June  25, 
1948,  ch.  645,  62  Stat.  719;  May  24,  1949,  ch. 
139,  §  9,  63  Stat.  90.) 

LEGISLATIVE  HISTORY 

Reviser’s  Note. — Based  on  section  241  (a)  — 
(f),  (i)  of  title  2,  U.  S.  C„  1940  ed„  The  Con¬ 
gress  (Feb.  28,  1925,  ch.  368,  title  III,  §  302 
(a — f,  i),  43  Stat.  1070) . 

First  paragraph  was  inserted  to  indicate 
sections  to  which  definitions  are  applicable. 
Minor  changes  in  phraseology  were  made. 

AMENDMENTS 

1949 — Act  May  24,  1949,  omitted  from  the 
first  par.  “and,  in  the  case  of  a  Resident 
Commissioner  from  the  Philippine  Islands, 
an  election  by  the  Philippine  Legislature.” 

CROSS  REFERENCES 

Contribution,  definition  of,  see  section  608 
of  this  title. 


Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Mr.  President,  I  do 
not  see  any  such  definition  referring  to 
local  candidates,  whether  they  are  on 
the  ballot  or  not. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  quoted 
the  Voting  Rights  Act  and  section  602 
of  title  18  of  the  United  States  Code. 
Mr.  MAGNUSON.  The  section  reads : 
The  term  “political  committee"  includes 
any  committee,  association,  or  organization 
which  accepts  contributions  or  makes  ex¬ 
penditures  for  the  purpose  of  influencing  or 
attempting  to  influence  the  election  of  can¬ 
didates  or  Presidential  and  Vice  Presidential 
electors  in  two  or  more  States,  or  whether  or 
not  in  more  than  one  State  if  such  com¬ 
mittee,  association,  or  organization  (other 
than  a  duly  organized  State  or  local  com¬ 
mittee  of  a  political  party)  is  a  branch  or 
subsidiary  of  a  national  committee,  associa¬ 
tion,  or  organization. 

That  is  all  that  I  find  in  the  section. 
Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  That  is 
existing  law.  This  would  not  change 
that  one  iota. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  I  hope  that  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Delaware  will  give  every  Sena¬ 
tor  a  chance  to  look  into  this  in  more 
depth.  I  do  not  think  that  it  is  right  to 
bring  the  matter  up  on  such  short  notice 
without  the  committee  considering  the 
amendment. 

The  chairman  of  the  committee  sug¬ 
gests  that  the  amendment  is  not  germane 
to  the  bill. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  There 
could  not  be  a  more  germane  bill  than 
one  dealing  with  2.5  million  employees, 
such  as  this  bill  does.  The  pending  bill 
is  as  germane  a  bill  as  we  can  get.  Let 
us  not  start  finding  excuses  for  postpon¬ 
ing  action. 

As  I  told  the  Senator  from  Washing¬ 
ton,  I  appreciate  his  great  concern  over 
committee  consideration.  I  merely  wish 
that  such  concern  had  prevailed  approxi¬ 
mately  3  weeks  ago  when  we  had  a  $400 
million  cotton  subsidy  before  us.  How¬ 
ever,  that  matter  was  passed  in  the 
House  and  the  Senate  without  any  hear¬ 
ings  and  without  anyone  having  a  chance 
to  do  anything. 

Committee  consideration  is  sometimes 
a  cloak.  We  do  not  need  to  have  a  com¬ 
mittee  come  back  and  tell  the  Senate, 
“We  think  there  should  be  a  law  against 
anyone  soliciting  funds  on  our  behalf 
from  civil  service  employees.” 

Not  a  man  has  defended  this  practice. 
All  right,  if  we  disapprove  let  us  vote 
for  the  amendment. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  I  am  not  talking 
about  Members  of  the  Senate  at  all.  I 
am  talking  about  getting  down  to  all  of 
the  thousands  of  local  committees  that 
feel,  as  a  public  service,  they  ought  to 
organize  and  go  out  and  collect  money 
for  a  cause,  whether  there  be  candidates 
or  not. 

Why  does  the  Senator  always  get  back 
to  the  Senate  or  to  Members  of  the 
Senate? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  get 
back  to  the  Senate  because  I  happen  to  be 
a  Senator.  Those  thousands  of  imagi¬ 
nary  local  committees  are  not  affected 
at  all. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  There  is  always 
raised  the  implication  that  there  are 
purists  around  here  and  that  the  rest  of 


the  Senators  need  laws  of  some  kind  to 
govern  them. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  If  the 
Senator  from  Washington  does  not  like 
the  amendment,  that  is  his  privilege. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  That  is  my  privi¬ 
lege. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  But  let 
us  keep  the  record  straight — the  amend¬ 
ment  would  not  affect  the  thousands  of 
committees  or,  as  outlined  a  moment 
ago,  a  committee  set  up  to  promote  a 
sewer  in  Washington.  The  amendment 
would  not  affect  the  sewers  of  any  city. 
It  would  affect  sewer  politics. 

The  Senator’s  President,  a  member  of 
his  own  political  party,  has  said  that  this 
matter  needs  correction.  Let  us  cor¬ 
rect  it. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  I  want  to  tell  the 
Senator  from  Delaware  that  the  sewer¬ 
age  business  is  big  business,  and  a  grow¬ 
ing  political  problem,  and  if  we  do  not  do 
something  about  it,  we  will  have  much 
more  trouble  with  it  than  we  have  with 
all  our  other  metropolitan  problems. 

These  are  some  of  the  most  important 
issues  on  the  ballot  today.  That  has 
nothing  to  do  with  the  Senator’s  term  of 
“sewer  politics.” 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Those 
arguments  have  nothing  to  do  with 
the  pending  amendment.  The  pending 
amendment  deals  with  the  right  of  a 
person  representing  a  political  commit¬ 
tee — a  Republican  committee  or  a  Demo¬ 
cratic  committee — to  solicit  campaign 
contributions  from  Government  em¬ 
ployees  under  the  civil  service  system. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  I  do  not  disagree 
with  the  Senator  from  Delaware.  I  did 
not  ask  for  this  job,  and  neither  did  Sen¬ 
ator  Morton  nor  some  of  the  other  peo¬ 
ple  on  the  national  committee.  I  under¬ 
stand  you  fellows  got  so  desperate  that 
you  drafted  Bliss.  He  did  not  ask  for 
the  job. 

I  believe  the  people  involved  in  this 
matter  should  have  an  opportunity  to 
discuss  it.  I  know  what  the  Senator 
from  Delaware  thinks  he  means,  but 
sometimes  amendments  are  written  in 
such  a  way  that  someone  thinks  he  knows 
what  they  mean,  but  they  do  not  mean 
that.  This  is  particularly  true  when 
amendments  are  offered  in  the  Senate  in 
conjunction  with  another  bill,  without 
anyone  having  an  opportunity  to  con¬ 
sider  the  amendment  in  depth  and  to 
discuss  it. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  The 
proposed  amendment  is  as  clear  as  any 
amendment  can  possibly  be. 

Mr.  President,  if  the  chairman  of  the 

committee  is  not  willing  to  take  it - 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  I  once  offered  some 
amendments,  and  the  Senator  from 
Delaware  put  me  in  my  place.  The 
amendments  involved  the  Committee  on 
Finance,  and  the  Senator  from  Delaware 
and  other  Senators  said  that  the  matter 
had  not  been  looked  into  by  the  com¬ 
mittee.  If  the  Senator  from  Delaware 
does  not  remember  that  incident,  I  shall 
locate  it  in  the  Congressional  Record. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  The 
proposed  amendment  has  been  looked  at 
for  the  past  several  years.  It  has  been 
talked  about  a  long  time.  I  have  re- 
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ceived  many  letters  from  employees 
about  this  matter.  I  have  here  several 
articles  which  have  appeared  in  various 
newspapers.  I  read  one  of  these  articles 
which  outlines  how  Federal  employees 
are  purchasing  tickets  on  the  installment 
plan.  I  have  a  number  of  articles  that 
have  appeared  in  various  newspapers. 
This  practice  has  been  denounced  over  a 
period  of  years. 

An  article  by  Jerry  Kluttz  which  ap¬ 
peared  in  the  January  15,  1963,  issue  of 
the  Washington  Post  reads  as  follows : 

Budget  Plan  Advised  for  $100  Dinner 
(By  Jerry  Kluttz) 

Play  politics  now  and  pay  later  is  a  gim¬ 
mick  being  used  by  the  Democratic  National 
Committee  to  sell  $100  tickets  to  hard- 
pressed  Federal  employes  to  its  Friday  dinner 
here. 

The  budget  payment  plan  is  being  sug¬ 
gested  to  employes  who  plead  financial 
troubles  and  say  they  can’t  afford  the  $100 
affair.  The  minimum  is  $10  down  and  $10  a 
month.  No  interest  is  charged  on  the  un¬ 
paid  balance. 

But  as  a  career  employe  remarked  after 
being  called  by  a  Democratic  worker  who 
urged  him  to  attend  the  dinner  and  pay  for 
it  later:  “If  I  go,  the  price  I  pay  later  could 
be  my  job  when  the  Republicans  return  to 
power.  But  if  I  don’t  go,  it  could  cost  me  a 
grade  promotion  which  is  several  hundred 
dollars  a  year  in  higher  salary.” 

Meantime,  if  a  fraction  of  what  employes 
say  is  true,  officials  in  a  dozen  or  more  agen¬ 
cies  are  violating  the  law,  either  directly  or 
indirectly,  by  putting  the  pressure  on  em¬ 
ployes  to  buy  the  $100  tickets  on  Govern¬ 
ment  time  and  in  Federal  buildings.  As  far 
as  could  be  determined,  no  Federal  agency 
has  even  bothered  to  investigate  the  numer¬ 
ous  stories  of  pressure  on  employes  to  buy 
tickets. 

Mainly,  the  indirect  approach  is  used  in 
the  belief  by  officials  that  it  places  them  on 
safe  legal  ground.  The  arm-twisting  gim¬ 
mick  is  the  cocktail  party.  A  score  of  such 
parties  are  being  tossed  Friday  evening  pre¬ 
ceding  the  dinner  by  top  officials  who  invite 
their  own  employes  who  will  attend  the  din¬ 
ner. 

Employes  say  flatly  that  they  have  been 
called  at  their  Government  offices,  on  Gov¬ 
ernment  time,  and  told  either  by  phone  or 
in  person  by  superiors  that  “we’re  expecting 
you”  (and  sometimes  “your  wife  too”)  at  the 
Secretary’s  or  Administrator’s  (as  the  case 
may  be)  cocktail  party. 

This  is  hardly  a  subtle  approach.  The  par¬ 
ties  are  limited  to  those  who  buy  the  $100 
tickets. 

A  highly  respected  Federal  attorney  who 
has  handled  many  cases  involving  Govern¬ 
ment  employes  yesterday  denounced  the 
cocktail  party  gimmick  as  wrong  and  un¬ 
ethical.  He  expressed  the  belief  that  a  court 
would  hold  that  an  employe  was  subjected 
to  coercion  if  he  attends  his  agency’s  cock¬ 
tail  party  and  buys  a  $100  ticket  against  his 
better  judgment. 

“It’s  just  like  reaching  into  a  fellow’s 
pockets  and  taking  $100,”  the  legal  expert 
commented  acidly,  and  continued:  “this 
practice  should  be  stopped  before  the  public 
service  is  badly  damaged  by  it.” 

There  are  also  reports  of  meetings  being 
held  in  Federal  buildings  on  Government 
time  to  discuss  ticket  sales  and  what  can 
be  done  to  prevail  upon  more  employes  to 
buy  them.  Some  officials  have  been  told 
that  the  employes  in  their  agency  have 
bought  only  half  a  dozen  tickets  while  those 
in  another  bureau  of  comparable  size  have 
purchased  25  or  more. 

Meantime,  a  corporation  representative 
here  expressed  the  opinion  that  Federal 
workers  were  being  subjected  to  an  unusual 


amount  of  pressure  this  year  to  buy  tickets 
because  many  companies  can  no  longer  do 
it  and  charge  the  expense  off  against  Fed¬ 
eral  income  taxes  under  the  new  expense 
account  regulations. 

He  explained  that  his  and  many  other  com¬ 
panies  had  refused  to  buy  the  usual  $1,200 
table  this  year. 

In  the  past,  it  was  common  practice  for  a 
company  to  buy  one  or  more  tables  and  give 
the  tickets  to  friendly  Members  of  Congress 
who  would  distribute  them  to  friends  and 
political  supporters  and  take  credit  for  the 
sales.  Company  representatives  here  say 
they  have  rejected  numerous  overtures  from 
Capitol  Hill  to  continue  the  practice  because 
of  the  expense  account  rules. 

Federal  officials  and  employes  alike  say 
they  realize  that  any  political  party  must 
have  money  to  finance  operations  but  they 
wonder  if  tactics  used  by  the  Democratic  Na¬ 
tional  Committee  and  the  Kennedy  Admin¬ 
istration  are  proper  and  the  best  that  can  be 
devised. 

A  Democratic  official  said  yesterday  that 
the  Party  had  taken  precautions  to  operate 
within  the  law.  He  said  phone  directories 
were  secured  from  a  number  of  Federal  agen¬ 
cies  and  that  they  were  used  to  look  up 
home  addresses  and  to  send  invitations  to 
the  $100  dinner  to  employes  at  them. 

He  also  said  some  follow  up  phone  calls 
were  made  to  employes  at  their  homes  by 
Committee  workers  to  urge  them  to  attend 
the  dinner.  He  said  he  had  no  knowledge 
of  pressure  on  employes  by  their  agencies  to 
buy  tickets.  “I  hope  every  ticket  is  pur¬ 
chased  voluntarily,”  he  added. 

Another  person  with  a  background  of  polit¬ 
ical  fund-raising  expressed  the  view  that 
more  than  half  a  dozen  eager-beaver  Federal 
officials  who  are  trying  to  make  a  big  name 
for  themselves  in  the  eyes  of  the  Democratic 
National  Committee  are  causing  all  the 
trouble. 

The  question  is,  do  Senators  desire  to 
do  something  about  this  matter  or  just 
talk  about  it?  If  they  do  let  us  act  to¬ 
day.  If  not  then  tell  the  employees  that 
this  administration  is  not  going  to  do 
anything  but  talk  about  it.  The  rejec¬ 
tion  of  tihs  amendment  is  notice  that 
the  employees  can  legally  be  solicited  by 
representatives  of  the  political  parties 
and  that  the  Greate  Society  will  not  do 
anything  about  it. 

The  proposed  amendment  does  not 
change  the  rules  one  iota  as  to  a  defini¬ 
tion  of  “committees.”  It  does  not  change 
the  definition  of  “contributions”  or  the 
definition  of  “solicitations.”  It  merely 
states  that  representatives  of  these  com¬ 
mittees  cannot  do  that  which  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Washington  and  I  are  now 
prohibited  from  doing. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  I  believe  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Delaware  is  becoming  mixed 
up  with  all  the  thousands  of  local  com¬ 
mittees.  I  believe  the  Federal  employee 
is  an  intelligent  fellow.  If  he  does  not 
wish  to  contribute  to  a  candidate  in 
Dover,  he  will  not. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  am 
not  mixed  up  at  all.  A  candidate  in 
Dover  is  not  affected  under  the  proposel 
amendment  nor  is  the  postmaster  at 
Dover  if  he  wishes  to  support  a  candi¬ 
date  in  Dover  for  mayor  or  for  the  city 
council.  Besides  let  me  worry  about 
Dover. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  If  he  is  on  the  same 
ballot  with  someone  who  runs  for  Federal 
office,  he  is - 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  That  is 
provided  for  under  existing  law.  That  is 


the  situation  under  the  Corrupt  Prac¬ 
tices  Act. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  That  is  what  the 
Senator  from  Delaware  says,  but  I  have 
not  had  an  opportunity  to  look  at  the 
amendment. 

Mr.  WILT  JAMS  of  Delaware.  Surely 
the  Senator  is  familiar  with  existing  law. 
In  any  event,  the  proposed  amendent 
would  not  change  the  existing  law  one 
iota  on  that  point. 

Mi-.  MAGNUSON.  Why  should  the 
matter  not  be  taken  to  a  committee  and 
discussed?  I  shall  vote  with  the  Senator 
from  Delaware,  if  that  is  what  the 
amendment  would  do. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  That  is 
all  the  amendment  does;  why  postpone 
action?  It  is  time  to  vote  for  it  now 
when  the  pending  bill  is  being  passed  for 
Federal  employees. 

Mr.  President,  is  the  Chairman  willing 
to  accept  the  proposed  amendment? 

(At  this  point  Mr.  Burdick  assumed 
the  chan-  as  the  Presiding  Officer.) 

Mr.  BAYH.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BAYH.  I  do  not  intend  to  become 
embroiled  in  this  enlightening  discus¬ 
sion  between  the  Senator  from  Delaware 
and  the  Senator  from  Washington. 
However,  I  had  the  privilege  of  presiding 
while  the  discussion  was  taking  place, 
and  I  recalled  that  some  of  my  staff 
members  and  I  this  year  received  solici¬ 
tations  for  funds  from  the  Republican 
Party.  I  do  not  know  how  that  came 
to  pass.  But,  inasmuch  as  no  doubt  both 
political  parties  use  mailing  lists  to  some 
degree  to  solicit  funds  from  citizens 
across  the  board,  would  this  type  of 
solicitation,  not  from  an  elected  officer — 
which  was  plainly  stated — but  from  a 
member  who  is  an  employee  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government,  who  has  solicited,  on 
an  across-the-board  at  random  basis, 
come  under  the  confines  of  the  proposed 
amendment? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  If  those 
solicitations  are  made  by  a  salaried  em¬ 
ployee  of  the  US.  Government  the 
existing  law  covers  that.  The  proposed 
amendment  would  apply  the  same  re¬ 
striction  if  the  solicitations  were  made  by 
a  representative  of  a  salaried  official, 
candidate,  or  a  political  committee. 

Mr.  BAYH.  Then,  the  answer  to  my 
question  is  “Yes”? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Yes. 
And  why  should  it  not  be  prohibited? 

Mr.  BAYH.  The  reason  why  I  wonder 
about  the  wisdom  of  it  is  simply  that  the 
Senator  from  Delaware  is  concerned 
about  coercion — and  the  Senator  from 
Indiana  is  concerned  about  coercion — in 
the  solicitation  of  campaign  funds. 

Most  Members  of  Congress — at  least 
many  of  them,  and  I  put  myself  in  this 
category — unfortunately  are  not  finan¬ 
cially  endowed  to  the  point  that  they  are 
not  required  to  solicit  on  a  rather  broad 
basis  from  friends  who  are  willing  to 
support  them  in  the  interests  of  good 
government.  There  does  not  seem  to  be 
any  likelihood  that  I  will  ever  get  out  of 
that  category,  and  I  am  not  inclined  to 
pressure  anyone  for  whom  I  have  done 
a  favor,  nor  do  I  wish  to  hold  out  a 
promise,  in  order  to  get  a  campaign  con- 
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tribution.  I  refuse  to  do  that,  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Delaware  refuses  to  do  that, 
and  all  other  98  Senators  refuse  to  do 
that. 

However,  I  fail  to  see  what  type  of 
coercion  is  involved  when  the  political 
committee  of  the  Senator  from  Dela¬ 
ware,  or  a  political  committee  in  my 
State  of  Indiana,  takes  a  list  of  every¬ 
one  residing  in  a  particular  county  and 
sends  a  card  through  the  mail  asking  for 
a  contribution.  There  does  not  appear 
to  me  to  be  any  coercion  involved  in  this 
type  of  solicitation. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  The 
proposed  amendment  does  not  redefine 
the  word  “solicitation”;  it  leaves  it  the 
same  as  present  law. 

With  all  due  respect  to  the  Senator 
from  Indiana  and  the  Senator  from  Del¬ 
aware,  if  the  only  way  either  of  us  can 
stay  in  the  Senate  is  to  solicit  our  cam¬ 
paign  contributions  from  civil  service 
employees  we  both  ought  to  be  kicked 
out. 

The  definition  of  a  “solicitation”  is  not 
changed.  The  definition  of  “commit¬ 
tees”  would  not  be  changed.  On  that 
point  the  proposed  amendment  merely 
repeats  the 'existing  law.  The  proposed 
amendment  does  provide  that  represen¬ 
tatives  of  political  committees  cannot 
solicit  political  contributions  from  civil 
service  employees. 

This  indefensible  method  of  solicita¬ 
tion  has  been  practiced  by  both  political 
parties.  I  am  not  singling  out  one  party. 
I  have  read  employees  letters  that  were 
writen  under  the  administration  of  both 
political  parties.  I  do  not  intend  to 
argue  about  which  party  has  violated 
this  rule  the  most.  It  has  been  done,  and 
I  do  not  believe  any  Member  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  will  defend  it.  But  the  time  has 
come  to  stop  it.  It  is  a  bad  practice. 

I  read  an  article  dated  May  28,  1964, 
which  appeared  in  the  Washington  Post, 
written  by  Mr.  Jerry  Kluttz,  outlining 
this  evil. 

Promotion  of  Gala  for  Johnson  Leaves 
Taint  of  Pressure 
(By  Jerry  Kluttz) 

The  Democratic  gala  is  over  but  the 
political  taint  from  it  lingers  on  in  Federal 
offices  here. 

There  isn't  much  doubt  that  Tuesday 
night’s  $100  Democratic  fund-raising  Salute 
to  President  Johnson  was  actively  promoted 
in  Federal  offices  in  violation  of  the  spirit  if 
not  the  letter  of  the  law  which  makes  i/t 
illegal  to  solicit  political  funds  on  Federal 
property. 

In  the  past  the  State  Department  with  its 
large  body  of  professional  Foreign  Service 
personnel  was  by-passed  by  political  fund 
raisers.  But  things  have  changed  and  scores 
of  higher-paid  employees  there  were  sent  in¬ 
vitations  to  the  gala  at  their  offices. 

The  employes  charge  that  the  Protocol 
Office  there  not  only  distributed  the  invita¬ 
tions,  an  apparent  violation  of  law,  but  also 
made  calls  to  Jog  them  into  responding  to 
them.  This  is  the  story  of  one  of  the  em¬ 
ployes  : 

“About  two  weeks  ago  a  mysterious-looking 
letter  was  hand-delivered  to  my  office  in  the 
State  Department  .  .  .  Inside  was  an  invita¬ 
tion  to  the  gala  honoring  President  Johnson. 

“Monday  the  Protocol  Office  called  to  ask 
if  I  were  going  to  the  gala  .  .  .  On  inquiring 
of  some  of  my  colleagues,  I  found  that  they, 
too,  had  received  hand-written,  hand- 
delivered  invitations  at  their  offices  as  well 
as  solicitous  calls  from  the  Protocol  Office. 


There  was  more  than  a  little  consternation 
in  the  minds  of  many  of  them. 

“.  .  .  I’m  at  a  loss  to  explain  why  the 
invitation  was  a  matter  of  Protocol  .  .  .  but 
the  incident  has  begun  to  worry  me.  Lots 
of  timid  souls  clearly  attended  the  gala  for 
fear  that  some  of  their  colleagues,  who  are 
dependent  on  political  patronage  for  their 
jobs,  will  record  the  fact  and  remind  any 
and  all  who  might  be  interested. 

“This  may  be  okay  for  Assistant  Secre¬ 
taries  or  even  Deputy  Assistant  Secretaries 
but  for  those  who  are  supposedly  part  of  the 
Civil  Service  and  Foreign  Service  this  poten¬ 
tial  for  al-fresco  blackmail  is  a  serious 
business. 

“I  am  sure  the  President  wants  a  Civil 
Service  and  a  Foreign  Service  which  will  give 
him,  through  his  appointees,  the  best  pro¬ 
fessional  advice  possible,  without  fear  or 
favor.  After  all,  one  of  the  hardest  prob¬ 
lems  of  being  President  is  making  the  bu¬ 
reaucracy  work  effectively  for  the  program 
of  his  Administration. 

“Those  who  were  in  charge  of  issuing  invi¬ 
tations  didn’t  help  the  President.  Somebody 
ought  to  tell  him.” 

Representative  Nelsen  (R-Minn.)  charged 
on  the  House  floor  that  topgrade  employes 
in  Rural  Electrification  were  asked  to  buy 
$100  tickets  in  their  offices.  Senator  Wil¬ 
liams  (R-Del.)  is  sponsoring  a  resolution  to 
direct  the  Attorney  General  to  investigate 
the  charges. 

Employes  in  Small  Business,  Housing  & 
Home  Finance,  Office  of  Emergency  Planning 
and  Post  Office  among  others  have  called  to 
say  they  were  “invited”  to  attend  the  gala  by 
either  phone  calls  or  personal  contacts  at 
their  offices. 

In  most  cases  they  say  they  were  asked  to 
attend  cocktail  parties  which  were  held  prior 
to  the  gala  and  given  by  agency  heads.  Those 
who  attended  the  parties  were  expected  to 
attend  the  gala. 

A  postal  official  commented  yesterday  that 
he  had  never  seen  employes  "so  eager  to  buy 
the  $100  tickets  and  he  added  that  he  had 
heard  no  one  in  the  Department  complain 
about  the  pressure. 

“Pressure  wasn’t  necessary  to  sell  the  tick¬ 
ets  this  year,”  he  explained,  “the  employes 
bought  them  willingly  because  I  suspect  they 
feel  that  Mr.  Johnson  will  be  around  for 
awhile.” 

A  Commerce  official  said  the  “educational” 
approach  was  used  to  sell  tickets  to  employes 
there.  He  simply  said  that  employes  in  the 
top  grades  were  given  the  “opportunity”  to 
contribute  to  the  party  of  his  choice  and  he 
expressed  the  personal  belief  that  those  who 
could  afford  it  should  contribute  to  help  sus¬ 
tain  the  two-party  system.  He  also  said  no 
pressure  was  necessary  to  sell  $100  tickets 
to  the  gala. 

Complaints  from  employes  who  charged 
that  their  arms  were  twisted  to  buy  tickets 
were  far  fewer  than  last  year.  Two  reasons 
were  cited  for  the  slump  in  complaints. 
First,  that  employes  were  getting  accustomed 
to  the  pressure,  and  secondly,  tickets  sold 
better  this  year  as  many  business  firms 
bought  them. 

If  this  practice  is  to  be  stopped  this  is 
the  time.  Under  the  existing  law  if  the 
civil  service  employee  who  is  quoted  here 
were  solicited  by  a  Member  of  Congress 
or  by  any  salaried  official  of  the  U.S. 
Government  it  would  be  a  violation  of 
the  law.  The  article  does  not  say  that  he 
was  solicited  in  that  manner  but  that 
they  were  solicited  by  a  representative 
of  a  political  party.  The  proposed 
amendment  would  cover  such  represent¬ 
ative  of  any  polictical  party  or  com¬ 
mittee. 

Although  this  incident  involved  a 
Democratic  dinner  the  same  situation 
has  arisen  involving  Republican  dinners. 


This  is  not  written  for  one  party  or 
the  other.  It  lays  down  the  same  ground 
rules  for  both.  The  definition  of  a  polit¬ 
ical  committee  under  this  amendment  is 
exactly  the  same  as  is  now  written  in 
the  Corrupt  Practices  Act.  It  does  not 
change  it  one  iota. 

(At  this  point  Mr.  Kennedy  of  Mas¬ 
sachusetts  assumed  the  chair.) 

Mr.  BAYH.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BAYH.  I  did  not  mean  by  any¬ 
thing  that  I  said  to  give  the  inference 
that  one  political  party  had  certain  sins 
that  do  not  belong  to  the  other.  All 
persons  and  organizations  have  their 
shortcomings.  But  the  parties  are  anx¬ 
ious  to  shore  up  those  shortcomings 
which  might  exist. 

However,  if  we  are  going  to  adopt  an 
amendment  like  this,  it  is  important  to 
know  what  is  in  it  and  what  its,  effects 
will  be. 

When  we  come  to  the  language  “di¬ 
rectly  or  indirectly  solicits,”  this  would 
appear  to  mean  that  any  one  who  gets  a 
large  mailing  list  and  sends  out  requests 
based  on  that  mailing  list  would  be  in¬ 
cluded  if  there  happens  to  be  a  Federal 
employee  among  the  names.  It  would 
also  apply  to  one  who  engages  a  group  of 
party  members  to  go  block  by  block  to 
contribute  dollars  for  Democrats  or  con¬ 
tribute  dollars  for  Republicans — but  you 
do  not  buy  much  influence  in  this 
fashion.  Anyone  who  does  this  would 
come  under  the  penalty  of  $5,000  or  im¬ 
prisonment  for  not  more  than  3  years. 

I  do  not  believe  that  this  is  what  the 
Senator  from  Delaware  wants  but  I  do 
not  see  any  other  definition  or  any  other 
result,  or  how  one  can  escape  those 
results. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  The 
Senator  from  Indiana  is  only  reading 
the  existing  law. 

Mr.  BAYH.  Oh,  no. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Yes. 

Mr.  BAYH.  The  Senator  from  Dela¬ 
ware  says  that  existing  law  applies  to 
Government  employees? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  The 
Senator  is  correct. 

Mr.  BAYH.  I  am  talking  about  Demo¬ 
cratic  or  Republican  leaders  in  a  com¬ 
munity  who  get  together  100  party  offi¬ 
cials — not  employees  but  party  officials — 
and  send  them  out  block  by  block,  or 
who  says,  “Sit  down  here  and  send  these 
cards  out  en  masse  to  10,000  people  in 
this  county.” 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Let  us 
not  confuse  this  with  a  lot  of  camou¬ 
flage.  The  amendment  is  clear  enough. 

Mr.  BAYH.  I  am  not  covering  it  up 
by  a  lot  of  camouflage.  What  does  the 
Senator  mean  by  “covering  it  up  with  a 
lot  of  camouflage”?  The  language  of 
his  amendment  seems  to  me  to  state  this. 
The  Senator  should  read  it. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  shall 
again  read  the  existing  law. 

Mr.  BAYH.  I  am  not  worried  about 
the  existing  law.  The  Senator  desires 
to  change  the  existing  law. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  I  have  the  floor? 

Mr.  BAYH.  The  Senator  yielded  to 
me. 
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Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  But  I 
did  not  yield  the  floor.  I  wish  to  read 
the  existing  law  for  the  special  enlight- 
ment  of  the  Senator  from  Indiana. 

The  existing  law  reads : 

§  602.  Solicitation  of  political  contributions. 

Whoever,  being  a  Senator  or  Representa¬ 
tive  in,  or  Delegate  or  Resident  Commission¬ 
er  to,  or  a  candidate  for  Congress,  or  indi¬ 
vidual  elected  as,  Senator,  Representative, 
Delegate,  or  Resident  Commissioner,  or  an 
officer  or  employee  of  the  United  States  or 
any  department  or  agency  thereof,  or  a  per¬ 
son  receiving  any  salary  or  compensation  for 
services  from  money  derived  from  the  Treas¬ 
ury  of  the  United  States,  directly  or  indirect¬ 
ly  solicits,  receives,  or  is  in,  any  manner  con¬ 
cerned  in  soliciting  or  receiving  any  assess¬ 
ment,  subscription,  or  contribution  for  any 
political  purpose  whatever,  from  any  other 
such  officer,  employee,  or  person,  shall  be 
fined  not  more  than  $5,000  or  imprisoned 
not  more  than  three  years  or  both.  (June 
25,  1948,  ch.  645,  62  Stat.  722.) 

I  now  read  the  language  under  the 
proposed  amendment,  and  all  that  this 
amendment  would  do  would  be  to  add  a 
new  section  prescribing  the  same  crimi¬ 
nal  penalties  to  any  person  acting  on  be¬ 
half  of  a  political  committee  who  “di¬ 
rectly  or  indirectly  solicits,  or  is  in  any 
manner  concerned  in  soliciting,  any  as¬ 
sessment,  subscription,  or  contribution 
for  the  use  of  such  political  committee 
or  for  any  political  purpose  whatever 
from  any  officer  or  employee  of  the 
United  States.” 

That  is  the  part  that  the  Senator  read 
before. 

The  existing  law  is  applicable  to  sal¬ 
aried  employees  of  the  Government,  but 
the  existing  law  does  not  cover  the  situ¬ 
ation  if  that  salaried  employee  of  the 
Government  seeks  out  nonemployees  of 
the  Government  to  do  his  dirty  work  or 
solicit  from  civil  service  employees. 

Mr.  BAYH.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield,  please? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  yield. 
Mr.  BAYH.  We  are  all  trying  to  get 
rid  of  dirty  work.  But  we  want  to  make 
certain  that  we  do  not  throw  out  the 
baby  with  the  bath  water. 

Suppose  he  formed  a  “John  Williams 
for  Senate  Committee.” 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  He 
would  come  under  the  amendment. 

Mr.  BAYH.  May  I  ask  the  question? 

I  think  the  Senator  has  answered  it;  but 
I  wish  to  make  sure. 

I  will  make  it  the  “Birch  Bayh  for  Sen¬ 
ate  Committee.”  We  get  100  volunteers, 
using  the  language  of  the  Senator,  acting 
on  behalf  of  this  committee;  each  per¬ 
son  takes  a  five-block  area  and  they  go 
down  that  five-block  area  asking  for  a 
buck  for  Bayh.”  Now,  if  they  indirect¬ 
ly  solicit  in  any  matter  someone  who 
works  for  the  Federal  Government,  it 
seems  to  me,  according  to  the  language 
here  not  camouflage — they  subject 

themselves  to  a  fine  of  $5,000  or  impris¬ 
onment  for  not  more  than  3  years,  or 
both. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  wish 
to  say  this  now  so  that  there  will  be  no 
misunderstanding,  if  the  committee  is 
formed  in  the  State  of  Delaware  to  elect 
John  Williams  for  the  Senate  or  if  a 
committee  is  formed  in  the  State  of  In¬ 
diana  to  elect  Birch  Bayh  for  the  Senate, 


those  committees  or  representatives  of 
those  committees  would  be  covered  under 
this  amendment  and  barred  from  solicit¬ 
ing  civil  service  employees  for  campaign 
contributions  and  why  should  they  not 
be  covered? 

If  Senators  do  not  want  them  covered 
they  should  vote  against  the  amendment 
because  its  adoption  would  stop  a  repre¬ 
sentative  of  any  committee,  Democrat  or 
Republican,  from  soliciting  funds  from 
civil  service  employees  for  candidates 
who  are  running  in  two  or  more  States. 
If  Senators  do  not  wish  to  correct  this 
loophole  they  might  as  well  reject  the 
amendment. 

Mr.  BAYH.  So  that  we  may  move  on,  I 
believe  the  distinction  is  there.  It  has 
been  explained  by  the  Senator  from 
Delaware. 

The  present  law  prohibits  those  who 
are  employees  of  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  from  soliciting.  The  Senator  would 
include  in  his  amendment  every  Tom, 
Dick,  and  Harry  or  advocate  of  good  gov¬ 
ernment  who  wants  to  get  out  and  sup¬ 
port  his  candidate  by  collecting  funds. 
He  would  prohibit  them  from  doing  this. 
He  would  include  the  little  old  lady  who 
wants  to  go  out  with  a  tin  cup  from  door 
to  door,  and  who  has  no  influence  or  im¬ 
pact  at  all.  The  Senator  from  Delaware, 
whether  he  desires  that  or  not,  prohibits 
them  from  having  this  opportunity. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  can 
assure  the  Senator  that  this  may  hurt 
the  tincup  politician.  There  is  the  rule 
of  commonsense  in  the  law,  and  with 
respect  to  the  solicitation  of  the  dollar 
from  each  house,  I  doubt  if  that  would  be 
covered  if  done  by  someone  who  did  not 
know  he  was  a  civil  service  employee. 

The  Senator  from  Indiana  [Mr.  Bayh] 
knows  what  we  are  talking  about  here. 
Let  us  stop  hedging. 

Mr.  BAYH.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  have 
two  articles  here  which  appeared  in.  the 
Washington  Star  of  June  23,  1965,  which 
I  shall  read.  They  state  the  case  very 
well: 

[Prom  the  Washington  (D.C.)  Evening  Star, 
June  23,  1965] 

Worker  Prodded  on  $100  Ticket,  Wife 
Complains 

The  wife  of  a  top  Civil  Service  grade  em¬ 
ploye  at  the  Office  of  Emergency  Planning 
called  The  Star  this  morning  to  complain 
that  her  husband  had  been  asked  by  his 
boss  to  buy  a  $100  ticket  to  tomorrow's  Dem¬ 
ocratic  dinner. 

“He  was  told,”  the  irate  wife  said,  “that  the 
White  House  is  displeased  with  the  number 
of  tickets  purchased  so  far”  by  OEP  em-  . 
ployes. 

The  wife  said  she  would  not  give  her  name 
in  order  to  protect  her  husband.  “I  know 
they  wouldn’t  fire  him,”  she  stated,  “but  they 
could  easily  abolish  his  job.” 

Early  this  afternoon,  Emet  P.  Riordan, 
OEP  director  of  information,  released  a  state¬ 
ment  which  said:  “There  is  no  solicitation 
of  any  kind  within  the  agency  for  ticket  buy¬ 
ing.” 

Money  and  Politics:  Democratic  Dinner 
Appears  a  Sellout 
(By  Walter  Pincus) 

Tomorrow  night’s  $100-a-plate  Democratic 
Congressional  fund-raising  dinner  appears  to 
be  a  solid  success — the  promoters  have 


booked  an  overflow  dinner  crowd  of  2,875 
into  the  Washington  Hilton  Hotel  on  top  of 
about  5,500  that  are  now  expected  at  the 
D.C.  Armory. 

The  apparent  sale  of  8,000  or  more  tickets 
came  despite  a  reported  falloff  of  purchases 
by  federal  workers.  A  survey  of  government 
workers  indicates  the  sales  effort  toward 
them  was  less  intense  this  year  and  was 
limited  primarily  to  home  mailings  to  lists 
of  last  year’s  donors. 

“It  was  a  light  touch,  nothing  like  last 
year,”  one  aide  to  a  Cabinet  member  said 
yesterday.  Another  added  that  plans  for 
and  in-house  solicitation  had  been  dropped 
three  weeks  ago. 

Though  both  President  Johnson  and  Vice 
President  Hubert  H.  Humphrey  are  expected 
to  appear  at  both  affairs,  the  real  money 
draw  has  been  a  nationwide  solicitation  of 
small  business,  labor  and  corporate  contrib¬ 
utors  both  directly  from  Washington  and 
indirectly  through  individual  representa¬ 
tives  and  senators. 

The  fact  that  this  is  being  billed  as  Wash¬ 
ington’s  only  Democratic  party  fund-raising 
dinner  this  year  has  been  impressed  on  the 
representatives  of  the  various  lobbying 
organizations  and  other  interest  groups  in 
Washington. 

The  bulk  of  the  money  raised,  after  ex¬ 
penses,  will  go  to  support  Democratic  candi¬ 
dates  in  the  1966  House  and  Senate  races. 

Success  of  this  year’s  ticket  sales  assured 
promoters  of  the  dinner  that  net  receipts 
will  surpass  last  year’s  dinner  which  yielded 
$400,000  to  be  divided  by  the  Senate  and 
House  Democratic  Campaign  Committees. 

It  also  guaranteed  that  the  Democrats 
would  be  well  on  their  way  toward  amassing 
a  record  campaign-fund  kitty  to  be  dis¬ 
bursed  among  House  and  Senate  candidates 
next  year. 

Though  the  solicitation  effort  is  being  run 
from  Democratic  National  Committee  head¬ 
quarters  under  the  over-all  direction  guide, 
its  all  being  handled  in  the  name  of  a  spe¬ 
cially  formed  group — the  Democratic  Con¬ 
gressional  Dinner  Committee. 

Use  of  this  organization  will  permit  the 
Democrats  to  take  advantage  of  a  campaign 
fund  law  loophole  and  not  report  the  names 
of  those  who  actually  paid  $100  or  more  for 
tickets — contributions  that  are  normally  re¬ 
quired  to  be  disclosed  under  federal  law. 
Political  committees,  such  as  the  dinner  unit, 
that  receive  and  spend  their  money  within 
the  District  are  exempt  from  reporting. 

Chairman  of  the  Congressional  Dinner 
Committee  is  Neil  Curry,  California  trucking 
executive  and  long-time  party  fund-raiser. 
Curry  last  year  acted  as  treasurer  of  the 
$  1 ,000- A-Member  President’s  Club.  He  also 
has  played  a  key  role  in  encouraging  truck¬ 
ing  firm  owners  and  operators  around  the 
country  to  contribute  to  the  party  and  its 
candidates. 

The  purchase  of  16  full-page  advertise¬ 
ments  by  truckers  in  last  year’s  Democratic 
Convention  program  at  $15,000  a  page  was 
reportedly  promoted  primarily  by  Curry. 

Despite  the  lack  of  hard-sell  techniques  on 
government  employees,  there  will  be  a  round 
of  federal  agency  cocktail  parties  before  the 
dinner.  However,  they  apparently  will  be 
fewer  in  number  and  smaller  in  size  than 
those  which  preceded  last  year’s  Democratic 
gala. 

There  also,  reportedly,  has  been  less  in- 
house  calling  to  ask  if  employees  were  plan¬ 
ning  to  attend  their  bosses’  parties. 

Health,  Education  and  Welfare  employees 
will  gather  at  the  Skyline  Inn  tomorrow 
night.  At  the  Presidential  Arms,  between 
1,000  and  1,500  government  workers  from  five 
agencies,  including  the  Commerce  Depart¬ 
ment,  are  expected. 

Some  Post  Office  Department  employes 
and  officials,  along  with  a  number  of  Con¬ 
gressmen,  are  to  attend  a  pre-dinner  gather- 
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ing  sponsored  by  the  National  Association  of 
Postmasters  of  the  U.S.,  a  private  organiza¬ 
tion  that  has  purchased  tickets  and  distrib¬ 
uted  some  to  its  guests. 

D.C.  Transit  buses  will  carry  the  govern¬ 
ment  employes  from  their  cocktail  parties  to 
the  armory.  Though,  for  the  most  part,  top 
agency  officials  pay  for  pre-dinner  parties  out 
of  their  own  pockets,  the  Democratic  Na¬ 
tional  Committee  has  arranged  for  the  bus 
transportation.  But  party  officials  last  night 
could  not  say  who  would  pay  for  the  buses. 

The  Democrats  apparently  have  not  spared 
expense  to  make  the  dinner  a  success.  One 
estimate  put  the  cost  of  each  meal — in¬ 
cluding  service — at  from  $12  to  $15  a  plate. 

The  Mayflower  Hotel,  which  is  catering  the 
armory  affair,  refused  yesterday  to  give  any 
information  on  the  dinner — from  the  num¬ 
ber  expected  to  be  served  to  the  name  of  the 
main  course. 

Decorations  for  the  armory,  which  were 
described  by  someone  involved  in  their  prep¬ 
aration  as  “the  biggest  the  Democrats  ever 
had  for  a  dinner,”  are  expected  to  cost  about 
$20,000. 

Democratic  party  finances  are  a  closely 
guarded  operation.  According  to  records 
filed  with  the  Clerk  of  the  House,  some  $900,- 
000  has  been  contributed  to  the  party  in  the 
first  five  months  of  1965.  All  but  $75,000 
of  that  amount  came  from  $l,000-and-up 
contributors. 

The  Republican  party,  on  the  other  hand, 
reported  that  during  the  same  period  it  col¬ 
lected  almost  $800,000  of  which  over  75  per¬ 
cent  came  from  contributors  of  less  than 
$100. 

To  stimulate  small  contributors,  the  Dem¬ 
ocrats  have  begun  a  contest  aimed  at  $10 
givers.  Though  it  is  not  expected  to  draw 
much  in  the  way  of  money,  it  will  create  the 
impression  that  the  party  is  seeking  to  en¬ 
courage  the  small  donor. 

The  amendment  would  stop  this  type 
of  soliciting  from  the  civil  service  em¬ 
ployees.  It  should  be  stopped.  Those 
who  believe  it  should  not  be  stopped,  if 
they  believe  civil  service  workers  should 
be  solicited  under  the  Hatch  Act  as  now 
interpreted,  may  vote  against  it. 

The  issue  is  clear. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  to  have  printed  in  the  Record  a 
series  of  articles  which  have  been  pub¬ 
lished  over  the  last  few  years  in  various 
Washington  newspapers  criticizing  this 
practice,  followed  by  excerpts  from  a 
series  of  letters  written  by  many  civil 
service  employees  protesting  this  so¬ 
licitation  which  they  interpret  to  be  in 
the  form  of  a  shakedown.  Copies  of 
these  letters  were  sent  to  President  John¬ 
son  May  18,  1964,  by  Congressman 
Ancher  Nelsen. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  ma¬ 
terial  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows : 

[From  the  Washington  (D.C.)  Evening  Star, 
Jan.  18,  1963] 

Employe  Groups’  Silence  Viewed  as  Strange 
in  $100  Ticket  Pressure 
(By  Joseph  Young) 

Perhaps  the  strangest  aspect  of  the  en¬ 
tire  spectacle  of  unashamed  Democratic  pres¬ 
sure  on  Government  career  employes  to  at¬ 
tend  tonight’s  $100-a-ticket  gala  is  the  com¬ 
plete  sUence  of  Government  employe  unions 
and  the  National  Civil  Service  League  on  the 
matter. 

Not  a  peep  has  been  heard  from  any  of  the 
major  unions  or  the  non-partisan  league, 
which  came  into  being  80  years  ago  to  up¬ 
hold  the  merit  system,  since  this  reporter 
and  The  Star  on  December  6  first  disclosed 
the  pressure  on  career  employes  to  purchase 
the  $100  tickets. 


The  employe  leaders  appear  too  intent  on 
such  unattainable  pie-in-the-sky  objectives 
as  a  35-hour  work  week,  etc.,  to  bother  with 
the  unprecedented  pressure  on  career  em¬ 
ployes  by  the  Democratic  National  Com¬ 
mittee  and  officials  of  the  Kennedy  adminis¬ 
tration,  only  the  recently  formed  National 
Society  of  Federal  Engineers,  Scientists  and 
Allied  Professionals  have  criticized  the  go¬ 
ings-on. 

The  unions’  excuse  is  that  not  many  ca¬ 
reer  employes  in  the  upper-middle  and  top 
grades  are  members  of  their  organizations, 
and  hence  they  don’t  want  to  get  into  the 
fray.  The  long-range  adverse  implications  on 
the  merit  system  seem  to  escape  them. 

The  silence  of  the  National  Civil  Service 
League  is  even  more  puzzling.  The  main 
purpose  of  the  non-partisan  business-sup¬ 
ported  league  is  ostensibly  to  protect  and 
support  the  merit  system. 

The  failure  of  Government  employe  unions 
to  protest  the  situation  may  stem  from  the 
close  relationship  the  groups  have  with  the 
Kennedy  administration,  and  their  reluc¬ 
tance  to  do  anything  to  endanger  this  alli¬ 
ance.  Under  President  Kennedy,  the  unions 
have  won  formal  bargaining  rights,  pay  ad¬ 
justments,  support  for  a  union  dues  checkoff, 
etc. 

Another  reason  may  be  the  unionists’  in¬ 
difference  to  groups  of  career  employes  who 
generally  aren’t  found  in  their  memberships. 

This  could  be  very  shortsighted  on  the  part 
of  the  unions. 

The  Kennedy  administration  won’t  last 
forever,  and  the  next  administration — if  it  is 
Republican — isn’t  likely  to  forget  how  the 
unions  backed  the  Democrats  by  their  silence. 

This  year’s  pressure  was  put  on  grade  12 
and  above  career  employes.  Next  year  the 
pressure  could  be  put  on  employes  in  grade 
9  and  above,  and  on  even  lower  grade  em¬ 
ployes  in  the  years  ahead.  The  Kennedy 
administration  is  not  bashful  in  telling  em¬ 
ployes  it  is  responsible  for  their  latest  pay 
raise  and  the  upcoming  one  next  year,  and 
probably  doesn’t  have  many  qualms  in  “sell¬ 
ing”  $100  tickets  to  as  many  career  employes 
as  the  traffic  will  bear. 

As  for  the  Civil  Service  Commission’s 
silence  until  now  on  the  situation,  this  is 
rather  understandable.  CSC  officials  priv¬ 
ately  are  most  unhappy  over  the  situation. 
But  there  are  only  two  men  in  Government 
who  could  have  done  something  to  stop  it — 
President  Kennedy  and  his  brother,  Attorney 
General  Robert  Kennedy,  who  could  have  or¬ 
dered  such  practices  stopped  on  threat  of 
Justice  Department  prosecution  under  the 
Corrupt  Practices  Act.  Under  the  circum¬ 
stances,  the  CSC  could  do  little  but  remain 
silent. 

Meanwhile,  the  performers  at  tonight’s 
gala — stellar  stars  though  some  of  them  may 
be — will  have  to  be  extra  good  to  get  any 
kind  of  ovation  from  the  many  Federal  career 
employes  who  have  reluctantly  shelled  out 
their  $100  to  attend.  And  without  Frank 
Sinatra  yet. 

[From  the  Washington  (D.C.)  Evening  Star, 
May  26,  1964] 

Money  and  Politics:  Democrats  Expect  To 
Gross  Over  $3  Million  This  Week 
(By  Walter  Pincus) 

“It  can  be  a  real  help  to  your  company.” 

That  was  the  closing  line  of  a  sales  pitch 
made  last  week  by  a  solicitor  for  tonight’s 
$l,000-a-plate  Democratic  Party  President’s 
Club  dinner  to  the  Washington  representa¬ 
tives  of  a  national  corporation. 

The  dinner  at  the  International  Inn  and 
the  subsequent  Salute-to-President  Johnson 
Gala  at  D.C.  Armory,  combined  with  two 
dinners  and  another  gala  at  New  York  City’s 
Madison  Square  Garden  Thursday  night, 
should  gross  over  $3  million  for  party  coffers. 

Solicitors  have  been  active  in  the  past  two 
months  selling  everything  from  $1,000  mem¬ 
berships  in  the  President’s  Club  to  the  $5 
balcony  New  York  gala  tickets. 


HOW  TICKETS  ARE  SOLD 

A  party  spokesman  estimated  that  more 
than  500  tickets,  at  $1,000  each,  have  already 
been  sold  for  tonight’s  dinner,  while  a  crowd 
of  between  7,000  and  8,000  at  $100  a  ticket  is 
expected  at  the  Armory. 

The  President’s  Club  dinner  in  New  York 
Thursday  is  expected  to  draw  1,000  persons 
at  $1,000  each — making  it  the  first  publicly- 
reported  $1  million  dinner  in  campaign  fund¬ 
raising  history. 

How  are  the  $1,000  tickets  sold  in  Wash¬ 
ington?  Many  of  them  go  to  old  party  con¬ 
tributors  whose  names  regularly  grace  such 
lists. 

To  get  the  hesitant  new  big  money  men, 
one  sales  pitch  last  week  included: 

Assurance  that  the  $1,000  membership  in 
the  President’s  Club  would  put  the  donor’s 
name  on  a  list  of  those  to  be  considered  for 
invitations  to  White  House  social  functions. 

An  understanding  that  the  donor’s  name 
would  be  on  a  list  seen  by  the  President. 

A  statement  that  a  personal  letter  would 
be  sent  the  donor  from  Democratic  Party 
Finance  Chairman  Richard  Maguire  stating 
that  the  gift  was  appreciated  and  the  Demo¬ 
cratic  National  Committee  was  available  for 
assistance  if  such  help  was  needed. 

CONTROVERSIAL  SOLICITATION 

And  finally,  that  the  funds  can  originate 
from  any  source — so  long  as  someone’s  name 
is  attached  to  the  $1,000  when  it  arrives  at 
the  national  committee. 

The  most  controversial  solicitation  at¬ 
tached  to  tonight’s  gala  is  that  of  Govern¬ 
ment  employes.  Both  parties,  when  in  power, 
have  solicited  top  civil  servants  by  mail. 
Democrats  recall  that  at  each  Salute-to- 
Eisenhower  dinner  there  was  an  announce¬ 
ment  listing  the  number  of  tickets  sold  in 
each  executive  department. 

Since  1962,  the  Democrats  have  made  a 
strong  effort  to  get  those  Federal  employes 
who  were  appointed  to  their  positions — so- 
called  Schedule  C  jobs — to  buy  $100  tickets 
each  year  to  one  major  party  function. 

1,440  C  POSITIONS 

Currently_  there  are  about  1,440  Schedule 
C  positions '  of  which,  according  to  a  Civil 
Service  spokesman,  about  80  per  cent  are 
filled.  Some  400  of  the  persons  holding  down 
these  jobs,  however,  are  regular  Civil  Serv¬ 
ice  and  not  political  appointees. 

However,  the  pressure  on  employes  to  buy 
the  $100  ducats  is  not  limited  to  those  under 
Schedule  C.  Regular  civil  service  employees 
ing  grades  11  and  above  in  many  agencies 
have  received  mailed  “invitations”  and  fol¬ 
low-up  telephone  calls  and  direct  appeals 
from  their  bosses  to  attend  the  affair. 

Winking  at  the  Federal  laws  that  prohibit 
solicitation  of  Federal  employes  in  Federal 
buildings,  the  Democratic  National  Commit¬ 
tee  has  designated  sales  co-ordinators  in 
each  executive  agency.  Quotas  have  been 
established  normally  based  on  the  number 
of  Schedule  C  positions  in  a  given  depart¬ 
ment,  combined  with  a  10  per  cent  increase 
over  the  past  year’s  ticket  purchases. 

SOLICITATION  EVIDENT 

In  1962,  the  Democratic  National  Commit¬ 
tee  filed  its  report  with  the  Clerk  of  the 
House  listing  contributions  received  chron¬ 
ologically.  By  cross-checking  names  it  was 
possible  to  see  blocks  of  ticket-purchases  as 
they  came  in  from  various  departments — a 
clear  indication  that  solicitation  was  made 
and  contributions  received  within  the  de¬ 
partment. 

For  example,  on  January  18,  1962,  seven¬ 
teen  $100  contributions  in  a  row  were  record¬ 
ed  for  top  officials  of  the  Defense  Depart¬ 
ment.  On  January  12,  of  that  year,  twenty- 
five  $100  contributions  in  a  row  were 
recorded  for  upper-level  Agriculture  Depart¬ 
ment  officials. 

One  Agriculture  Department  employe  who 
contributed  said  he  was  solicited  by  his  di¬ 
vision  chief  who  indicated  a  10-ticket  quota 
had  been  given  him. 
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Since  1962,  the  Democrats  have  shuffled 
their  contributors  in  reporting  to  the  House 
Clerk  and  it  is  no  longer  feasible  to  deter¬ 
mine  how  contributions  are  received  at  the 
National  Committee. 

This  year,  the  dinner  promoters  have 
taken  to  marking  the  solicitation  cards 
distributed  to  the  executive  departments 
with  a  number  so  that  when  the  contribu¬ 
tions  come  in  directly  to  the  committee  they 
can  easily  be  traced  to  the  department  of 
origin  and  credited  to  that  department’s 
quota. 

In  justifying  their  approach  to  Schedule 
C  employes,  one  Democratic  contributor  said, 
“They  had  no  hesitancy  in  seeking  political 
support  when  they  went  for  their  jobs;  they 
shouldn’t  complain  now  when  they  have  to 
pay  for  that  support.” 

In  New  York  City,  three  events  Thursday 
night,  all  run  by  the  city’s  President’s  Club, 
are  expected  to  raise  almost  $2  million. 
Headed  by  United  Artists  President  Arthur 
Krim,  the  New  York  fund-raising  group  has 
become  highly  active  in  national  party 
affairs. 

Complementing  the  $1,000  President’s 
Club  dinner  is  a  $100-a-plate  affair  for  a 
new  group  known  as  the  senior  club’s  As¬ 
sociates  Division.  Promoted  among  younger 
New  York  Democrats,  this  group  has  already 
held  a  pep  rally  with  White  House  aide  Bill 
Moyers  as  speaker. 

Solicitors  have  fanned  out,  making  their 
appeal  particularly  among  young  lawyers 
who  might  some  day  want  jobs  in  Washing¬ 
ton.  In  more  than  one  case,  a  ticket  pur¬ 
chaser  was  told  his  name  would  go  on  a  list 
that  would  be  consulted  when  applicants 
were  being  cleared  for  political  jobs  next 
January. 

Spiced  with  this  type  of  sales  appeal,  the 
Associates  dinner  has  steadly  grown  to  where 
some  1,300  are  now  expected  to  crowd  the 
ballroom  fo  the  Americana  Hotel. 

The  Madison  Square  Garden  re-run  of  to¬ 
night’s  gala  is  expected  to  draw  17,500  with 
the  bulk  of  the  tickets  purchased  and  dis¬ 
tributed  to  regular  party  organization 
workers. 

Not  all  the  money  raised  in  New  York  goes 
to  the  national  campaign  effort.  The  New 
York  State  Democratic  organization  is  seek¬ 
ing  some  of  the  funds  to  help  defray  its 
coming  State  campaign  expenses  and  to 
meet  some  of  the  debts  that  have  been  run 
up  over  the  past  years.  Though  the  Na¬ 
tional  Committee  under  President  Kennedy 
reportedly  demanded  and  received  $300,000 
of  the  first  $400,000  cleared  in  1962,  plus 
half  the  remainder,  no  such  agreement  on 
fund  division  has  yet  been  reached. 

Number  One.  An  REA  employee  received 
a  letter  at  home  inviting  him  to  contribute 
$100  to  the  Democratic  party  shortly  before 
the  1961  inaugural.  When  he  failed  to  re¬ 
spond  to  the  letter  and  to  telephone  calls,  he 
was  summoned  to  the  office  of  the  deputy 
administrator.  Here  is  his  story ; 

“The  deputy  administrator  made  the  ap¬ 
pointment  at  3  p.m.  during  a  regular  work¬ 
ing  day.  He  reviewed  the  salary  situation 
and  my  then  recent  appointment  to  the 
power  supply  division,  implying  that  my  sal¬ 
ary,  the  then  new  congressional  wage  scale 
and  civil  service  grade  classification  were 
solely  due  to  the  efforts  of  the  administrator, 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  and  the  admin¬ 
istration,  and  further,  that  out  of  gratitude 
I  should  financially  support  the  party  with 
a  cash  contribution  of  $100.  A  ticket  was 
then  taken  from  a  drawer  in  his  desk  and 
offered.  I  was  advised  that  if  necessary  I 
could  buy  it  on  the  installment  plan.  I  re¬ 
plied  that  I  had  worked  for  REA  for  24  years 
and  never  publicly  affiliated  myself  with 
either  political  party,  and  wasn’t  about  to 
break  that  precedent.  I  thought  I  had 
earned  my  salary  and  would  continue  to  work 
faithfully  and  conscientiously  up  to  the  limit 
of  my  ability.” 


Number  Two.  Another  REA  employee  re¬ 
ports  this  to  me ; 

"Received  in  my  mail  a  one  hundred  dollar 
‘request  to  attend  the  second  inaugural  sa¬ 
lute  dinner.’  Frankly,  I  am  experiencing 
more  than  a  slow  deep  burn  deep  down  in¬ 
side.  .  .  .  Let’s  examine  this  latest  attempt 
by  the  Democratic  National  Committee  to 
extract  extortion  from  civil  service  employees. 
It  is  a  fact  and  can  be  proved  that  the  deputy 
administrator  and  one  of  the  assistant  ad¬ 
ministrators  called  practically  all  employees 
GS-13  and  above  to  their  offices  and  person¬ 
ally  handed  them  the  invitations  with  a  not 
subtle  request  to  attend.  Take  note,  this 
was  a  direct  violation  of  the  Hatch  Act  since 
this  solicitation  occurred  in  their  offices. 
There  were  many  grumblings  among  those 
good  Democrats  because  of  the  way  in  which 
this  was  handled,  and,  surprisingly,  some  of 
them  had  the  courage  to  turn  this  invitation 
down.  One  employee  who  has  been  here 
since  the  agency  started  stated  that  in  all 
the  years  he  had  never  been  called  to  kick  in. 
This  is  a  top  employee.” 

Number  Three.  And,  to  demonstrate  that 
the  practice  goes  on,  here  is  one  that  came 
to  me  just  a  few  days  ago: 

"For  your  information,  the  same  two  peo¬ 
ple  are  doing  the  same  things  they  have  done 
here  since  1961.  Again  they  are  calling  em¬ 
ployees  GS-13  and  up  to  their  offices,  hand¬ 
ing  them  the  invitations  and  accepting  their 
checks  for  $100 — right  here  in  a  federal 
building.” 

Mr.  BAYH.  Mr.  President,  a  moment 
ago,  I  promised  not  to  labor  this 
point  any  further,  but  after  listening  to 
the  fine  presentation  of  the  Senator  from 
Delaware,  I  ask  my  colleagues  to  forgive 
me  for  making  one  further  comment. 

The  examples,  as  I  interpret  them,  in 
connection  with  the  newspaper  articles 
which  the  Senator  has  placed  in  the 
Record,  show  that  they  are  already  ex¬ 
isting  violations  of  law.  He  has  said 
many  times  that  department  heads  or 
employees  of  the  Federal  Government — 
and  in  my  estimation,  I  think  that  I 
speak  for  my  colleagues — cannot  and 
should  not  be  permitted  to  put  the  “ham- 
merlock”  on  someone  working  under  him 
to  get  him  to  contribute  to  a  political 
party.  But  whether  we  like  what  the 
amendment  proposes  or  not,  whether 
we  talk  about  “reasonable  interpreta¬ 
tion”  or  not,  I  think  that  to  get  at  what¬ 
ever  the  Senator  is  after,  he  should  use 
more  precise  language. 

For  instance,  the  amendment  uses  the 
phrases  “Whoever,  acting  on  behalf”  of 
any  political  committee  and  “who  di¬ 
rectly  or  indirectly”  solicits  funds 
would  be  covered.  The  solicitor  would 
not  have  to  know  whether  a  person  is  a 
Government  employee  or  not.  He  might 
just  accidentally  encounter  him,  accord¬ 
ing  to  the  wording  in  this  language.  “In 
any  manner  concerned”  is  another 
phrase  in  th  amendment.  Any  member 
acting  for  a  political  committee,  directly 
or  indirectly,  “in  any  manner  concerned 
in  soliciting,”  would  be  subject  to  pen¬ 
alties  provided  by  the  law. 

If  perchance  solicitors  should  en¬ 
counter  someone  who  works  for  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government,  that  employee  immedi¬ 
ately  becomes  subject  to  a  $5,000  fine  or 
imprisonment  for  not  more  than  3  years, 
or  both. 

This  seems  to  be  a  reasonable  inter¬ 
pretation  of  the  present  language  of  the 
amendment.  If  the  Senator  from  Dela¬ 
ware  has  other  language  to  accomplish 
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what  he  is  striving  to  do,  which  could 
exclude  these  people  who  I  think  would 
be  inadvertently  encompassed  within  the 
confines  of  this  amendment,  I  would 
support  him. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  The 
words  “directly  or  indirectly  solicits”  are 
in  the  existing  law.  My  amendment  re¬ 
peats  existing  law.  As  to  the  example 
the  Senator  pointed  out  that  existing  law 
now  prohibits  the  head  of  an  agency  from 
soliciting  the  employee  in  his  department 
or  any  other  department  for  political 
contributions  and  that  such  action  would 
be  a  violation  of  existing  law,  on  that 
point  he  is  correct.  But  under  existing 
law  the  head  of  that  agency  can  take 
this  list  of  his  employees,  give  it  to  a  man 
outside  the  Government,  and  send  him 
out  to  do  the  soliciting;  that  is  not  pro¬ 
hibited  under  existing  law.  My  amend¬ 
ment  would  state  that  anyone  who  is 
acting  on  behalf  of  that  public  official  or 
political  committee  would  be  covered, 
and  I  think  the  amendment  should  be 
adopted. 

Mr.  MONRONEY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Delaware  yield  for  a 
question? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MONRONEY.  I  am  puzzled  as  to 
exactly  what  the  Senator  means  in  the 
language; 

Whoever,  acting  on  behalf  of  any  political 
committee  (including  any  State  or  local 
committee  of  a  political  party),  directly  or 
indirectly  solicits,  or  is  in  any  manner  con¬ 
cerned  in  soliciting,  any  assessment,  sub¬ 
scription,  or  contribution  for  these  of  such 
political  committee  or  for  any  political  pur- 
.  pose  whatever  from  any  officer  or  employee 
of  the  United  States  (other  than  an  elected 
officer)  shall  be  fined  not  more  than  $5,000 
or  imprisoned  not  more  than  3  years,  or  both. 

In  most  States,  it  is  customary  to  pay 
to  secure  mailing  lists  of  voters  in  cer¬ 
tain  precincts  and  certain  wards.  Let¬ 
ters  are  sent  out,  and  fortunately,  I 
think  the  law  is  drafted  so  that  respon¬ 
sible  Federal  officials,  particularly,  Sen¬ 
ators  and  Representatives  know  what 
the  law  is,  and  they  will  not  write,  do 
not  choose  to  write,  and  do  not  care  to 
write  for  a  list  that  might  involve  per¬ 
haps  one  out  of  every  four  people  on 
that  registration  list  to  receive  mail  ask¬ 
ing  for  $1,  $5,  or  $10  in  campaign  funds 
from  a  large  block  of  people  who  may 
want  to  participate  in  politics,  or  support 
a  political  candidate  or  political  party. 
This  applies  to  primaries  and  also  to 
general  elections.  I  think  it  is  very  much 
better  to  have  1,000  people  contributing  a 
few  dollars  than  to  have  a  few  people 
contributing  $1,000  to  a  man’s  campaign. 

The  only  way  these  small  amounts 
will  be  raised  will  be  done,  as  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Indiana  [Mr.  Bayh]  has 
stated,  by  volunteers,  by  those  who  take 
an  interest  because  they  like  politics  and 
are  willing  to  work  at  the  level  at  which 
they  may  have  to  sell  perhaps  buttons, 
or  perhaps  tickets  to  a  banquet,  or  other 
things  of  that  kind.  We  have  absolutely 
prohibited,  with  a  $5,000  fine  or  3 
years  imprisonment,  any  elective  offi¬ 
cial  or  any  employee  of  this  great  Gov¬ 
ernment  to  participate  in  reaching  or 
threatening  any  civil  service  employee,  or 
give  him  an  intelligence  examination  re¬ 
quiring  him  to  have  a  certain  IQ  in  or- 
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der  to  pass.  Certainly  a  Federal  em¬ 
ployee  does  not  have  to  be  intimidated  or 
coerced  or  driven  like  sheep  to  be  clipped 
for  campaign  expenditures.  I  do  not 
known  of  any  group  in  my  State  which 
is  avoided  as  much  as  are  Federal  em¬ 
ployees  in  campaign  solicitations.  Cer¬ 
tainly,  those  who  belong  to  the  employee 
unions,  I  imagine  they  contribute  but  I 
do  not  know  exactly  how  the  unions  do 
contribute  vis-a-vis  the  two  parties. 
This  is  not  covered  by  the  amendment  of 
the  Senator  from  Delaware.  I  also  do 
not  think  that  many  other  means  of 
raising  finances  are  covered.  I  do  not 
think  the  Senator  is  getting  at  what  he 
is  trying  to  do.  I  think  the  bill,  which 
would  prohibit  any  Federal  employee 
from  asking  any  civil  service  employee 
or  any  other  employee  of  the  U.S.  Gov¬ 
ernment  for  a  contribution,  is  effective, 
broad,  and  complete.  I  do  not  know 
what  the  Senator  means  by  the  defin¬ 
ition  of  “any  officer  or  employee  of  .the 
United  States.”  This  could  include 
servicemen.  Of  course,  I  hope  that  it 
would  not,  because  I  do  not  feel  that  they 
should  be  asked  to  contribute.  Does  it 
I  involve  only  civil  service  employees?  The 
bill  does  not  speak  on  that.  Would  the 
Senator  kindly  advise  me? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  The 
language  which  the  Senator  read  as  be¬ 
ing  confusing  to  him  in  my  amendment 
is  verbatim  of  the  language  that  is  exist¬ 
ing  law  now.  I  am  not  changing  exist¬ 
ing  law.  I  only  propose  to  add  another 
section. 

Mr.  MONRONEY.  Let  me  say  to  the 
Senator  that  Representatives,  Senators, 
and  employees  have  sense  enough  to 
know  not  to  fool  around  with  that. 
Therefore,  this  does  not  apply,  because 
no  one  is  going  out  to  try  to  solicit. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  What 
about  the  man  representing  an  official  in 
an  agency!  He  could  take  the  list  of  the 
names  of  civil  service  employees  and 
start  talking  to  them  on  the  official’s  be¬ 
half.  So  far  as  confusing  this  with  mass 
mailing  lists  which  go  out  where  people 
have  no  way  of  knowing  if  they  are  civil 
service  employees  or  not,  that  is  not 
mentioned  under  either.  Existing  law 
states  that  a  salaried  official  cannot  so¬ 
licit  civil  service  employees  as  such. 

The  amendment  would  add  a  new  sec¬ 
tion  to  this  to  prohibit  a  representative 
of  a  political  committee  or  a  representa¬ 
tive  of  the  public  official  from  making 
the  solicitation  on  his  behalf. 

Mr.  MONRONEY.  It  does  not  say  “as 
such.” 

Mr.  BAYH.  It  says  “in  any  manner 
concerned  in  solicitating” - 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Surely. 
Why  not? 

Mr.  BAYH.  Anyone  can  represent  a 
political  party  to  solicit  money.  If  that 
does  not  encompass  a  mail  order  list, 
then  I  do  not  know  what  would. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  If  I 
may  read  it  again : 

Anyone  who  solicits  or  is  in  any  manner 
concerned  in  soliciting  or  receiving,  any  as¬ 
sessment,  subscription,  or  contribution  for 
any  political  purpose  whatever  from  any 
other  such  officer,  employee,  or  person.  .  . . 


Mr.  MONRONEY.  I  cannot  find  that 
language,  because  the  Senator’s  language 
says  nothing  about  “existing.” 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  am 
reading  existing  law.  That  is  exactly 
the  same  defination  as  is  in  the  pending 
amendment. 

Mr.  MONRONEY.  Except  “receiv¬ 
ing.”  I  do  not  find  “receiving.”  I  see 
nothing  in  here  about  “receiving.”  What 
I  see  is  “soliciting.” 

I  think  the  amendment  offers  a  wide 
opportunity  for  blackmail  on  the  part  of 
someone  who  may  say,  “I  represent  Sen¬ 
ator  so-and-so.  I  have  been  told  to  call 
on  you  to  get  $10.  If  you  do  not  give  it, 
you  will  suffer  the  consequences  of  not 
being  promoted”;  or  something  like  that. 

The  burden  of  proof  lies  with  the  can¬ 
didate,  then,  to  say,  “I  have  never  seen 
this  man  before.  I  do  not  know  him  or 
anything  about  him.” 

The  language  is  so  broad: 

Whoever,  acting  on  behalf  of  any  political 
committee  (including  any  State  or  local 
committee  of  a  political  party),  directly  or 
indirectly  solicits,  or  is  in  any  manner  con¬ 
cerned  in  soliciting,  any  assessment,  sub¬ 
scription,  or  contribution  for  the  use  of  such 
political  committee  or  for  any  political  pur¬ 
pose  whatever  from  any  officer  or  employee 
of  the  United  States  (other  than  an  elected 
officer)  shall  be  fined  not  more  than  $5,000 
or  imprisoned  not  more  than  three  years,  or 
both. 

It  does  not  say  anything  about  receiv¬ 
ing;  it  does  not  say  anything  acting  re¬ 
sponsibly  in  the  employ  of  a  Representa¬ 
tive  or  a  Senator  or  an  officer  of  the  third 
ward  branch  of  a  State  party  committee. 
It  states  no  qualifications  whatever. 

The  amendment  is  proposed  without 
its  having  received  any  committee  hear¬ 
ings  or  any  testimony  whatever. 

I  certainly  hope  we  shall  be  able  to  pass 
legislation — and  I  intend  to  vote  for  it, 
as  I  have  voted  for  all  similar  legislation, 
including  the  Hatch  Act — to  provide  for 
clean  elections.  But  I  do  not  want  to 
rush  in  without  notice  or  committee 
hearings  on  an  amendment  that  is  not 
germane  to  the  bill  before  the  Senate,  a 
bill  which  relates  to  better  retirement.  I 
do  not  believe  we  should  vote  on  an 
amendment  such  as  this  on  such  short 
notice.  We  had  not  1  minute’s  notice 
that  this  proposal  was  coming  up.  We 
had  no  testimony.  No  one  has  examined 
into  the  proposal  at  length. 

If  the  Senator  from  Delaware  does  not 
desire  more  time,  I  am  prepared  to  move 
to  table  his  amendment,  so  that  the  Sen¬ 
ate  may  move  on  to  complete  action  on  a 
bill  which  affects  so  many  Federal  em¬ 
ployees. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  hope 
the  Senator  will  not  move  to  table  the 
amendment.  If  he  thinks  it  is  not  ger¬ 
mane  let  him  make  a  point  of  order.  I 
am  sure  the  amendment  is  germane,  and 
I  am  sure  that  the  Chair  would  sustain 
my  view.  So  far  as  a  motion  to  table  is 
concerned,  that  motion  could  be  made, 
but  the  vote  would  still  be  on  the  merits. 
If  I  were  against  the  amendment  I  would 
certainly  vote  to  table  it. 

This  proposal  has  not  just  come  before 
us  today.  I  shall  read  an  editorial  pub¬ 


lished  in  the  Washington  Evening  Star 
of  January  18,  1963,  3V2  years  ago.  It  is 
entitled  “Down  the  Hatch”  and  reads  as 
follows: 

An  undetermined  number  of  unhappy 
Civil  Service  workers,  having  put  up  $100  for 
the  greater  glory  of  the  Democratic  Party, 
will  toss  down  a  drink  or  two  tonight  as 
guests  of  their  bosses. 

The  Civil  Service  Commission,  with  no  pun 
intended,  says  that  it  cannot  treat  this 
thinly  disguised  form  of  coercion  as  a  viola¬ 
tion  of  the  Hatch  Act  unless  it  receives 
complaints  from  Government  workers. 

I  digress  at  this  point  to  say  that, 
certainly,  Government  workers  are  afraid 
to  complain. 

Mr.  MONRONEY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  at  that  point? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  should 
like  to  complete  my  reading  of  the  edi¬ 
torial  ;  then  I  shall  yield. 

Mr.  MONRONEY.  Very  well. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  con¬ 
tinue  to  read: 

We  would  rather  doubt  that  any  worker 
who  has  sense  enough  to  find  his  way  in 
and  out  of  the  building  is  going  to  be  fool¬ 
ish  enough  to  file  such  a  formal  complaint. 
So  this  throws  the  whole  shabby  business 
back  into  the  realm  of  the  Corrupt  Practices 
Act,  which  is  enforced  by  the  Department 
of  Justice,  not  by  the  CSC.  Of  course,  one 
may  always  be  mistaken  in  a  judgment. 
But  it  is  our  guess  that  no  Justice  Depart¬ 
ment  bloodhounds  will  be  sent  off  on  the 
trail  of  Democrats  who  have  resorted  to  this 
device  to  raise  funds  for  other  Democrats. 
And  if  our  estimates  in  this  respect  should 
be  erroneous,  we  are  willing  to  bet  Robert 
Kennedy  a  $100  dinner  that  any  blood¬ 
hounds  unleashed  in  this  cause  will  not  be 
young  and  eager,  but,  rather,  will  be  of  that 
variety  which  is  old,  tired  and  quite  ready  to 
call  it  a  day. 

All  of  this  has  prompted  some  Republi¬ 
cans  to  rise  up  in  righteous  wrath,  a  circum¬ 
stance  which,  we  think,  should  be  put  in 
some  perspective.  In  former  administra¬ 
tions,  both  Republican  and  Democratic, 
there  has  been  a  certain  prodding  of  the 
Federal  worker  to  kick  into  the  party  coffers. 
But  nothing  in  the  past  has  rivaled  the  bra¬ 
zenness  or  the  scope  of  what  the  New  Fron- 
tiermen  have  been  doing.  As  our  Federal 
Spotlight  reporter,  Joe  Young,  puts  it  when 
speaking  informally:  “The  Civil  Service 
worker  is  damned  if  he  doesn’t,  because  his 
promotion  prospects  may  be  adversely  af¬ 
fected.  And,  should  the  Republicans  come 
in,  he  is  damned  if  he  does,  because  his 
new  GOP  bosses  are  not  apt  to  look  with 
understanding  and  tolerance  on  the  fact 
that  he  tossed  a  hundred  bucks  into  the 
Democratic  war  chest.” 

By  tomorrow  this  affair  will  be  over  and 
done  with.  But  the  bad  smell  will  linger  on. 
People  who  make  a  career  of  working  for 
the  Government  ought  not  to  have  their 
shins  kicked  or  their  arms  twisted  to  force 
them  to  put  their  money  on  the  line.  Nor 
should  they  be  subjected  to  the  slightly 
more  subtle  pressure  of  not  having  a  drink 
with  the  boss  unless  they  pony  up. 

The  Kennedy  administration  speaks  in 
noble  terms  to  the  American  people  of  virtue, 
dedication,  high  purpose,  etc.  If  the  Presi¬ 
dent,  by  chance,  doesn’t  know  what  has  been 
going  on  recently,  he  ought  to  take  time  out 
for  a  closer  look. 

I  should  say  that  since  the  editorial 
was  published  both  President  Kennedy 
and  President  Johnson  have  recom¬ 
mended  that  Congress  take  action  to  cor- 
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rect  the  loophole  in  the  law  in  that  while 
officials  of  the  departments  themselves 
cannot  solicit  they  can  designate  some¬ 
one  outside  the  Government  to  take  the 
lists  of  names  and  call  on  the  civil  serv¬ 
ice  workers. 

This  is  a  practice  that  is  common 
knowledge  to  all.  I  think  it  is  time  to 
stop  it,  and  my  amendment  would  stop  it. 

Mr.  MONRONEY.  I  listened  care¬ 
fully  as  the  Senator  from  Delaware  read 
the  editorial.  It  is  my  understanding 
that  a  boss  who  invited  employees  has 
been  for  many  years  under  the  prohibi¬ 
tion  of  contacting  Federal  employees  on 
behalf  of  candidates  for  office.  That  is 
the  law  today. 

If  the  Senator  from  Delaware  wishes 
to  bring  in  people  who  have  no  connec¬ 
tion  whatever  with  Government  and  no 
connection  with  promotional  activities 
and  say,  “You  cannot  conduct  political 
activities,”  that  is  one  thing.  But  I  say 
that  persons  have  a  right  to  go  out  and 
solicit  on  behalf  of  their  candidates  if 
such  persons  are  not  connected  with  the 
Federal  Government  in  any  way,  shape, 
or  form. 

The  amendment  of  the  Senator  from 
Delaware  would  prohibit  such  a  practice 
by  a  fine  of  $5,000,  or  3  years  in  the  peni¬ 
tentiary  or  both.  That  is  an  impinge¬ 
ment  on  the  rights  of  individual  citizens, 
nongovernmental  employees,  who  work 
in  the  field  of  democracy,  who  want  to 
participate  and  urge  young  people  to 
become  active  and  to  help  in  the  field 
of  politics,  so  that  they  may  become  ac¬ 
quainted  with  their  Government  and 
move  forward  in  political  organizations. 

Yet  if  they  go  out  and  sell  a  tag  on  tag 
day  or  sell  a  $5  or  a  $10  or  a  $100  ban¬ 
quet  ticket,  no  matter  how  remotely  con¬ 
nected  they  are  with  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment,  if  they  are  connected  with  a 
political  committee,  if  they  represent  a 
party,  and  if  they  are  working  on  behalf 
of  a  political  party,  they  would  be  under 
a  threat  of  fine  and  imprisonment. 

I  think  the  Senator  from  Delaware  has 
not  thought  this  amendment  out.  It 
would  not  do  what  he  had  hoped  it 
would  do.  I  favor  a  tightening  of  the 
law  so  far  as  it  concerns  Federal  em¬ 
ployees  raising  money  from  other  Fed¬ 
eral  employees,  no  matter  what  class  of 
civil  service  or  any  other  type  Federal 
employment  he  may  have.  But  I  cer¬ 
tainly  feel  that  to  have  on  the  books 
legislation  which  would  deny  the  right 
of  90  percent  of  the  volunteer  workers 
in  the  United  States  to  feel  comfortable 
by  having  a  3 -year  sentence  facing  them 
if  they  worked  in  this  field  of  activity! 
for  fear  that  talking  to  neighbors  or 
others  they  might  be  accused,  directly  or 
indirectly,  or  in  any  other  vague  way, 
of  soliciting  or  being  concerned  in  solicit¬ 
ing  an  assessment,  subscription,  or  con¬ 
tribution  for  the  use  of  any  political  com¬ 
mittee,  is  carrying  it  too  far  with  people 
who  have  no  authority  and  who  are  not 
Federal  employees. 

It  is  those  who  have  authority  over 
Federal  employees  that  the  law  has  wise¬ 
ly  sought  to  prevent  from  raising  funds, 
and  I  think  it  is  a  good  law.  I  would 
vote  to  strengthen  it  if  I  knew  how. 
But  I  believe  that  what  the  Senator  pro¬ 
poses  does  not  strengthen  it  in  any  way. 


I  am  prepared  to  move  forward,  if  the 
Senator  wishes. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  shall 
take  only  a  minute,  and  then  I  shall  be 
ready  to  vote. 

The  Senator  has  summed  up  the  issue 
very  clearly.  As  he  has  stated,  the  law 
as  it  exists  today  prohibits  an  official  in 
the  Government  from  soliciting  his  em¬ 
ployees  for  campaign  contributions  or 
from  selling  them  this  $100  ticket,  as 
outlined  in  the  editorial.  The  Senator 
is  correct  on  that  point.  The  existing 
law  does  not  prohibit  that  same  official 
from  inviting  those  who  may  have  pur¬ 
chased  ticket  to  stop  by  his  house  for 
cocktails  so  he  can  get  their  names.  The 
existing  law,  while  it  does  prohibit  the 
head  of  an  agency  from  soliciting  the 
employees  under  him  for  these  $100 
dinners,  does  not  prohibit  that  agency 
head  from  designating  some  individual 
who  is  not  on  the  Government  payroll  to 
take  that  list  of  names  and  make  the 
solicitations.  The  existing  law  does  not 
prohibit  that. 

My  amendment  would  prohibit  any¬ 
body  designated  by  that  official  from 
soliciting  civil  service  workers,  and  I  hope 
the  amendment  will  be  agreed  to. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  managing  the  bill  yield  for 
a  question  soliciting  information? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  I  ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays 
on  my  amendment. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  MONRONEY.  I  yield  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Ohio. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  If  the  bill  pending 
before  the  Senate  is  amended  to  make 
the  effective  date  January  1,  1967,  in¬ 
stead  of  July  1,  1966,  to  what  extent,  in 
dollars,  will  the  cost  of  the  bill  be  reduced 
for  the  1  year? 

Mr.  MONRONEY.  It  will  be  exactly 
one-half,  which  will  be  in  the  neighbor¬ 
hood  of  $252  million. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Instead  of  costing 
$504  million,  it  would  cost  $252  million? 

Mr.  MONRONEY.  It  would  be  delayed 
one-half  year. 

I  might  say  to  the  distinguished  Sen¬ 
ator  that  the  vote  in  the  committee, 
when  it  was  taken,  to  move  the  effective 
date  forward  to  October  1,  even,  was 
14  to  1  against  doing  so  and  for  making 
July  1  the  effective  date;  and  the  single 
vote  was  that  of  the  chairman  of  the 
committee.  I  favored  the  other  position, 
and  14  of  the  committee  members,  who 
heard  the  same  evidence  I  did,  favored 
the  other  way.  , 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  The  Senator  has 
answered  my  question.  If  we  make  the 
effective  date  January  1,  1967,  instead  of 
July  1,  1966,  there  will  be  a  saving  of 
$252  million. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senator  from  Delaware.  On 
this  question,  the  yeas  and  nays  have 
been  ordered,  and  the  clerk  will  call  the 
roll. 

Mr.  'WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  I  suggest  the  absence  of  a 
quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll  on  the  quorum. 


The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll, 
and  the  following  Senators  answered  to 
their  names: 


Allott 

Bayh 

Boggs 

Burdick 

Byrd,  Va. 

Carlson 

Cooper 

Dirksen 

Ervin 

Gore 

Harris 
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Hartke 

Hill 

Holland 
Jordan,  Idaho 
Kennedy,  Mass. 
Lausche 
Long,  La. 
Magnuson 
Mansfield 
Metcalf 
Monroney 


Morse 

Murphy 

Pearson 

Pell 

Ribicoff 
Robertson 
Russell,  S.C. 
Sparkman 
Tydings 
Williams,  Del. 


Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  announce 
that  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  [Mr. 
Anderson],  the  Senator  from  Tennessee 
[Mr.  Bass],  the  Senator  from  Pennsyl¬ 
vania  [Mr.  Clark],  the  Senator  from 
Connecticut  [Mr.  Dodd],  the  Senator 
from  Alaska  [Mr.  Gruening],  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Michigan  [Mr.  Hart],  and  the 
Senator  from  Oregon  [Mrs.  Neuberger] 
are  absent  on  official  business. 

I  also  announce  that  the  Senator  from 
Illinois  [Mr.  Douglas],  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana  [Mr.  Ellender],  the  Senator 
from  New  York  [Mr.  Kennedy],  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Arkansas  [Mr.  McClellan], 
the  Senator  from  Rhode  Island  [Mr. 
Pastore],  the  Senator  from  Florida  [Mr. 
Smathers],  and  the  Senator  from  New 
Jersey  [Mr.  Williams]  are  necessarily 
absent. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Colorado  [Mr.  Dominick], 
the  Senator  from  Michigan  [Mr.  Grif¬ 
fin],  the  Senator  from  Massachusetts 
[Mr.  Saltonstall],  and  the  Senator  from 
Wyoming  [Mr.  Simpson]  are  necessarily 
absent. 

The  Senator  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
Scott]  is  absent  because  of  illness. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  A  quo¬ 
rum  is  not  present. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  that  the  Sergeant  at  Arms  be  di¬ 
rected  to  request  the  attendance  of  ab¬ 
sent  Senators. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Rus¬ 
sell  of  South  Carolina  in  the  chair) . 
The  question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion 
of  the  Senator  from  Minnesota. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Sergeant  at  Arms  will  execute  the  order 
of  the  Senate. 

After  a  little  delay,  the  following  Sena¬ 
tors  entered  the  Chamber  and  answered 
to  their  names : 


Aiken 

Bartlett 

Bennett 

Bible 

Brewster 

Byrd,  W.  Va. 

Cannon 

Case 

Church 

Cotton 

Curtis 

Eastland 

Fannin 

Fong 

Fulbright 

Hayden 

Hickenlooper 


Hruska 

Inouye 

Jackson 

Javits 

Jordan,  N.C. 

Kuchel 

Long,  Mo. 

McCarthy 

McGee 

McGovern 

McIntyre 

Miller 

Mondale 

Montoya 

Morton 

Moss 

Mundt 


Muskie 

Nelson 

Prouty 

Proxmire 

Randolph 

Russell,  Ga. 

Smith 

Stennis 

Symington 

Talmadge 

Thurmond 

Tower 

Yarborough 

Young,  N.  Dak. 

Young,  Ohio 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  A  quo¬ 
rum  is  present. 

Mr.  MONRONEY.  Mr.  President,  I 
have  a  parliamentary  inquiry.  A  quorum 
is  present.  The  yea-and-nay  vote  had 
been  demanded  by  the  senior  Senator 
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from  Delaware,  but  had  not  actually- 
taken  place.  Is  that  correct? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Yes,  no 
Senator  had  responded  before  the  ab¬ 
sence  of  a  quorum  was  suggested. 

Mr.  MONRONEY.  Therefore,  I  move 
to  table  the  amendment  of  the  Senator 
from  Delaware. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  ask  for 
the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  is  a  parliamentary  inquiiy  in 
order? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 

Senator  may  state  it. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Sena¬ 
tors  who  wish  to  defeat  the  amendment 
would  vote  to  table  it,  and  Senators  who 
wish  to  vote  for  the  amendment  would 
vote  against  tabling  it. 

Do  I  understand  correctly? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Delaware  understands 
correctly. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  announce 
that  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  [Mr. 
f  Anderson],  the  Senator  from  Tennessee 
[Mr.  Bass],  the  Senator  from  Pennsyl¬ 
vania  [Mr.  Clark],  the  Senator  from 
Connecticut  [Mr.  Dodd],  the  Senator 
from  Alaska  [Mr.  Gruening],  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Michigan  [Mr.  Hart],  and  the 
Senator  from  Oregon  [Mrs.  Neuberger] 
are  absent  on  official  business. 

I  also  announce  that  the  Senator  from 
Illinois  [Mr.  Douglas],  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana  [Mr.  Ellender],  the  Senator 
from  New  York  [Mr.  Kennedy],  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Arkansas  [Mr.  McClellan], 
the  Senator  from  Rhode  Island  [Mr.  Pas- 
tore],  the  Senator  from  Florida  [Mr. 
SmathersI,  and  the  Senator  from  New 
Jersey  [Mr.  Williams]  are  necessarily 
absent. 

I  further  announce  that,  if  present  and 
voting,  the  Senator  from  Tennessee  [Mr. 
Bass],  the  Senator  from  Connecticut 
[Mr.  Dodd],  the  Senator  from  Illinois 
[Mr.  Douglas],  the  Senator  from  Alaska 
[Mr.  Gruening],  the  Senator  from  New 
I  York  [Mr.  Kennedy],  the  Senator  from 
Rhode  Island  [Mr.  Pastore],  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Florida  [Mr.  Smathers],  the 
Senator  from  New  Jersey  [Mr.  Wil¬ 
liams],  and  the  Senator  from  Michigan 
[Mr.  Hart]  would  each  vote  “yea.” 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Colorado  [Mr.  Dominick], 
the  Senator  from  Michigan  [Mr.  Grif¬ 
fin],  the  Senator  from  Massachusetts 
[Mr.  Saltonstall],  and  the  Senator 
from  Wyoming  [Mr.  Simpson]  are  neces¬ 
sarily  absent. 

The  Senator  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
Scott]  is  absent  because  of  illness. 

If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator 
from  Colorado  [Mr.  Dominick],  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Michigan  [Mr.  Griffin],  the 
Senator  from  Massachusetts  [Mr.  Sal¬ 
tonstall],  the  Senator  from  Pennsyl¬ 
vania  [Mr.  Scott],  and  the  Senator  from 
Wyoming  [Mr.  Simpson]  would  each  vote 
“nay.” 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  48, 
nays  33,  as  follows: 

[No.  128  Leg.  I 
YEAS — 48 

Bartlett  Bible  Burdick 

Bayh  Brewster  Byrd,  W.  Va. 


Cannon 

Kennedy,  Mass.  Nelson 

Church 

Long,  Mo. 

Pell 

Eastland 

Long,  La. 

Proxmire 

Ervin 

Magnuson 

Randolph 

Fulbright 

Mansfield 

Ribicoff 

Gore 

McCarthy 

Russell,  S.C. 

Harris 

McGee 

Russell,  Ga. 

Hartke 

McGovern 

Sparkman 

Hayden 

Metcalf 

Stennis 

Hill 

Mondale 

Symington 

Holland 

Monroney 

Talmadge 

Inouye 

Montoya 

Tydings 

Jackson 

Moss 

Yarborough 

Jordan,  N.C. 

Muskie 

NAYS— 33 

Young,  Ohio 

Aiken 

Fannin 

Morton 

Allott 

Fong 

Mundt 

Bennett 

Hickenlooper 

Murphy 

Boggs 

Hruska' 

Pearson 

Byrd,  Va. 

Javits 

Prouty 

Carlson 

Jordan,  Idaho 

Robertson 

Case 

Kuchel 

Smith 

Cooper 

Lausche 

Thurmond 

Cotton 

McIntyre 

Tower 

Curtis 

Miller 

Williams,  Del. 

Dirksen 

Morse 

Young,  N.  Dak. 

NOT  VOTING— 

19 

Anderson 

Griffin 

Saltonstall 

Bass 

Gruening 

Scott 

Clark 

Hart 

Simpson 

Dodd 

Kennedy,  N.Y. 

Smathers 

Dominick 

McClellan 

Williams,  N.J. 

Douglas 

Neuberger 

Ellender 

Pastore 

So  Mr.  Monroney’s  motion  to  table  the 
amendment  of  Mr.  Williams  of  Delaware 
was  agreed  to. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
is  open  to  further  amendment. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  I  call 
up  my  amendment,  which  is  at  the  desk, 
and  ask  that  it  be  stated. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  read 
the  amendment. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  dispense  with  the 
reading  of  the  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendment  offered  by  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Lausche],  is  as  fol¬ 
lows: 

On  page  46,  line  17,  beginning  with  the 
word  “as”,  strike  out  all  down  through  line 
23  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  “on  the  first 
day  of  the  first  pay  period  which  begins  on 
or  after  January  1,  1967”. 

On  page  49,  line  2,  strike  out  "July  1, 
1966”  and  insert  “January  1,  1967”. 

On  page  52,  line  24,  strike  out  "July  1, 
1966”  and  insert  "January  1,  1967”. 

On  page  62,  line  10,  beginning  with  the 
word  “as”,  strike  out  all  down  through  line 
19,  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  “on  the  first 
day  of  the  first  pay  period  which  begins  on 
or  after  January  1,  1967”. 

On  page  69,  line  8,  strike  out  the  word 
“second”  and  insert  “fifth”. 

On  page  69,  line  23,  strike  out  the  word 
“date”  and  all  of  the  language  on  line  24, 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  the  words  “Janu¬ 
ary  1,  1967”. 

On  page  71,  line  10,  strike  out  “July  1, 
1966”  and  insert  “January  1,  1967”. 

On  page  71,  line  16,  strike  out  “July  1, 
1966”  and  insert  “January  1,  1967”. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  there  be  a 
30 -minute  limitation  on  the  pending 
amendment,  15  minutes  under  the  con¬ 
trol  of  the  proponent,  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Lausche]  and 
15  minutes  under  the  control  of  the 
manager  of  the  bill. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  There  being  no  objection,  it 
is  so  ordered. 

The  Senator  from  Ohio  is  recognized. 
How  much  time  does  the  Senator  yield 
unto  himself? 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  I  yield  to  myself  as 
much  time  as  I  shall  use,  not  to  exceed 
15  minutes. 

Mr.  President,  the  bill  pending  before 
the  Senate  provides  that  the  effective 
date  of  the  increase  in  the  wage  grants 
shall  be  July  1,  1966.  July  1,  1966,  mani¬ 
festly,  has  already  passed. 

The  President,  in  recommending  the 
adoption  of  the  pay-increase  bill  and  the 
liberalization  of  survivor  benefits,  stated : 

I  recommend  to  the  Congress  the  enact¬ 
ment  of  a  pay  raise  for  Federal  employees  ef¬ 
fective  January  1,  1967,  ranging  from  1  per¬ 
cent  to  4- y2  percent. 

The  recommendation  of  the  President 
was  disregarded  by  both  the  House  of 
Representatives  and  the  committee  in 
the  Senate  that  considered  the  bill. 

Today  arguments  were  made  by  vari¬ 
ous  Senators  that  the  Congress  has  al¬ 
ready  adopted  authorizations  increasing 
Federal  expenditures  by  about  $3.5  bil¬ 
lion  over  the  President’s  recommended 
budget. 

While  the  bill  was  being  discussed  to¬ 
day,  there  appeared  a  brief  flash  of  con¬ 
troversy  concerning  who  was  responsible 
for  the  increased  expenditures  that  have 
been  created  in  this  session  of  the  Con¬ 
gress. 

There  were  arguments  that  the  Pres¬ 
ident  is  responsible.  There  were  argu¬ 
ments  that  the  Congress  is  responsible. 
The  fact  is  undoubted,  however,  that  up 
until  now  the  authorizations  exceed  the 
President’s  budget  by  about  $3.5  billion. 
There  is  no  question  that  the  Congress 
has  exceeded  the  President’s  recom¬ 
mendations  in  the  amounts  which  I  have 
stated.  I  am  not  trying  to  defend  the 
President.  I  am  trying  to  relate  the 
facts  as  I  understand  them  to  exist. 

The  second  dispute  on  the  floor  of  the 
Senate  today  was  whether  the  Congress, 
if  it  is  increasing  the  expenditures, 
should  not  impose  a  tax.  The  Senator 
from  New  York  [Mr.  Javits]  said  the 
President  was  delinquent  in  not  recom¬ 
mending  a  tax  increase  to  meet  the  huge 
expenditures  of  South  Vietnam  and  the 
increased  expenditures  authorized  by 
the  Congress. 

The  Senator  from  Montana  [Mr. 
Mansfield]  did  not  participate  in  the 
argument.  The  Senator  from  Illinois 
[Mr.  Dirksen]  argued  that  if  a  bill  of 
that  type  were  submitted  he  would  vote 
for  it. 

Senators  may  want  to  know  the  cost 
if  the  effective  date  is  January  1,  1967, 
as  recommended  by  the  President,  in¬ 
stead  of  July  1,  1966,  as  proposed  by  the 
House  of  Representatives,  and  the  com¬ 
mittee  that  had  charge  of  this  bill.  The 
answer  is  that  the  cost  will  be  $252 
million. 

If  July  1,  1966,  is  made  the  effective 
date  instead  of  January  1,  1967,  the  cost 
will  be  $252  million  more  than  it  would 
be  under  the  pending  bill. 

With  respect  to  the  merits,  I  do  not 
like  to  mention  this  but  it  is  an  absolute 
fact.  Every  election  year  we  increase 
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the  survivor  benefits  and  the  wages  of 
the  Federal  employees. 

I  have  before  me  a  document  prepared 
by  the  Library  of  Congress  covering  the 
years  I  have  been  in  the  Senate. 

In  1958,  the  classified  employees  re¬ 
ceived  a  wage  increase  of  10  percent.  In 
1960,  the  classified  employees  received  a 
wage  increase  of  7.7  percent;  in  1962,  5.5 
percent;  in  1964,  4.3  percent.  Even  in 
the  odd  year,  in  1965,  the  classified  em¬ 
ployees  received  an  average  increase  of 
3.6  percent. 

Practically  the  same  program  and  the 
same  table  of  increases  deals  with  postal 
employees. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  to  have  printed  in  the  Record  the 
tabulation  contained  in  this  document. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  tabula¬ 
tion  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Rec¬ 
ord,  as  follows: 

General  pay  increases  since  1950:  Classified , 
postal,  and  Armed  Forces 

CLASSIFIED  EMPLOYEES 


1951 

1955 

1958 

1960 

1962 


1964 

1965 


82-201 

84-  94 

85- 462 

86- 668 
87-793 


88- 426 

89- 301 


Percent  increase 


Average  increase  of  10  percent. 

Average  increase  of  7.5  percent. 

Average  increase  of  10  percent. 

Average  increase  of  7.7  percent. 

1st  step  increase,  effective  October  1962, 
5.5  percent. 

2d  step  increase,  effective  January  1904 
4.1  percent. 

Average  increase  of  4.3  percent. 

Average  increase  of  3.6  percent. 


POSTAL  EMPLOYEES 


1951 


1955 

1958 

1960 

1962 


1964 

1965 


82-204 


84-  68 

85- 426 

86- 568 

87- 793 


88- 426 

89- 301 


4th  class  postmasters’  pay  increased  20 
percent.  Other  postmasters  and 
supervisors  increased  8.8  percent  (but 
not  over  $800).  Ail  other  employees 
increased  $400,  but  the  elimination  of 
the  2  lowest  grades  meant  that  em¬ 
ployees  who  had  been  in  these  grades 
got  as  much  as  a  $600  increase. 

Average  increase  of  8.4  percent 

Average  increase  of  10.27  percent. 

Average  increase  of  8.35  percent. 

1st  step  increase,  effective  October  1962, 
8.6  percent.  2d  step  increase,  effective 
January  1964,  2.6  percent. 

Average  increase  of  5.6  percent. 

Average  increase  of  3.6  percent. 


armed  forces 


1952 


1966 


1968 

1963 

1964 

1965 


82-346 


84-  20 


85-422 

88-132 

88- 422 

89- 132 


Average  increase  of  4  percent  in  pay; 
14  percent  in  food  and  rent  allowance 
for  those  eligible.  Average  of  these 
factors:  5.7  percent. 

Percent  of  increase  under  this  law  is 
complicated.  For  officers  with  more 
than  3  years’  service  and  for  warrant 
officers  and  enlisted  men  with  more 
than  2  years’  service,  increases  were 
based  on  length  of  service.  Some  ex¬ 
amples:  Major  generals,  26  to  30 years’ 
service,  6.7  percent;  2d  lieutenants, 
with  more  than  3  but  less  than  4  years’ 
service,  25  percent;  corporals,  with  8 
to  10  years’  service,  17.35  percent. 

Increases  ranged  from  about  1  percent 
for  privates  to  as  much  as  33  percent 
for  some  generals. 

Increase  averaged  about  17  percent  for 
all  active  duty  personnel  with  2  or 
more  years  of  service.  Those  with 
less  than  2  years’  service  reeoived  no 
increase. 

Average  increase  of  2.5  percent  for  all 
uniformed  personnel  with  more  than 
2  years  of  service. 

Average  increase  of  11  percent  for  all 
enlisted  personnel  with  2  or  more  years 
of  service;  varying  increase  for  those 
with  less  than  2  years  of  service  and 
6  percent  for  all  officers. 


Source:  Legislative  Reference  Service,  Government 
and  General  Research  Division,  Feb.  1,  1965. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  the 
Armed  Forces  have  not  been  dealt  with 
so  leniently.  They  have  been  allowed  to 


falter  and  stand  by  the  wayside  while  we 
have  taken  care  of  postal  employees  and 
civil  service  employees.  Not  until  1965 
were  the  armed  services  given  what  was 
supposed  to  be  a  substantial  increase,  and 
that  was  11  percent  for  all  enlisted  per¬ 
sonnel  with  2  or  more  years  of  service. 

In  the  arguments  made  today,  there 
was  stressed  deficit  operations,  the  large¬ 
ness  of  the  public  debt,  and  the  scarcity 
of  money  throughout  the  Nation  where 
banks  are  bidding  for  deposits  by  paying 
as  high  as  5.5  percent — and  of  course, 
when  they  pay  5.5  percent  for  deposits, 
they  will  collect  an  interest  rate  on  their 
loans  of  7  percent  and  8  percent.  When 
they  do  that,  they  will  take  bad  security. 
I  have  been  through  this  program.  I 
was  on  the  bench  in  1936  when  fore¬ 
closure  proceedings  were  coming 
through,  and  it  was  quite  evident  that 
the  more  extravagant  the  collection  of 
interest,  the  greater  the  extravagance  in 
demanding  ample  security. 

Finally,  in  simple  terms,  we  can  save 
$252  million.  We  can  stand  by  the 
President  in  his  recommendations  that 
the  bill  be  made  effective  as  of  January 
1,  1967,  and  we  can  help  stop  the  in¬ 
flation  which  is  running  rampant;  on 
the  other  hand,  we  can  cast  aside  the 
word  of  the  President,  we  can  blame  him 
for  what  is  happening,  we  can  forget 
about  inflation,  we  can  forget  all  the 
other  dangers  which  are  incident  to  this 
bill.  The  bill  is  most  liberal.  The  work¬ 
ers  should  be  satisfied  with  an  effective 
date  of  January  1, 1967. 

That  is  my  argument. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  will  the  Senator  from  Ohio  yield? 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  I  am  happy  to  yield  to 
the  Senator  from  Louisiana. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  admire  the 
courage  of  the  Senator  from  Ohio  in  of¬ 
fering  his  amendment.  He  knows  it 
takes  courage  to  offer  it,  because  it  would 
be  disappointing  to  millions  of  employees 
were  the  Senator’s  amendment  to  carry. 
The  fact  is  that  none  of  us  has  the  right 
to  criticize  the  administration  for  prof¬ 
ligate  spending  at  their  end,  and  then 
vote  to  advance  the  pay  raise  date  on  this 
end.  Federal  employees  have  had  a  raise 
every  2  years.  In  recent  years,  we  have 
voted  one  every  year.  I  want  to  say  to  the 
Senator  from  Ohio  that  certainly  the 
executive  branch  of  the  Government  is 
very  much  concerned  with  profligate 
spending  on  this  end. 

We  should  do  what  we  can  to  hold 
down  the  spending  to  that  authorized  in 
the  President’s  recommendations,  and 
for  that  reason  I  will  vote  with  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Ohio. 

Mr.  HARTKE.  Is  the  Senator  from 
Ohio  interested  in  the  law  of  1962  which 
provides  that  there  shall  be  the  doctrine 
of  comparability,  which  is  the  law  of  the 
land?  Does  the  Senator  want  to  disap¬ 
prove  of  that  law? 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  I  am  thoroughly  fa¬ 
miliar  with  the  law  of  1962,  which  pro¬ 
vides  that  there  shall  be  a  comparability 
between  the  salaries  paid  by  the  Federal 
Government  and  those  paid  by  private 
industry.  I  say  to  the  Senator  that  the 
President  of  the  United  States  thought 
this  matter  out  and  recognized  the  huge 
expenditures  necessary  for  Vietnam.  My 
belief  is  that  in  a  generous  mood  he  said: 


I  will  recommend  this  increase  but  I  want 
It  effective  as  of  January  1, 1967. 

Let  me  point  out  further  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  that  the  comparability  law  would 
help  only  with  the  comparability  of  sal¬ 
aries  paid  by  the  Federal  Government 
and  private  industry  and  not  at  all  with 
salaries  paid  by  villages,  counties,  cities, 
and  States. 

Mr.  HARTKE.  The  Senator  well 
knows  that  John  Macy,  the  Chairman 
of  the  Civil  Service  Commission,  has  said 
publicly  in  committee  that  this  provision, 
at  this  moment,  will  hot  even  bring  Fed¬ 
eral  employees  up  to  a  comparable  stand¬ 
ard  with  private  industry  as  required  by 
the  law  of  1962.  He  himself  has  admitted 
this  publicly,  willingly,  and  without  any 
question  of  doubt  whatsoever  in  his  mind. 
He  merely  says  that  what  is  being  rec¬ 
ommended  today  will  not  bring  the  Fed¬ 
eral  employees  up  to  a  comparable  stand¬ 
ard  as  we  have  determined  ourselves  to 
be.  Even  by  July  1,  1966,  rather  than 

January  1,  1967,  we  will  still  be  where - 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  I  am  sorry,  but  my 
time  is  very  limited.  If  the  Senator 
wishes  to  make  a  speech  on  his  own 
time — — 

Mr.  HARTKE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Oklahoma  yield  me  1 
minute? 

Mr.  MONRONEY.  The  Senator  from 
Ohio  has  the  floor. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Let  me  answer  the 
Senator’s  question.  One  of  the  great 
problems  confronting  our  country  is,  who 
will  stop  the  inflationary  processes? 
Private  employers  have  not  been  able  to 
do  so  because  when  a  strike  is  declared 
against  their  industry,  they  are  helpless. 
We  should  set  the  example.  We  should 
demonstrate  to  the  people  of  the  Nation 
that  there  is  grave  danger  of  excessive 
inflation,  and  if  inflation  comes,  our  em¬ 
ployees  will  suffer.  We  will  suffer.  The 
whole  Nation  will  suffer  irreparable 
damage. 

Mr.  President,  how  much  time  do  I 
have  left? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Ohio  has  2  minutes  re¬ 
maining. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  I  re¬ 
serve  the  remainder  of  my  time. 

Mr.  MONRONEY.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  1  minute  to  the  Senator  from 
Indiana. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Indiana  is  recognized  for 
1  minute. 

Mr.  HARTKE.  Mr.  President,  I  should 
like  to  ask  the  Senator  from  Ohio — on 
my  own  time — will  the  Senator  from 
Ohio  be  as  willing  to  defend  economy 
when  it  comes  time  to  vote  upon  the 
authorization  this  week — as  I  understand 
it  will  come  up — on  cutting  out  the  giving 
of  military  aid  to  foreign  countries  so 
that  they  can  use  it  against  each  other? 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  with 
great  reluctance,  I  would  make  the  state¬ 
ment  that  the  question  the  Senator  from 
Indiana  has  asked  is  demagogic. 

Mr.  HARTKE.  Let  me  say  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Ohio  that  if  my  statement  is 
demagoguery,  the  war  between  India  and 
Pakistan  took  approximately  5,000  lives 
on  each  side. 
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The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  from  Indiana  has 
expired. 

Mr.  MONRONEY.  Mr.  President,  I 
oppose  this  amendment.  We  must  real¬ 
ize  that  the  data  on  which  the  pay  in¬ 
crease  is  based  is  now  15  months  old. 
The  survey  of  comparability  with  pri¬ 
vate  industry  was  made  in  March  1965. 
We  have  all  had  experiences  with  the  in¬ 
flationary  spiral  which  has  taken  place 
and  its  effect  upon  the  cost  of  living  and 
know  what  it  has  done  to  those  in  the 
lower  income  groups. 

This  overall  wage  increase  of  2.9  per¬ 
cent  is  the  maximum  that  anyone  will 
receive  under  the  provisions  of  the  bill 
and  applies  primarily  to  those  in  the 
lower  paid  grades  where  the  pinch  of 
rising  food  costs  and  higher  rentals  is 
felt  the  most. 

We  voted  a  pay  increase  of  3.6  percent 
last  year.  If  Senators  will  check  back 
on  the  going  rate  of  increases  which  took 
place  last  year  and  this  year  in  private 
enterprise,  they  will  find  that  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  employees  are  the  low  men  on 
the  totem  pole. 

Few,  if  any,  of  the  industrial  wage 
agreements  which  were  made  with  large 
groups  of  individuals  are  as  low  as  the 
levels  which  the  leaders  of  our  Govern¬ 
ment  employees  organizations  were  will¬ 
ing,  finally — when  the  facts  were  pointed 
out — to  accept.  This  is  a  very  important 
matter,  I  think,  to  meet  rising  living 
costs,  and  to  retain  the  high  caliber  of 
Federal  employes,  and  to  assure  the  con¬ 
tinuation  in  Government  service  of  these 
men  and  women  who  have  spent  years 
in  knowing  and  faithfully  performing 
the  duties  of  our  widespread  Government 
operations. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Oklahoma  yield? 

Mr.  MONRONEY.  I  am  happy  now  to 
yield  3  minutes  to  my  distinguished  col¬ 
league,  the  ranking  minority  member  on 
the  committee,  the  Senator  from  Kansas 
[Mr.  Carlson]. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Kansas  is  recognized  for  3 
minutes. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  I  sin¬ 
cerely  hope  that  the  Senate  will  think 
twice  before  reaching  a  conclusion  on 
this  vote  on  setting  back  the  date  from 
January  1,  1967,  to  July  1,  1966. 

I  say  that  for  two  reasons.  First,  the 
committee  spent  several  weeks  trying  to 
work  out  a  program  for  paying  Federal 
employees  and  we  arrived  at  a  figure  of 
2.9  percent.  I  challenge  anyone  to  name 
an  industry  anywhere  in  this  country 
which  would  settle  for  2.9  percent. 

If  the  proposed  amendment  should  be 
adopted,  we  will  be  paying  Federal  em¬ 
ployees  1.6  percent.  I  cannot  conceive 
that  the  Senate  would  do  that  at  this 
particular  time,  particularly  in  view  of 
the  fact  that  it  would  save  $252  million, 
which  sounds  like  a  large  sum  of  money. 
But  the  subject  of  pay  comparability, 
which  the  committee  and  the  Senate  have 
been  working  on,  dates  back  to  March 
1965.  The  last  pay  increase  was  in  Octo¬ 
ber  1965. 

If  Senators  do  not  wish  to  give  Federal 
employees  any  pay  increase  in  1966,  they 
should  vote  for  the  amendment.  But 


frankly,  I  cannot  conceive  that  Congress 
will  do  that,  when  workers  in  industry 
are  receiving  a  settlement  of  more  than 
4  percent.  I  would  not  be  surprised  if 
it  were  soon  5  percent.  I  placed  in  the 
Record  this  morning  a  statement  indi¬ 
cating  that  construction  workers  are  now 
getting  10-,  12-,  and  even  14-percent  pay 
increases.  Certainly  it  is  not  proposed 
that  Congress  should  not  treat  Federal 
employees  fairly.  I  hope  we  shall  have 
a  yea-and-nay  vote  on  the  amendment. 

Mr.  MONRONEY.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  to  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
New  York. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
had  contact  with  the  matter  of  pay  for 
postal  and  other  civil  employees  for 
many  years,  both  in  the  other  body  and 
in  the  Senate.  There  are  two  promises 
that  Congress  made  them  years  ago,  but 
which  were  never  fulfilled.  They  are  not 
kept  in  this  bill.  The  first  is  compara¬ 
bility  with  pay  in  private  employment; 
the  other  is  the  keeping  pace  with  the 
cost  of  living.  The  rise  in  the  cost  of 
living  is  not  the  fault  of  postal  and  other 
civil  employees;  it  is  the  fault  of  Con¬ 
gress,  if  we  are  not  running  the  country 
right. 

On  page  6  of  the  committee  report, 
we  read  that  the  consumer  price  index, 
which  was  110.4  when  Congress  in¬ 
creased  Federal  salaries  in  October  1965, 
is  now  112.5,  an  increase  of  1.9  percent 
in-  6  months.  But  the  pay  increase  pro¬ 
vided  in  the  bill  gives  the  Federal  em¬ 
ployees  an  increase  of  only  1  percent  net. 
The  report  is  quite  clear  on  that. 

For  myself,  I  would  not  wish  to  short¬ 
change  Federal  employees  by  not  even 
giving  them  the  raise  as  of  July  1,  but 
they  might  be  shortchanged  further  by 
deferring  the  raise. 

On  the  issue  of  the  general  economy, 
we  had  a  magnificent  debate  about  2 
hours  ago,  led  by  the  distinguished 
minority  leader  [Mr.  DirksenI.  It  is 
clear  that  if  we  are  to  meet  our  responsi¬ 
bility,  we  must  do  justice  to  the  Federal 
employees,  who  have  only  us  as  the  repre¬ 
sentatives  of  their  employers.  We  can 
do  them  justice;  and  if,  having  done 
that,  in  the  exercise  of  our  responsibility, 
the  tax  revenues  are  inadequate  to  the 
purpose,  it  is  our  duty  to  increase  taxes 
by  facing  the  issue  squarely.  That  is 
our  responsibility.  I  shall  be  happy  to 
do  it.  Every  Senator  who  wishes  to  grant 
an  increase  of  this  kind  must  face  his 
conscience. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  Pi-esident,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  JAVITS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Does  the  Senator 
from  New  York  think  there  is  a  chance 
of  getting  a  tax  increase? 

Mr.  JAVITS.  I  certainly  do.  We  shall 
have  to  have  one  to  restrain  the  infla¬ 
tionary  spiral  in  this  country,  and  not 
have  the  ax  fall  on  innocent  people,  who 
are  looking  for  credit  in  order  to  do  con¬ 
structive  things. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  If  a  tax  increase  can¬ 
not  be  had,  what  will  be  the  result? 

Mr.  JAVITS.  It  is  within  our  power  to 
grant  this  rise  in  wages,  which  is  justly 
due,  and  also  it  is  within  our  power  to 
fulfill  our  responsibility  to  raise  taxes. 
We  now  have  a  chance  to  do  this.  There¬ 


fore,  I  am  for  doing  it  and  shall  face  up 
to  my  responsibility  to  raise  taxes  when¬ 
ever  that  issue  is  before  us. 

The  continuation  of  excessive  reliance 
on  monetary  policy  has  already  raised 
interest  rates  to  their  highest  levels  since 
World  War  II,  slowed  down  housing  con¬ 
struction  considerably  and  engendered  a 
rate  war  between  savings  and  loan  asso¬ 
ciations  and  other  credit  institutions. 
Unless  there  is  a  moderate  across-the- 
board  tax  increase,  there  cannot  be  a 
corresponding  easing  of  credit  conditions 
and  interest  rates  which  is  highly  desir¬ 
able  in  my  opinion. 

Mr.  MONRONEY.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  2  minutes  to  the  distinguished  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Iowa. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Mr.  President,  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Ohio  knows  that  I  feel  as 
deeply  about  inflation  as  he  does.  I  have 
joined  him  on  many  occasions  in  voting 
for  measures  which  were  designed  to  cut 
back  Federal  spending.  But  I  suggest 
that  this  bill  is  not  the  place  to  war  on 
inflation.  It  is  not  Federal  Government 
salaries  that  cause  inflation.  What 
might  be  causing  a  part  of  the  inflation 
is  that  Congress  has  been  voting  for  a 
proliferation  of  oi'ganizations  and  pro¬ 
grams  which  have  resulted  in  the  placing 
of  about  250,000  more  Federal  civil  em¬ 
ployees  on  the  payroll  today  than  were 
on  the  payroll  5  years  ago.  That  would 
have  something  to  do  with  the  situation. 

But  as  to  those  who  have  been  in  the 
Government  service  a  long  time,  many  of 
them,  especially  those  in  the  postal  serv¬ 
ice,  are  not  making  enough  money  so 
that  it  might  be  said  that  they  are  com¬ 
parable  with  their  counterparts  in  pri¬ 
vate  industry. 

We  shall  have  an  opportunity  to  vote 
to  cut  some  of  the  spending  a  little  later 
in  foreign  aid  and  the  so-called  war  on 
poverty.  There  are  plenty  of  areas  to  go 
after,  but  I  do  not  believe  this  is  an  area 
that  can  fairly  be  said  to  be  causing 
inflation. 

Mr.  MONRONEY.  Mr.  President,  one 
thing  that  I  hope  Senators  will  consider 
is  that  the  committee  felt  that  we  were 
striking  a  level  on  the  total  amount,  giv¬ 
ing  Federal  workers  the  very  minimum 
that  we  calculated  was  their  due,  but 
still  15  months  after  the  data  had  been 
accumulated.  It  is  far  better,  I  believe, 
not  to  have  the  total  amount  of  the  pay 
increase  high,  and  to  have  it  come  into 
effect  at  a  later  date,  because  then  the 
level  to  which  it  is  moved  up  would  be 
followed  for  years.  So  the  lesser  amount 
of  money  that  the  bill  will  cost  by  going 
into  effect  July  1  is  better  by  this  much 
higher  pay  increase  than  if  it  were  post¬ 
poned  until  January  1.  For  this  reason, 
the  committee  took  the  2.9  figure,  which 
I  think,  while  it  is  fair  to  Government 
employees,  is  not  extremely  generous. 

Mr.  HARTKE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MONRONEY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HARTKE.  Is  it  not  true  that  even 
with  the  increase  provided  in  the  bill, 
with  the  effective  date  provided  in  the 
bill,  not  alone  is  the  Federal  employee’s 
wage  still  below  the  comparable  wage 
paid  in  private  industry - 

Mr.  MONRONEY.  I  think  the  statis¬ 
tics  will  bear  that  out. 
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Mr.  HARTKE.  Not  alone  is  compara¬ 
bility  a  factor,  but  the  Federal  worker 
will  still  be,  roughly,  9  to  15  months  be¬ 
hind  the  present  effective  date,  due  to 
the  fact  that  there  is  a  lag  in  the  Bureau 
of  Labor  Statistics  report  on  private  in¬ 
dustry? 

Mr.  MONRONEY.  It  is  now  15 
months  behind. 

Mr.  HARTKE.  If  we  were  to  apply 
the  law  of  1962,  we  would  not  alone  have 
to  provide,  as  in  this  bill,  an  effective 
date  of  July  1,  but  provide  for  21  more 
months  of  retroactivity. 

Mr.  MONRONEY.  That  was  asked  of 
the  committee  and  was  denied. 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MONRONEY.  I  yield  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Texas. 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  Is  it  not  true, 
as  stated  on  page  6  of  the  committee  re¬ 
port,  the  second  paragraph,  that  from 
October  1965,  the  date  of  the  last  pay 
increase,  there  was  an  increase  in  the 
cost  of  living  of  1.9  percent  in  6  months; 
and  that  in  purchasing  power,  the  Fed¬ 
eral  employee  will  get  a  net  increase  of 
1  percent,  minus  Federal,  State,  and  lo¬ 
cal  taxes,  Civil  Service  retirement  de¬ 
ductions  and  life  insurance  premiums? 

Mr.  MONRONEY.  The  Senator  is  ab¬ 
solutely  correct. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MONRONEY.  I  yield  to  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  West  Virginia. 

RANDOLPH  SUPPORTS  FEDERAL  SALARY  AND 
FRINGE  BENEFITS  ACT:  CITES  WEST  VIR¬ 
GINIA  INTEREST  IN  JULY  1  EFFECTIVE 
DATE - OPPOSES  LAUSCHE  AMENDMENT 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  Mr.  President,  I  can 
well  understand  the  concern  of  the  able 
Senator  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Lausche]  with 
respect  to  the  inflationary  spiral,  a  spiral 
which  is,  frankly,  of  concern  to  our  con¬ 
stituencies  in  general.  We  who  are  close 
to  our  people  know  that  this  is  a  situa¬ 
tion  which  is  causing  real  concern — I  re¬ 
peat  the  word  for  the  third  time — in  the 
country,  and  in  the  States  that  we  indi¬ 
vidually  represent.  But  as  the  able  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Iowa  [Mr.  Miller]  has  stated, 
the  effective  date  of  the  increased  pay 
and  fringe-benefit  program  for  Federal 
employees  is  a  realistic  one  and  must  be 
separated  in  this  debate  from  any  ris¬ 
ing  cost  of  living  in  the  United  States. 

I  think  we  should  say  in  this  body 
this  afternoon,  that  probably  the  Post 
Office  and  Civil  Service  Committee  has 
never  given  more  careful  consideration  to 
the  setting  of  a  date  for  the  beginning  of 
a  pay  increase  than  have  we  as  members 
of  the  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Com¬ 
mittee  in  this  instance. 

Mr.  President,  it  has  been  a  privilege 
and  honor  to  join  with  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Oklahoma  [Mr.  Mon- 
roney],  chairman  of  the  Senate  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service. 

I  congratulate  the  chairman  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  for  his  performance  of  a  difficult 
and  admirable  task  in  preparing  this 
legislation  for  debate  in  this  body.  The 
fairness  with  which  he  approached  this 
problem,  his  objectivity  and  grasp  of  the 
complexities  of  this  legislation  are  well 
known  to  those  of  us  who  are  members 
of  the  committee. 


I  feel  that  ofttimes  we  forget  that,  by 
and  large,  the  persons  who  form  the 
career  service  of  the  Government  of  the 
United  States  are  men  and  women  not 
only  of  ability  but  of  loyalty,  and  I  feel 
that  this  afternoon  the  Senate  would 
commit  an  error  if  we  extended  the  ef¬ 
fective  date  of  this  legislation  to  a  date 
any  later  than  July  1. 

I  have  long  been  dedicated  to  the  prin¬ 
ciple  of  guiding  our  Federal  pay  scale 
into  a  truly  equitable  position  relative  to 
the  salaries  and  fringe  benefits  enjoyed 
by  those  in  the  private  sector  of  our 
Nation’s  economy.  It  has  been  my 
pleasure  to  support  the  legislation  be¬ 
fore  us  today,  H  R.  14122.  I  am  firmly 
convinced  that  this  measure  should  be 
enacted,  and  I  hope  that  the  differences 
between  the  Senate  and  House  versions 
may  soon  be  resolved. 

Our  Federal  employees  have  already 
waited  beyond  the  July  1  date,  which  is 
realistic.  They  should  not  be  made  to 
wait  longer.  I  have  heard  from  many, 
many  of  our  Federal  employees  in  the 
State  of  West  Virginia  on  this  subject. 
They  are  looking  to  us  to  support  their 
fair  demands  today  as  we  have  done  so 
often  in  the  past.  It  is  my  hope  that, 
for  the  benefit  of  those  of  my  constitu¬ 
ents  as  for  the  rest  of  our  loyal  civil 
servants,  the  July  1  effective  date  will 
remain  in  the  bill  we  pass  today,  and  I 
oppose  the  amendment  by  the  Senator 
from  Ohio  [Mr.  Lausche]. 

Mr.  MONRONEY.  I  thank  my  distin¬ 
guished  colleague  on  the  committee.  May 
I  say  that  the  rate  at  which  we  are  los¬ 
ing  our  experienced  employees,  and  the 
cost  that  we  must  pay  out  to  train  new 
ones,  who  will  not  qualify  with  the  skills 
and  experience  that  the  present  em¬ 
ployees  already  have  in  their  jobs,  would 
make  it  a  very  risky  thing  to  postpone 
the  effective  date  to  January  1,  as  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Ohio. 

I  ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Yes,  the  yeas  and 
nays,  please. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Who 
yields  time? 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  I  yield  myself  1  min¬ 
ute. 

Page  6  of  the  report  states : 

The  Consumer  Price  Index  of  the  Bureau 
of  Labor  Statistics  was  110.4  when  Congress 
increased  Federal  salaries  in  October  1965. 
For  April  1966,  the  most  recent  report,  the 
indicator  was  112.5,  an  increase  of  1.9  per¬ 
cent. 

I  now  wish  to  read  what  the  President 
said  with  respect  to  who  will  be  benefited 
by  this  bill: 

I  recommend  to  the  Congress  the  enact¬ 
ment  of  a  pay  raise  for  Federal  employees 
effective  January  1,  1967,  ranging  from  1  per¬ 
cent  to  iy2  per  cent.  The  high  brackets  will 
receive  the  4%  per  cent,  the  low  brackets  the 
1  per  cent. 

The  arguments  of  those  who  try.  to  use 
cost  of  living  as  a  justification  of  the  4.5 
percent  pay  increase  fall  upon  fallow 
ground.  With  these  increases,  nearly 
1  million  of  the  1.8  million  employees 
affected  will  achieve  pay  comparability 
with  private  enterprises.  These  em¬ 
ployees  include  about  88  percent - 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  time 
of  the  Senator  has  expired. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  Senator 
may  have  1  additional  minute  . 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  These  employees  in¬ 
clude  about  88  percent  of  all  postal 
workers  and  more  than  470,000  in  the 
classifications.  The  high  pay  raises  will 
go  to  the  recipients  of  high  salaries  now; 
the  low  pay  raise,  of  1  percent,  will  go 
to  the  low.  I  submit  that  the  cost  of  liv¬ 
ing  has  no  relationship  to  this.  If  you 
grant  me  4.5  percent,  at  $30,000  a  year, 
you  are  granting  me  much  more  than  my 
cost  of  living  is. 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Texas. 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  Mr.  President, 
the  bill  the  committee  brought  out  is  not 
the  recommendation  which  the  Senator 
from  Ohio  read.  This  bill  is  2.9  percent, 
across  the  board,  for  all  employees  from 
the  porters  to  the  Secretary  of  State. 

We  did  not  bring  out  a  bill  in  accordance  | 
with  the  President’s  recommendations. 

As  best  we  could,  under  the  able  leader¬ 
ship  of  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Oklahoma,  we  tried  to  deal  fairly  with 
everybody  and  made  it  across  the  board. 

Mr.  MONRONEY.  We  raised  the  very 
lowest  paid  people  in  the  Government 
above  the  1  percent  recommended,  and 
made  it  straight  across  the  board  2.9 
percent,  which  we  felt  was  as  equitable  a 
solution  as  could  possibly  be  made. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Five  seconds,  Mr. 
President.  My  argument  is  still  sound. 
The  cost  of  living  has  risen  1.9  percent  in 
the  last  6  months;  the  pay  increase  aver¬ 
ages  2.9  percent.  The  benefits  coming 
to  the  Federal  employees  by  the  pay  in¬ 
crease  are  greater  than  the  burdens  pro¬ 
duced  by  the  increased  cost  of  living. 

Mr.  MONRONEY.  I  yield  back  the  re¬ 
mainder  of  my  time. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  I  yield  back  the  re¬ 
mainder  of  my  time.  a 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  All  time  \ 
having  been  yielded  back,  the  question 
is  on  agreeing  to  the  amendment  of  the 
Senator  from  Ohio.  On  this  question, 
the  yeas  and  nays  have  been  ordered,  and 
the  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  announce 
that  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  [Mr. 
Anderson],  the  Senator  from  Tennessee 
[Mr.  Bass],  the  Senator  from  Pennsyl¬ 
vania  [Mr.  Clark],  the  Senator  from 
Connecticut  [Mr.  Dodd],  the  Senator 
from  Alaska  [Mr.  Gruening],  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Michigan  [Mr.  Hart],  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Oregon  [Mrs.  Neuberger],  and 
the  Senator  from  Missouri  [Mr.  Syming¬ 
ton]  are  absent  on  official  business. 

I  also  announce  that  the  Senator  from 
Illinois  [Mr.  Douglas],  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana  [Mr.  Ellender],  the  Senator 
from  New  York  [Mr.  Kennedy],  the 
Senator  from  Arkansas  [Mr.  McClel¬ 
lan],  the  Senator  from  Rhode  Island 
[Mr.  Pastore],  the  Senator  from  Florida 
[Mr.  Smathers],  and  the  Senator  from 
New  Jersey  [Mr.  Williams]  are  neces¬ 
sarily  absent. 
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I  further  announce  that,  if  present  and 
voting,  the  Senator  from  Tennessee  [Mr. 
Bass],  the  Senator  from  Connecticut 
[Mr.  Dodd],  the  Senator  from  Illinois 
[Mr.  Douglas],  the  Senator  from  Alaska 
[Mr.  Gruening],  the  Senator  from  Mich¬ 
igan  [Mr.  Hart],  the  Senator  from  New 
York  [Mr.  Kennedy],  the  Senator  from 
Rhode  Island  [Mr.  Pastore],  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Florida  [Mr.  Smathers],  and 
the  Senator  from  New  Jersey  [Mr.  Wil¬ 
liams]  would  each  vote  “nay.” 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Colorado  [Mr.  Dominick]  , 
the  Senator  from  Michigan  [Mr.  Grif¬ 
fin],  the  Senator  from  Massachusetts 
[Mr.  Saltonstall],  and  the  Senator  from 
Wyoming  [Mr.  Simpson]  are  necessarily 
absent. 

The  Senator  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
Scott]  is  absent  because  of  illness. 

If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator 
from  Colorado  [Mr.  Dominick],  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Massachusetts  [Mr.  Salton¬ 
stall],  and  the  Senator  from  Pennsylva¬ 
nia  [Mr.  Scott]  would  each  vote  “nay.” 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Mich¬ 
igan  [Mr.  Griffin]  is  paired  with  the 
Senator  from  Wyoming  [Mr.  Simpson]. 
If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Michigan  would  vote  “nay,”  and  the 
Senator  from  Wyoming  would  vote  “yea.” 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  9, 
nays  71,  as  follows: 

[No.  129  Leg.] 

YEAS— 9 


Bartlett 

Holland 

Stennis 

Dlrksen 

Lausche 

Williams,  Del. 

Fulbright 

Long,  La. 

NAYS— 71 

Young,  Ohio 

Aiken 

Hayden 

Morton 

Allott 

Hickenlooper 

Moss 

Bayh 

Hill 

Mundt 

Bennett 

Hruska 

Murphy 

Bible 

Xnouye 

Muskie 

Boggs 

Jackson 

Nelson 

Brewster 

Javits 

Pearson 

Burdick 

Jordan,  N.C. 

Pell 

Byrd,  Va. 

Jordan,  Idaho 

Prouty 

Byrd,  W.  Va. 

Kennedy,  Mass.  Proxmire 

Cannon 

Kuchel 

Randolph 

Carlson 

Long,  Mo. 

Ribicoff 

Case 

Magnuson 

Robertson 

Churcb 

Mansfield 

Russell,  S.C. 

Cooper 

McCarthy 

Russell,  Ga. 

Cotton 

McGee 

Smith 

Curtis 

McGovern 

Sparkman 

Eastland 

McIntyre 

Talmadge 

Ervin 

Metcalf 

Thurmond 

Fannin 

Miller 

Tower 

Fong 

Mondale 

Tydings 

Gore 

Monroney 

Yarborough 

Harris 

Montoya 

Young,  N.  Dak. 

Hartke 

Morse 

NOT  VOTING— 

-20 

Anderson 

Griffin 

Saltonstall 

Bass 

Gruening 

Scott 

Clark 

Hart 

Simpson 

Dodd 

Kennedy,  N.Y. 

Smathers 

Dominick 

McClellan 

Symington 

Douglas 

Neuberger 

Williams,  N.J. 

Ellender 

Pastore 

So  Mr.  Lausche’s  amendment  was  re¬ 
jected. 

Mr.  HARTKE.  Mr.  President,  I  send 
an  amendment  to  the  desk. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  read 
the  amendment. 

Mr.  HARTKE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  further  reading 
of  the  amendment  be  waived. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered,  and  the 
amendment  will  be  printed  in  the 
Record. 


The  amendment  ordered  to  be  printed 
in  the  Record  is  as  follows: 

On  page  62,  after  line  8,  insert  the 
following: 

“Sec.  409.  Section  2  of  the  Act  of  Septem¬ 
ber  23,  1959  (73  Stat.  698,  Public  Law  86- 
375),  is  amended  by  striking  out  the  figure 
‘$10,000’  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  fig¬ 
ure  ‘$15,000’.” 

On  page  62,  line  10,  strike  out  “Sec.  409.” 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  “Sec.  410.”. 

On  page  62,  line  17,  strike  out  “Sections 
402  and  408”  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  “Sec¬ 
tions  402,  408,  and  409". 

Mr.  HARTKE.  Mr.  President,  this  is 
a  technical  amendment  with  respect  to 
one  employee  of  the  Wabash  Valley  Com¬ 
pact  Company  in  the  State  of  Indiana. 

I  spoke  to  the  committee  chairman 
concerning  this  amendment  and  he 
agreed  to  take  the  amendment  to 
committee. 

This  employee  has  not  had  any  in¬ 
crease  in  salary  since  he  has  been  in  his 
position. 

Mr.  MONRONEY.  Mr.  President,  the 
amendment  was  presented  to  the  com¬ 
mittee,  and  explained  by  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Indiana. 

I  have  taken  the  matter  up  with  my 
distinguished  colleague,  the  ranking  mi¬ 
nority  member  of  the  committee,  the 
Senator  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Carlson].  I 
agree  to  take  the  amendment. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  may  we  have  an  explanation 
of  what  the  amendment  would  do? 

Mr.  HARTKE.  My  amendment  deals 
with  one  employee  with  the  Wabash  Val¬ 
ley  Compact  Commission.  This  posi¬ 
tion  was  establishment  in  1959  on  a  day 
basis  and  did  not  include  any  other  sal¬ 
ary.  When  all  other  employees  received 
their  pay  increase,  this  employee  was 
not  included.  He  must  be  included  some 
place  or  he  will  stay  in  the  position  he 
was  in  at  the  beginning. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Do  I 
understand  that  the  amendment  was 
before  the  committee? 

Mr.  MONRONEY.  The  Senator  is 
correct. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Was  the 
amendment  accepted  or  rejected? 

Mr.  MONRONEY.  We  asked  that  the 
amendment  be  withheld  and  presented  to 
the  Senate.  We  wanted  to  make  fur¬ 
ther  study.  We  will  take  the  amend¬ 
ment  to  conference. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Then 
this  is  nothing  more  than  a  private  bill 
for  one  man,  and  I  shall  vote  against  it. 

Mr.  HARTKE.  The  Senator  is  cor- 

TGCt 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senator  from  Indiana. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
is  open  to  further  amendment. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  I  send  to  the  desk  an  amend¬ 
ment  and  ask  that  it  be  stated. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  read 
the  amendment. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
further  reading  of  the  amendment  be 
dispensed  with. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered  and  the  amend¬ 
ment  will  be  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  amendment,  ordered  to  be  printed 
in  the  Record,  is  as  follows: 

On  page  69,  between  lines  18  and  19,  insert 
the  following: 

“INCREASE  IN  CONTRIBUTION  RATE 

“Sec.  508.  (a)  The  first  two  sentences  in 
section  4(a)  of  the  Civil  Service  Retirement 
Act  (5  U.S.C.  2254(a) )  are  amended  to  read 
as  follows:  “  ‘Prom  and  after  the  first  day  of 
the  first  pay  period  which  begins  on  or  after 
August  1,  1966,  there  shall  be  deducted  and 
withheld  from  each  employee’s  basic  salary 
an  amount  equal  to  7  per  centum  of  such 
basic  salary  and  from  each  Member’s  basic 
salary  an  amount  equal  to  8  per  centum  of 
such  basic  salary.  Prom  and  after  August  1, 
1966,  an  equal  sum  shall  also  be  contributed 
from  the  respective  appropriation  or  fund 
which  is  used  for  the  payment  of  his  salary, 
pay  or  compensation,  or  in  the  case  of  an 
elected  official,  from  such  appropriation  or 
fund  as  may  be  available  for  payment  of 
other  salaries  of  the  same  office  or  establish¬ 
ment.’ 

“(b)  The  schedule  contained  in  section  4 
(c)  of  such  Act  (5  U.S.C.  2254(c) )  is  amended 
( 1 )  by  striking  out : 

“  ‘6  y2 _ After  October  31,  1956’ 

and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof : 

‘6‘/2 _ November  1,  1956,  to  July  31,  1966 

‘7 _ After  July  31,  1966’ 

and  (2)  by  striking  out: 

‘7 y2 _ After  October  31,  1956’ 

and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof : 

‘7 Vi _ November  1,  1956,  to  July  31,  1966 

‘8 _ After  July  31,  1966’.” 

On  page  69,  line  20,  strike  out  “Sec.  508” 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  “Sec.  509”,  and 
strike  out  “section  509”  and  insert  in  lieu 
thereof  “section  510”. 

On  page  70,  between  lines  14  and  15  insert 
the  following : 

“(d)  Section  508  shall  become  effective  on 
the  first  day  of  the  first  pay  period  which  be¬ 
gins  on  or  after  August  1, 1966.” 

On  page  70,  line  16,  strike  out  “Sec.  509” 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  “Sec.  510”. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  this  amendment  is  very 
simple.  It  merely  provides  a  method  for 
financing  the  retirement  provisions  of 
the  pending  bill.  The  pending  bill  pro¬ 
vides  numerous  liberalizations  for  the 
civil  service  retirees.  I  think  that  many 
of  these  liberalizations  are  meritorious. 
There  is  no  provision  in  the  bill,  how¬ 
ever,  to  finance  this  procedure. 

Over  the  past  several  years  Congress 
has  been  passing  numerous  bills  to  liber¬ 
alize  civil  service  retirement  benefits  for 
employees  without  any  method  of  paying 
for  them.  Prior  to  this  bill,  the  un¬ 
funded  liability  of  the  retirement  fund 
was  $43,637,602,000.  That  figure  is  based 
upon  the  civil  service  figures  furnishes 
in  a  letter  dated  May  5,  1966,  signed  by 
Mr.  Ruddock. 

That  unfunded  liability  is  largely  the 
result  of  numerous  increases  and  bene¬ 
fits  voted  by  Congress  over  the  past  6 
or  8  years  but  for  which  we  did  not  pro¬ 
vide  any  increase  in  the  rate  of  contribu¬ 
tion. 

There  has  been,  however,  during  these 
years  one  increase  in  the  rate  of  con¬ 
tribution,  an  increase  from  6  to  6.5  per¬ 
cent.  However,  we  still  have  this  un¬ 
funded  liability.  The  enactment  of  the 
pending  bill  would  add  to  that  unfunded 
liability  of  the  civil  service  retirement 
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fund  an  additional  $1,698,700,000.  That 
would  be  over  the  entire  life  of  the  effect 
of  this  bill  and  would  bring  the  total  def¬ 
icit  to  $45,336,302,000.  The  letter  giv¬ 
ing  these  statistics  was  placed  in  the 
Record  earlier  today. 

The  policy  of  the  Committee  on  Fi¬ 
nance  for  the  past  several  years — as  with 
the  Ways  and  Means  Committee  in  the 
House — has  been  that  when  social  secu¬ 
rity  benefits  are  increased  the  tax  of  the 
employee  and  the  employer  are  increased 
sufficiently  to  finance  the  increased  bene¬ 
fits  provided  for  under  the  bill.  If  the 
Senate  liberalized  those  benefits  it  would 
increase  the  tax  also.  I  believe  that 
would  be  a  good  policy  to  initiate  with 
respect  to  the  civil  service  retirement 
fund. 

The  proposed  amendment  would  in¬ 
crease  the  contribution  rates  one-half 
of  1  percent  on  the  part  of  the  employee 
and  the  employer — the  Government. 
The  contributions  of  both  would  be  in¬ 
creased.  Also,  the  proposed  amendment 
would  increase  the  contribution  of  Mem¬ 
bers  of  Congress  to  the  same  extent,  one- 
half  of  1  percent,  from  7.5  to  8  percent. 
If  the  pending  bill  is  to  be  passed,  fair¬ 
ness  requires  that  a  price  tag  be  put  upon 
it. 

I  would  favor  the  bill,  if  the  cost  could 
be  financed  in  this  manner,  but  I  do  not 
believe  Congress  should  pass  legislation 
of  this  type,  as  has  been  done  in  the  past, 
and  say  that  next  year  it  will  come  forth 
with  a  formula  to  raise  the  contribution 
rates  to  pay  for  the  increase.  I  believe 
it  should  be  done  in  one  package,  with 
one  vote.  Then  Congressmen  can  go 
home  and  say,  “We  voted  for  your  bene¬ 
fits,  and  this  is  what  they  will  cost.” 

I  have  spoken  with  many  civil  service 
employees.  They  want  the  provisions 
of  the  bill,  and  they  are  willing  to  pay 
for  them. 

Much  has  been  said  about  fiscal  re¬ 
sponsibility.  This  is  an  opportunity  to 
practice  it.  Fiscal  responsibility  was  rec¬ 
ommended  by  the  President  when  he 
recommended  a  liberalization  of  the  re¬ 
tirement  benefits.  He  included  the 
words  “properly  financed.” 

I  hope  the  proposed  amendment  will 
be  agreed  to. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
interested  in  the  remarks  of  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Delaware.  Unless 
I  misunderstood  the  Senator  he  may  be 
in  error  when  he  uses  the  figure  43.3.  Is 
that  the  figure? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Forty- 
three  billion  six  hundred  and  fifty-six 
million  six  hundred  and  six  thousand 
dollars. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  That  is  $43.6  billion. 
That  is  due  entirely  to  the  increases  in 
retirement  that  Congress  has  voted? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  did 
not  mean  to  say  that.  About  $5  or  $6 
billion  of  that  amount  is  a  result  of  the 
failure  of  •  the  Government  to  have 
matched  the  contributions  in  the  earlier 
years,  something  which  I  believe  should 
be  done. 

A  few  years  ago,  the  Senator  from 
Illinois  offered  an  amendment  to  an 


appropriaton  bill  in  that  regard,  and  I 
supported  it. 

There  should  be  some  degree  of  fiscal 
responsibility. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  I  believe  that  the 
amount  is  far  greater  than  that,  and  it 
is  due  to  the  failure  of  the  Government — 
the  failure  of  Congress — to  match  the 
funds  which  have  been  collected  from  the 
civil  service  employees. 

The  Senator  from  Delaware  and  the 
members  of  the  Appropriations  Commit¬ 
tee  will  have  an  opportunity  this  year — 
I  can  assure  them  of  that — to  make  a 
substantial  contribution  to  this  fund. 

Each  year,  some  members  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Appropriations  have  brought 
up  this  subject,  and  each  year  we  have 
been  defeated.  An  opportunity  will  be 
presented  for  the  members  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Appropriations — and  I  pre¬ 
sume  for  all  Senators — to  cast  a  vote 
which  will  start  us  along  the  road  of 
complying  with  the  law. 

The  bulk  of  the  problem  arises  because 
the  Government  has  not  matched  the 
cash  contributions  which  it  is  obligated 
under  the  law  to  have  made,  and  the 
appropriations  have  not  been  made. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  To  the 
extent  that  the  Government  has  not 
matched  the  contributions  the  Senator 
from  Colorado  is  correct.  I  assure  the 
Senator  from  Colorado  that  I  shall  sup¬ 
port  his  amendment  when  it  is  brought 
before  the  Senate. 

The  time  is  long  overdue  when  the 
Government  should  recognize  its  respon¬ 
sibility  to  make  its  payments  into  the 
fund  so  that  the  American  people  will  be 
shown  what  the  program  really  costs  and 
so  that  those  who  are  on  retirement  will 
know  that  it  is  properly  financed. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  I  did  not  know  that  the 
Senator  from  Delaware  was  going  to  raise 
this  question,  or  I  would  have  brought  the 
exact  figures.  However,  I  have  the  fig¬ 
ures  in  my  mind.  On  July  1,  1964,  the 
amount  in  arrears  was  $37.7  billion.  By 
July  1,  1965,  it  had  grown  to  $39.9  billion. 
The  figure  given  to  the  Subcommittee  on 
Independent  Offices  of  the  Committee  on 
Appropriations  within  the  last  month  or 
6  weeks  was  $43.3  billion.  This  is  the 
reason  I  made  the  inquiry  of  the  Senator 
from  Delaware. 

Therefore,  since  July  of  1964,  the 
amount  owed  by  the  Government  to  this 
fund,  which  provides  for  the  retirement 
of  civil  service  employees,  as  well  as 
Members  of  Congress,  has  grown  from 
$37.7  billion  to  the  figure  which  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Delaware  has  used  today,  $43.6 
billion. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  The 
Senator  from  Colorado  is  correct. 

Enactment  of  the  pending  bill  with¬ 
out  some  provisions  to  finance  the  cost 
will  increase  that  figure  by  another  $1.7 
billion.  The  time  has  come  to  begin  fi¬ 
nancing  as  we  go  along.  This  would  be  a 
constructive  step  in  the  right  direction. 
It  would  be  in  the  direction  of  the  point 
made  by  the  Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr. 
Dirksen]  several  times — that  if  we  vote 
for  these  programs  we  must  pay  for 
them. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  yield. 
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Mr.  MILLER.  The  Senator  from 
Delaware  has  said  that  unless  something 
is  done,  passage  of  the  bill  will  result  in 
$1.7  billion  being  added  to  the  unfunded 
liability  of  the  retirement  fund. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  $1,698,- 
700,000  is  the  figure  furnished  by  Mr. 
Ruddock. 

Mr.  MILLER.  I  ask  the  Senator  from 
Delaware  whether  or  not  the  payment  of 
one-half  of  1  percent  by  the  Government 
and  one-half  of  1  percent  by  the 
employee  is  necessary  to  fund  that 
amount,  or  whether  one-quarter  of  1 
percent  by  the  employee  and  the  em¬ 
ployer  would  fund  that  amount  and  make 
up  the  difference  of  $1.7  billion. 

Mr.  WILT  JAMS  of  Delaware.  I  do  not 
have  the  exact  figures,  but  my  under¬ 
standing  is  that  between  one-quarter 
and  one-half  of  1  percent  is  necessary. 
The  amount  is  closer  to  one-half  of  1 
percent. 

The  reason  I  inserted  one-half  of  1  per¬ 
cent  in  the  proposed  amendment  is  that 
another  increase  in  the  retirement  bene¬ 
fit  is  apt  to  be  triggered  in  the  next  few 
months. 

About  2  years  ago  a  bill  was  passed 
which  provided  that  when  the  cost  of  liv¬ 
ing  rises  3  percent  and  holds  at  that  level 
for  either  3  or  4  consecutive  months  dur¬ 
ing  the  calendar  year  a  3 -percent  in¬ 
crease  in  all  retirement  benefits  would 
automatically  occur  and  it  would  stay  in 
effect  in  perpetuity,  even  though  the  cost 
of  living  were  to  decline,  say,  10  percent. 

A  2. 7 -percent  increase  in  the  cost  of 
living  has  occurred  since  that  bill  has 
been  enacted.  Therefore,  v.re  are  close 
to  another  3 -percent  increase  in  benefits 
which  would  require  the  full  one-half  of 
1  percent.  It  is  my  thought  that  if  the 
proposed  amendment  were  agreed  to,  the 
matter  would  be  in  conference,  and  the 
Commission  could  recommend  whether 
or  not  the  full  one-half  of  1  percent  were 
necessary. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  further? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MILLER.  To  the  extent  that  an 
increase  due  to  inflation  would  be  in¬ 
volved,  I  believe  that  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment,  which  has  caused  the  inflation, 
should  pick  up  the  tab,  rather  than  the 
individual  employee,  who  cannot  legis¬ 
late  the  deficit  spending  as  we  in  Con¬ 
gress  can.  To  the  extent  that  the  in¬ 
crease  is  not  caused  by  inflation,  I  be¬ 
lieve  the  Senator  from  Delaware  has  a 
valid  point. 

I  like  the  thought  that  if  the  one-half 
of  1  percent  is  high,  this  can  be  worked 
out  in  a  conference  committee,  so  that 
the  contribution  could  be  reduced  to  one- 
quarter  of  1  percent,  if  it  should  develop 
that  the  figures  show  this. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  If  the 
managers  of  the  bill  can  show  it  is  closer 
to  one-quarter  of  1  percent  than  to  one- 
half  of  1  percent,  that  is  the  figure  that 
should  be  enacted. 

I  am  attempting  to  have  adopted  the 
principle  that  as  retirement  benefits  are 
liberalized  they  should  be  paid  for,  as 
is  done  with  social  security.  If  this 
principle  can  be  put  into  effect  I  would  be 
glad  to  support  these  liberalizations  be¬ 
cause  I  believe  there  is  merit  in  the  bill. 
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I  am  willing  to  vote  for  the  bill,  but  I 
wish  to  be  able  to  say  that  I  also  voted 
for  the  increased  tax  necessary  to  carry 
out  the  provisions  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  MONRONEY.  Mr.  President,  I 
rise  in  opposition  to  the  amendment  of 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Delaware. 

The  deficit  in  the  fund  reserves  is  not 
the  result  of  the  retirement  benefits.  Of 
the  $1,600  million  mentioned  as  being  the 
possible  deficit,  only  part  is  the  result  of 
the  retirement  benefits  included  in  the 
bill;  about  $1  billion  is  the  direct  result 
of  the  pay  increase.  The  retirement  level 
of  the  Federal  employee  is  based  on  the 
5  years  in  which  he  receives  his  highest 
salary. 

The  so-called  $43  billion  is  an  actuarial 
deficit  that  perhaps  will  occur  in  this 
fund  in  30  years,  because,  as  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Delaware  has  said, 
we  did  not  properly  fund  in  the  early  days 
of  this  enterprise  and  consequently  we 
are  missing  nearly  10  years  of  the  princi¬ 
pal  and  accumulated  interest  of  those 
reserves. 

It  was  not  until  1956  that  we  required 
the  agencies  each  year  to  contribute  6V2 
percent  in  matching  funds.  Today  there 
is  $16  billion  cash  in  the  fund.  Each 
year  we  receive  about  $2.7  billion  income 
and  we  disburse  $1,500,000.  It  is  not 
building  up  fast  enough.  We  admit  this. 
Actuarilly,  down  the  road,  Congress  will 
have  to  do  something  about  it. 

Why  should  we  not  do  it  today?  This 
is  the  logical  question  that  people  ask. 
The  administration  is  proposing  and  is 
committed  to  the  proposition  that  we  will 
have  to  blend  the  benefits  of  social  secu¬ 
rity  into  our  Federal  retirement  system. 
People  under  social  security  get  more 
protection,  particularly  for  wives  and 
children,  than  we  are  giving  under  the 
program  we  have  under  the  Federal  re¬ 
tirement  system  for  the  early  years. 

Second,  the  amount  that  the  people 
are  paying  for  social  security  is  running 
at  a  lesser  rate.  We  will  have  to  set  a 
new  rate,  perhaps,  because  of  the  guaran¬ 
tee  of  social  security  benefits.  People 
will  find  in  Federal  employment  that  this 
is  a  better  system  for  the  short-term 
worker  who  can  leave  proper  protection 
for  his  family. 

It  would  be  a  disservice  to  make  it  at 
this  time  and  come  back  next  year.  We 
want  to  know  the  kind  of  program  the 
administration  proposes.  It  comes 
through  the  Committee  on  Finance.  The 
Senator  from  Delaware  is  a  member. 

While  we  do  want  to  raise  the  income 
of  this  fund  so  that  the  actuarial  deficit 
will  not  occur,  we  want  to  be  sure  of  what 
we  are  doing. 

We  are  paying  now  13  percent  of  pay¬ 
roll  to  meet  the  requirements  of  the  pro¬ 
gram,  and  we  have  a  deficit  at  the  pres¬ 
ent  time  of  twenty-two  one-hundredths 
of  1  percent. 

I  believe  it  would  be  wise  to  reject  the 
amendment  at  this  time,  but  not  to  feel 
that  we  have  disposed  of  the  problem. 
We  will  dispose  of  it  when  the  time 
comes,  when  social  security  protection  is 
blended  with  the  Federal  retirement  sys¬ 
tem. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  will  the  Senator  yield? 


Mr.  MONRONEY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  What 
the  administration  may  next  year  rec¬ 
ommend  with  regard  to  extending  social 
security  benefits  to  Federal  employees, 
or  what  the  Congress  may  do  in  that 
connection  has  no  effect  on  the  civil 
service  retirement  fund. 

If  social  security  were  extended  to 
Federal  employees  it  would  be  extended 
in  a  manner  whereby  there  would  be  a 
tax  levied  on  the  employee  and  employer 
in  the  same  way  as  it  is  on  all  other 
social  security  participants.  It  will  be 
paid  into  the  social  security  retirement 
fund  and  not  commingled  in  the  civil 
service  fund.  No  one  suggests  dif¬ 
ferently. 

As  one  always  carrying  the  banner  for 
this  administration  when  I  find  them  to 
be  right,  I  point  out  that  the  administra¬ 
tion  is  for  this  amendment.  The  Presi¬ 
dent  said  that  he  wants  it  properly 
financed. 

Of  course,  if  there  are  those  in  his 
party  who  think  the  President  had  his 
tongue  in  his  cheek  when  he  advocated 
that  it  be  properly  financed,  then  let 
them  vote  against  the  amendment. 

It  is  a  case  of  whether  we  want  to  do  it 
now  or  postpone  it  until  after  the  elec¬ 
tion.  We  have  been  passing  these  lib¬ 
eralizations  on  civil  service  retirement 
for  the  last  20  years,  and  we  have  never 
changed  the  rates  but  once.  This  bill 
alone  will  add  $1,698,700,000  to  the  un¬ 
funded  liability  of  the  civil  service  retire¬ 
ment  fund. 

Mr.  President,  in  this  connection,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  a  part  of 
Mr.  Ruddock’s  letter  dated  May  5,  1966, 
be  printed  at  this  point  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  excerpt 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Unfunded  liability  under  H.R.  14122 


From  report  of  the  Cabinet  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Federal  Staff  Retire¬ 
ment  Systems,  H.  Doc.  No.  402, 
p.  25: 

Thousands 

55/30 — 60/20 _  $283,  000 

Widows’  remarriage _ _  174,  OOO 

Child  to  age  22 _ : _  6,  000 

Salary  increases _  880,  000 

Recomputation  of  annuities _  355,  700 


Total,  H.R.  14122 _  1,  698,  700 

Unfunded  liability  present  law 
(estimated  as  of  June  30, 

1966) . . .  43,637,602 


Total  after  enactment  of 

H.R.  14122 _  45,336,302 


Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  The 
figures  reflect  the  complete  breakdown 
on  the  proposed  cost  of  the  provisions  of 
this  bill. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  for  the  yeas  and 
nays  on  the  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  There  is 
a  sufficient  second. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  MONRONEY.  Mr.  President,  the 
administration  did  not  appear  to  ask  for 
an  increase  in  the  employee’s  rate  at  this 
time,  and  as  late  as  this  morning  the  Bu¬ 
reau  of  the  Budget  had  not  asked  for  any 
increase  in  this  rate. 


I  disagree  strongly  with  the  claim  that 
the  amount  of  the  deficit  would  be  in¬ 
curred  because  of  the  retirement  bene¬ 
fits  alone. 

I  ask  that  the  amendment  be  rejected. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MONRONEY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  I  wish 
to  identify  myself  with  the  position  of 
the  Senator  from  Oklahoma  [Mr.  Mon- 
roney]  on  the  bill  and  the  facts  and 
figures  which  have  just  been  given.  I 
shall  join  with  him  in  opposing  the 
amendent. 

Mr.  MONRONEY.  We  shall  make 
every  effort  to  meet  the  needs  when  we 
have  the  comparability  established. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MONRONEY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MILLER.  I  wish  to  ask  a  ques¬ 
tion.  I  understand  a  great  many  people 
are  deeply  concerned  about  the  possible 
blending  of  social  security  and  the  Fed¬ 
eral  retirement  system.  But  forgetting 
that  for  a  moment,  what  is  wrong  with 
having  something  like  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senator  from  Delaware  [Mr. 
Williams]  taken  to  conference  where 
the  Budget  people  and  the  Civil  Service 
people  can  get  together  at  one-fourth  of 
1  percent  or  something  less  than  that  to 
properly  finance  the  increase? 

It  seems  to  me  that  if  the  administra¬ 
tion  sent  this  over  with  the  request  that 
it  be  properly  financed  it  is  little  enough 
for  us  to  accede  to  it. 

Mr.  MONRONEY.  The  administra¬ 
tion  did  not  make  that  request. 

Mr.  MILLER.  I  understood  the 
Senator  from  Delaware  [Mr.  Williams] 
to  say  that  the  request  was  that  this  be 
properly  financed. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  The 
President  said  he  was  going  to  recom¬ 
mend  liberalization  of  the  retirement 
system  properly  financed.  It  is  true  that 
when  the  officials  of  the  agency  appeared 
before  the  committee  they  did  not  ask 
that  it  be  done.  That  is  typical  of  this 
Great  Society.  The  President  makes  a 
statement  for  a  balanced  budget,  and 
when  he  sends  the  officials  down  here 
they  advocate  the  opposite. 

I  am  not  saying  that  the  President  had 
his  tongue  in  his  cheek,  but  others  must 
think  he  did. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  a  letter  from  the  Director  of 
the  Budget  in  connection  with  the  costs 
of  this  bill  be  printed  at  this  point  in  the 
Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Executive  Office 
of  the  President, 

Bureau  of  the  Budget, 
Washington,  D.C.,  April  30, 1966. 
Hon.  John  J.  Williams, 

U.S.  Senate, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  Williams:  I  am  glad  to  send 
you  the  following  response  to  the  four  points 
of  your  letter  of  April  12,  1966,  concerning 
H.R.  14122  as  passed  by  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives  : 

1.  Estimated  first  year  cost: 
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Millions 


Title  I — Executive  branch - $394.  7 

Title  II — Judicial  branch -  *2.  2 

Title  III — Legislative  branch -  *1.4 

Title  IV — Miscellaneous _  78.  3 

Title  V — Civil  service  retirement -  60.  7 

Title  VI — Health  benefits _  48.  0 


Total _  585.  3 

*House  report  estimate 


2.  Projected  Ten-Year  cost:  Inasmuch  as 
we  have  no  10-year  projections  of  employ¬ 
ment  by  grade  and  within-grade  step  rate, 
we  can  only  suggest  the  10-year  cost  of  the 
bill  as  $5,853.0  million. 

3.  1967  Budget  Allowance:  As  you  are 
aware,  the  Administration’s  pay  proposals  en¬ 
visaged  a  January  1,  1967  effective  date. 
Their  fiscal  1967  cost  would  be  $243  million, 
which  is  covered  in  the  allowance  for  con¬ 
tingencies  in  the  1967  budget.  The  full  year 
cost  of  these  proposals  is  $485  million. 

4.  Recommendation:  As  the  House  Post 
Office  and  Civil  Service  Committee  itself 
stated,  in  its  report,  H.R.  14122  exceeds  the 
President’s  wage  guideposts.  The  Committee 
report  indicated  a  willingness  to  accept 
changes  necessary  to  make  the  bill  conform 
to  the  guideposts.  H.R.  14122  also  has  an 
effective  date  of  July  1,  1966,  six  months 
earlier  than  the  date  proposed  by  the  Admin¬ 
istration.  This  earlier  effective  date  adds 
several  hundreds  of  millions  of  dollars  to 
PY  1967  budget  costs  during  a  period  in 
which  we  can  ill  afford  such  increases.  For 
these  and  other  reasons  recently  spelled  out 
by  Civil  Service  Chairman  John  Macy  and 
me  in  testimony  before  the  Senate  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service,  we  be¬ 
lieve  that  H.R.  14122  needs  important  modifi¬ 
cations  in  order  to  meet  criteria  of  economic 
and  fiscal  responsibilities. 

Sincerely, 

Charles  L.  Schultze, 

Director. 

Mr.  MONRONEY.  The  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  is  not  now  asking  for  an  increase. 
The  Ways  and  Means  Committee  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  also  sug¬ 
gested  that  no  action  be  taken  on  the 
social  security  matter  by  the  Civil  Serv¬ 
ice  Committee. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senator  from  Delaware. 
The  yeas  and  nays  have  been  ordered. 
The  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  announce 
that  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  [Mr. 
Anderson],  the  Senator  from  Tennessee 
[Mr.  Bass],  the  Senator  from  Pennsyl¬ 
vania  [Mr.  Clark],  the  Senator  from 
Connecticut  [Mr.  Dodd],  the  Senator 
from  Alaska  [Mr.  Gruening],  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Michigan  [Mr.  Hart],  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Oregon  [Mrs.  Neuberger],  and 
the  Senator  from  Missouri  [Mr.  Syming¬ 
ton]  are  absent  on  official  business. 

I  also  announce  that  the  Senator  from 
Indiana  [Mr.  Bayh],  the  Senator  from 
Illinois  [Mr.  Douglas],  the  Senator  from 
from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Ellender],  the 
Senator  from  New  York  [Mr.  Kennedy], 
the  Senator  from  Arkansas  [Mr. 
McClellan],  the  Senator  from  Rhode 
Island  [Mr.  Pastore],  the  Senator  from 
Florida  [Mr.  Smathers]  ,  and  the  Senator 
from  New  Jersey  [Mr.  Williams]  are 
necessarily  absent. 

I  further  announce  that,  if  present  and 
voting,  the  Senator  from  Tennessee  [Mi-. 
Bass],  the  Senator  from  Indiana  [Mr. 


Bayh],  the  Senator  from  Connecticut 
[Mr.  Dodd],  the  Senator  from  Illinois 
[Mr.  Douglas],  the  Senator  from  Alaska 
[Mr.  Gruening],  the  Senator  from 
Michigan  [Mr.  Hart],  the  Senator  from 
New  York  [Mr.  Kennedy],  the  Senator 
from  Rhode  Island  [Mr.  Pastore],  the 
Senator  from  Florida  [Mr.  Smathers], 
and  the  Senator  from  New  Jersey  [Mr. 
Williams]  would  each  vote  “nay.” 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Michigan  [Mr.  Griffin], 
the  Senator  from  Massachusetts  [Mr. 
Saltonstall]  and  the  Senator  from 
Wyoming  [Mr.  Simpson]  are  necessarily 
absent. 

The  Senator  from  .Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
Scott]  is  absent  because  of  illness. 

If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Massachusetts  [Mr.  Saltonstall]  ,  would 
vote  “nay.” 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Wyo¬ 
ming  [Mr.  Simpson]  is  paired  with  the 
Senator  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Scott]. 
If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Wyoming  would  vote  “yea”  and  the 
Senator  from  Pennsylvania  would  vote 
“nay.” 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  18, 


nays  62,  as  follows: 

[No.  130  Leg  ] 

YEAS — 18 

Allott 

Hickenlooper 

Murphy 

Bennett 

Jordan,  Idaho 

Russell,  Ga. 

Cooper 

Lausche 

Stennis 

Dirksen 

Long,  La. 

Thurmond 

Dominick 

Miller 

Williams,  Del. 

Fannin 

Morton 

NAYS— 62 

Young,  Ohio 

Aiken 

Hayden 

Morse 

Bartlett 

Hill 

Moss 

Bible 

Holland 

Mundt 

Boggs 

Hruska 

Muskie 

Brewster 

Inouye 

Nelson 

Burdick 

Jackson 

Pearson 

Byrd,  Va. 

Javits 

Pell 

Byrd,  W.  Va. 

Jordan,  N.C. 

Prouty 

Cannon 

Kennedy,  Mass. 

Proxmire 

Carlson 

Kuchel 

Randolph 

Case 

Long,  Mo. 

Ribicoff 

Church 

Magnuson 

Robertson 

Cotton 

Mansfield 

Russell,  S.C. 

Curtis 

McCarthy 

Smith 

Eastland 

McGee 

Sparkman 

Ervin 

McGovern 

Talmadge 

Fong 

McIntyre 

Tower 

Fulbright 

Metcalf 

Tydings 

Gore 

Mondale 

Yarborough 

Harris 

Hartke 

Monroney 

Montoya 

NOT  VOTING— 

Young,  N.  Dak. 

20 

Anderson 

Griffin 

Saltonstall 

Bass 

Gruening 

Scott 

Bayh 

Hart 

Simpson 

Clark 

Kennedy,  N.Y. 

Smathers 

Dodd 

McClellan 

Symington 

Douglas 

Ellender 

Neuberger 

Pastore 

Williams,  N.J. 

So  the  amendment  of  the  Senator  from 
Delaware  [Mr.  Williams]  was  rejected. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Rus¬ 
sell  of  South  Carolina  in  the  chair). 
The  bill  is  open  to  further  amendment. 

Mr.  MONRONEY.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  for  the  third  reading. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  to  have  printed  at  this  point  in  the 
Record  an  excellent  analysis  of  the  fringe 
benefits  provided  in  the  bill.  The  analy¬ 
sis  was  written  by  Jerry  Kluttz  and  was 
published  in  the  Washington  Post  this 
morning. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  analysis 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 


July  11,  1966 

Senate  Takes  Up  Fringe  Benefits  of 
Pay  Bill  Today 
(By  Jerry  Kluttz) 

The  controversy  over  the  2.9  per  cent  basic 
pay  raise  has  overshadowed  the  attractive 
fringe  benefits  for  Federal  employes  in  the 
House  approved  bill  to  be  debated  today 
in  the  Senate. 

Senate  Majority  Leader  Mike  Mansfield 
looks  for  the  Senate  to  approve  the  bill  later 
today,  and  to  return  it  to  the  House. 

Many  Federal  employes  are  more  interested 
in  the  fringes  than  they  are  in  the  small 
salary  increase  because  the  fringes  could 
cover  all  2.7  million  Federal  workers,  while 
the  pay  raise  is  confined  to  the  1.8  million 
classified,  postal  and  related  employes.  Be¬ 
sides,  many  employes  stand  to  get  several 
improved  fringes. 

This  is  a  rundown  of  fringes  in  the  bill 
before  the  Senate  as  recommended  by  its 
Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Committee: 

Health  Insurance:  The  Government  would 
pay  a  larger  share  of  the  oost  of  this  benefit, 
which  covers  nearly  7  million  employes  and 
members  of  their  families. 

The  bill  would  require  Uncle  Sam  to  in¬ 
crease  his  contribution  of  self-only  coverage 
from  $1.30  to  $1.68  each  pay  period,  and  from 
$3.12  to  $4.10  for  family  coverage.  Also,  the 
U.S.  would  pay  up  to  half  the  cost  of  retiree 
coverage. 

Widows:  Those  who  remarry  after  age  60 
would  continue  to  receive  their  survivor  an¬ 
nuities,  and  those  who  remarry  before  age 
60  could  have  their  annuities  reinstated 
after  that  date. 

Survivors:  Raises  the  maximum  age  from 
21  to  22  for  student  survivors  to  receive  an¬ 
nuity  benefits,  and  a  companion  proposal 
would  permit  the  children  of  a  working 
mother  who  dies  to  receive  survivor  pay¬ 
ments  even  though  the  husband  also  is  a 
Federal  employe. 

Sunday  Pay:  Classifieds  and  per  diems 
would  be  paid  a  25  per  cent  differential  for 
Sunday  work.  The  full  premium  must  be 
paid  regardless  of  the  length  of  time  worked 
on  a  Sunday.  Postal  employes  won  this 
benefit  a  year  ago. 

Postal  Overtime:  Postal  supervisors  in 
Levels  8  and  9  would  have  to  be  paid  in  cash 
for  overtime.  Those  in  Levels  7  and  above 
are  supposed  to  be  given  compensatory  time 
off  for  overtime  but  the  supervisors  com¬ 
plained  they  weren’t  always  allowed  to  take 
it. 

A  companion  provision  would  have  the 
effect  of  paying  junior  supervisors  as  much 
or  more  than  any  employe  they  supervise. 

Classified  Overtime :  The  House  approved  a 
plan  to  pay  overtime  to  classified  employes 
after  eight  hours  in  any  one  day,  and  to 
boost  the  maximum  rates  for  premium  pay 
from  the  entrance  rate  of  Grade  9  (now 
$7479)  to  the  starting  rate  of  Grade  10  (now 
$8184). 

But  the  Senate  committee  amended  the 
proposal  to  exempt  from  the  daily  overtime 
plan  scientists,  technical  and  professional 
personnel  who  are  playing  a  larger  and  more 
significant  role  in  Government.  The  sala¬ 
ries  of  the  professional  classes  lag  far  be¬ 
hind  pay  rates  in  industry. 

Unions:  Full-time  officers  and  employes 
of  Federal  employe  unions  could  participate 
in  the  Federal  employe  life  and  health  in¬ 
surance  programs,  provided  the  total  cost  is 
paid  by  the  employes  and  their  unions. 

Uniforms:  Employes  required  to  wear 
them  on  the  job  would  be  given  a  25  per 
cent  increase  in  allowances  to  buy  them. 
Federal  agencies  would  have  the  option  to 
pay  the  sellers  directly  for  the  uniforms  to 
prevent  collusion  between  a  few  employes 
and  merchants. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  If  there 
be  no  further  amendment  to  be  proposed, 
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the  question  is  on  the  engrossment  of 
the  committee  amendment,  as  amended, 
and  the  third  reading  of  the  bill. 

The  committee  amendment,  as  amend¬ 
ed,  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed,  and  the 
bill  read  a  third  time. 

The  bill  was  read  the  third  time. 

Mr.  HARTKE.  Mr.  President,  today 
the  Senate  is  voting  on  an  extremely 
important  piece  of  legislation.  I  refer 
to  the  1966  Federal  Employees’  Salary 
and  Fringe  Benefits  Act,  H.R.  14122. 
After  some  delay  here  in  the  Senate  over 
an  effective  July  1  date,  the  measure  is 
now  before  us  for  a  final  vote.  I  cannot 
emphasize  enough,  Mr.  President,  just 
how  important  this  measure  and  this 
vote  is,  not  only  to  the  Federal  worker, 
but  to  our  Government  as  well. 

Going  back  for  a  moment  to  1962,  when 
Congress  enacted  Public  Law  87-793,  the 
most  important  part  of  that  law,  briefly 
stated,  is  the  requirement  that  a  pay 
recommendation  be  presented  to  Con¬ 
gress  every  year.  This  was  a  very  sound 
idea,  Mr.  President,  and  I  know  that  a 
majority  of  my  distinguished  colleagues 
hei'e  in  the  Senate  share  that  same  feel¬ 
ing.  However,  the  recommendation  set 
out  in  Public  Law  87-793  has  served  as  a 
detriment  to  the  Federal  employee, 
rather  than  to  his  advantage,  as  it  was 
intended  to. 

With  Congress  establishing  the  prin¬ 
cipal  of  a  yearly  salary  recommendation 
and  tJie  administration  establishing  the 
principal  of  wage  guidelines,  it  is  now  up 
to  each  and  every  Member  of  Congress 
to  recognize  the  full  scope  of  these  prin¬ 
cipals  and  to  see  that  they  serve  to 
achieve  true  comparability  with  private 
industry. 

I  have  stated  before,  Mr.  President, 
that  up  to  and  including  this  bill,  the 
principal  of  comparability  has  broken 
faith  with  union  and  Government  em¬ 
ployee  representatives  when  it  comes 
time  to  negotiate  salary  contracts.  Be¬ 
cause  of  the  administration’s  insistence 
that  Congress  adhere  to  so-called  guide¬ 
lines,  all  bargaining  power  and  rights  to 
negotiate  have  been  wiped  away. 

If  Congress  is  to  be  bound  by  govern- 
mentally  imposed  guidelines,  then,  Mr. 
President,  let  them  at  least  be  realistic 
ones  which  the  Federal  employee  can  live 
by.  This  would  eliminate  the  necessity 
for  these  persons  to  go  elsewhere  for 
gainful  monetary  employment.  I  have 
numerous  newspaper  and  magazine 
articles  sent  to  me  daily  by  Federal  em¬ 
ployees  pointing  out  where  this  union,  or 
a  particular  section  of  private  industry 
has  just  been  granted  anywhere  from  a 
3  y2 -percent  to  a  6-  or  even  7-percent  sal¬ 
ary  increase.  The  truth  of  the  matter  is 
that  where  Government  salary  negoti¬ 
ators  end  abruptly  at  3.2  percent,  that  is 
where  private  industry  starts  and  negoti¬ 
ates  upward. 

Mr.  President,  I  say  that  we  cannot 
-continue  to  permit  this  double  standard 
between  private  employees  and  Govern¬ 
ment  employees.  Too  much  dissension 
has  already  been  created.  Can  we  pos¬ 
sibly  expect  public  servants  to  be  equal 
on  less  than  comparable  pay? 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
pleased  to  have  this  opportunity  to  ad¬ 
dress  the  Senate  in  favor  of  the  Federal 


Employees’  Salary  Act  of  1966.  This  act 
is  an  exemplary  piece  of  legislation  com¬ 
bining  a  fiscal  responsibility  too  seldom 
seen  recently  in  Federal  financing  with 
an  urgently  needed  raise  in  pay  for  de¬ 
serving  Federal  employees. 

This  is  an  important  pay  adjustment 
bill,  but  it  is  equally  important  for  the 
Federal  Government  to  take  steps  to  as¬ 
sure  that  these  increases  are  not  eroded 
by  inflation  into  a  valueless  gesture. 

Let  us  simply  note  that  Federal  em¬ 
ployees  have  been  hurt  in  recent  months 
by  cost-of-living  increases  just  as  have 
all  Americans.  With  federally  induced 
inflation  running  at  nearly  5  percent  this 
year  the  average  American  family — in¬ 
cluding  employees  on  fixed  Federal  pay¬ 
rolls — will  lose  $1,124  in  purchasing 
power.  Over  the  last  5  years  the  same 
average  family  has  lost  a  total  of  $3,322 
in  purchasing  power  because  of  higher 
costs  of  living.  Since  1959  inflation  has, 
in  effect,  added  a  12  percent  “sales  tax’’ 
penalty  to  every  American’s  buying 
power.  Today’s  dollar  is  the  cheapest  in 
our  Nation’s  history.  It  is  worth  only  75 
cents  compared  to  the  1950  dollar  and 
only  44  cents  in  relation  to  the  1940 
dollar. 

Now,  we  have  heard  a  lot  of  people 
blamed  for  this  inflation  in  recent  weeks. 
But,  certainly,  nobody  can  legitimately 
blame  the  postman  or  the  soil  conserva¬ 
tion  worker  or  the  scientist  at  the  Na¬ 
tional  Institutes  of  Health  or  the  Vet¬ 
erans’  Hospital  employee  for  causing 
inflation.  Federal  employees  are  victims 
of  inflation  just  like  every  other  individ¬ 
ual  American.  We  cannot  expect  them 
to  bear  unaided  the  burdens  caused  by 
Federal  deficit  spending  policies  imple¬ 
mented  by  higher  Government  officials 
who  are  outside  the  civil  service  and 
postal  service. 

I  have  long  favored  responsible  legis¬ 
lation  granting  just  pay  increases  to  civil 
service  and  postal  employees.  I  voted 
for  the  1965  pay  adjustment  bill.  If  we 
are  to  continue  to  attract  the  high  cali¬ 
ber  of  people  needed  to  operate  the  ma¬ 
chinery  of  our  Government  and  to  ad¬ 
minister  the  laws  and  programs  we  all 
have  a  part  in  enacting,  then  we  must 
offer  those  people  salaries  and  fringe 
benefits  comparable  to  those  offered  in 
private  industry  and  business. 

This  Federal  Employees’  Salary  Act 
does  much  to  maintain  the  attractive¬ 
ness  of  a  career  in  Government  service. 
It  provides  for  an  average  pay  increase 
of  2.9  percent  which  is  within  the  Presi¬ 
dent’s  wage-price  guideline  limitation. 

Included  among  the  recipients  of  the 
raise  are  all  employees  subject  to  the 
four  statutory  schedules — the  general 
schedule  of  the  Classification  Act,  the 
postal  field  service  schedule,  and  the 
schedules  for  employees  in  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Medicine  and  Surgery  in  the 
Veterans’  Administration  and  the  For¬ 
eign  Service.  Employees  in  the  offices  of 
county  committees  under  the  Soil  Con¬ 
servation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act 
will  also  benefit  from  this  legislation. 
The  pay  raise  will  enable  these  Govern¬ 
ment  employees  to  meet  higher  Jiving 
costs  which  have  resulted,  in  part,  from 
other,  less  fiscally  responsible  Govern¬ 
ment  spending. 


The  bill  before  us  also  provides  for  an 
across-the-board  10-percent  increase  in 
the  annuities  of  widows  of  all  Federal 
employees  who  died  or  retired  prior  to 
the  Civil  Service  Retirement  Act  Amend¬ 
ments  of  October  1952.  This  increase 
will  go  to  the  group  receiving  the  small¬ 
est  average  annuity  at  the  present  time. 
It  provides  these  widows  with  an  im¬ 
mediate  and  greatly  needed  income  sup¬ 
plement  but  does  not  place  too  great  a 
burden  on  the  civil  service  retirement 
and  disability  fund  or  endanger  the  sol¬ 
vency  of  the  entire  program. 

Mr.  President,  may  I  just  add  that  I 
am  especially  pleased  that  this  legisla¬ 
tion  does  not  include  a  raise  in  the  pay  of 
Members  of  Congress  as  have  so  many 
earlier  Federal  pay-raise  bills.  In  the 
past,  I  have  felt  it  necessary  on  occasion 
to  vote  against  final  passage  of  bills  au¬ 
thorizing  what  I  felt  to  be  legitimate  pay 
increases  for  Federal  civilian  employees 
because  those  bills  have  been  burdened 
with  unnecessary,  unwarranted,  and  in¬ 
flationary  increases  in  the  already  ade¬ 
quate  pay  of  Members  of  Congi-ess.  In 
such  instances  I  always  have  supported 
attempts  to  amend  those  bills  so  as  to 
obtain  the  civilian  pay  increases  without 
the  congressional  increases. 

This  year  it  appears  that  the  lesson  has 
been  learned.  We  have  before  us  a  bill 
prudently  considered,  carefully  con¬ 
structed,  and  vitally  needed.  I  hope  we 
can  give  it  prompt  and  overwhelming 
approval. 

There  are  two  other  matters  of  con¬ 
cern  to  Federal  civilian  employees,  Mr. 
President,  which  I  would  like  to  call 
briefly  to  the  attention  of  the  Senate 
and  which  I  hope  we  can  deal  with  in 
subsequent  bills. 

One  is  the  matter  of  homeowners  fac¬ 
ing  serious  financial  losses  on  their 
property  because  the  Federal  installation 
they  serve  has  been  ordered  closed  down, 
and  they  must  move.  Last  year,  in  the 
housing  bill,  we  made  relief  programs 
available  for  these  hard-pressed  home- 
owners,  but  the  Defense  Department — 
perhaps  they  considered  it  a  part  of 
their  so-called  cost-reduction  program — 
refused  to  request  the  authorized  funds. 
So,  no  relief  was  forthcoming  as  Con¬ 
gress  intended. 

Once  again  this  year,  I  have  offered 
bills  to  accomplish  this  relief  for  both 
military  and  civilian  personnel.  I  have 
asked  the  Armed  Services  Committee  on 
which  I  served  to  coordinate  its  actions 
with  the  Housing  Subcommittee  on 
which  I  also  serve  and  to  study  promptly 
both  the  needs  and  existing  possible  solu¬ 
tions  to  the  housing  problems  of  Defense 
Department  personnel. 

I  have  also  introduced  a  bill  (S.  3571) 
providing  specific  assistance  for  home- 
owners  faced  with  base-closing  situa¬ 
tions.  The  first  part  of  this  bill  incor¬ 
porates  the  Defense  Department’s  own 
current  suggestions  that  it  at  least  share 
with  homeowners  the  losses  taken  by 
forced  sale  of  homes.  Additionally,  my 
bill  provides  that  such  homeowners  can 
secure  from  appropriate  Federal  agencies 
a  moratorium  on  mortgage  payments  for 
up  to  2  years.  And,  Federal  agencies 
would  be  required  to  assist  such  home- 
owners  with  the  sale  of  such  houses. 
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Too  much  time  has  been  wasted  on 
this  matter  already.  These  bills  deserve 
prompt  attention  and  favorable  action 
on  behalf  of  all  our  military  and  civilian 
defense  employees. 

In  addition,  Mr.  President,  I  support 
and  will  vote  for  H.R.  10607  when  it  comes 
before  the  Senate  later  this  week.  I  am 
a  cosponsor  of  the  Senate  version  of  this 
bill  which  would  bring  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment's  policies  on  reimbursement  of 
employees  for  moving  expenses  into  line 
with  the  policies  of  the  more  progressive 
industries. 

This  bill  provides  an  income-tax  ex¬ 
emption  for  reimbursement  expenses  in¬ 
curred  by  Federal  employees  transferred 
“at  the  pleasure  of  the  Government,” 
and  would  define  as  “reimbursable”  ex¬ 
penses  for  such  things  as  pretransfer 
travel  to  inspect  the  new  location,  pay 
during  the  period  of  the  move,  certain 
settling  expenses  and  other  costs. 

The  Civil  Service  Commission  has 
called  for  adoption  of  this  measure, 
along  with  the  General  Accounting  Of¬ 
fice  and  several  Federal  employee  orga¬ 
nizations. 

This  measure  is  vitally  needed  by  those 
who  by  nature  of  their  jobs  are  trans¬ 
ferred  from  time  to  time  and  from  city 
to  city.  These  transfers  are  hard  enough 
on  the  individual  families  who  have  to 
leave  old  friends  and  familiar  communi¬ 
ties  to  reestablish  themselves  elsewhere. 
At  the  same  time  these  moves  have  been 
very  hard  on  family  budgets. 

The  cost  of  moving  and  of  finding  a 
suitable  new  home  in  a  strange  town  is  a 
considerable  burden.  Many  private  com¬ 
panies  have  recognized  this  and  now  as¬ 
sist  their  employees  with  the  costs  of 
such  moves.  However,  previously  fam¬ 
ilies  have  been  forced  to  pay  income  taxes 
on  moving-reimbursement  funds  just  as 
if  it  were  additional  salary. 

Such  income  taxes  simply  reduce  the 
level  of  assistance  received  by  the  family 
and  mean  that  moving  reimbursements 
do  not  really  go  as  far  as  they  are  in¬ 
tended.  It  is  only  reasonable  that  this 
expense  money  be  exempt  from  income 
taxation,  and  that  is  the  purpose  of  H.R. 
10607.  It  should  be  promptly  enacted. 

So.  Mr.  President,  there  are  three  mat¬ 
ters  with  which  the  Senate  can  deal  soon 
to  assist  our  Federal  employees — the  pay 
bill,  the  moving  expenses  tax  exemption, 
and  the  homeowner  base-closing  assist¬ 
ance  measures.  I  hope  we  can  enact 
them  all. 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
pleased  to  have  this  opportunity  to  say 
a  few  words  in  support  of  the  Federal 
Employees  Salary  Act  in  general  and  in 
behalf  of  the  Alabama  Federation  of  Pos¬ 
tal  Clerks  in  particular. 

I  have  always  strongly  supported 
meaningful  and  realistic  legislation  in¬ 
tended  to  benefit  Federal  employees  and 
their  families.  These  dedicated  public 
servants  deserve  recognition  and  status 
in  their  respective  fields  of  endeavor 
much  the  same  as  honorable  men  and 
women  engaged  in  private  enterprise.  It 
is  absolutely  necessary  that  legislation 
be  enacted  to  provide  them  with  salaries 
and  fringe  benefits  commensurate  with 
their  counterparts  in  the  private  sector 


of  our  economy.  We  need  them  and  the 
stability  and  capability  they  possess. 

Therefore,  I  strongly  support  this  leg¬ 
islation  and  urge  my  colleagues  to  do 
likewise. 

I  would  like  to  take  a  few  minutes  to 
discuss  an  organization  that  has  contrib¬ 
uted  much  to  the  welfare  and  well-being 
of  all  the  people  of  Alabama.  While  I 
am  most  familiar  with  an  Alabama  or¬ 
ganization,  it  has  counterparts  in  every 
State  of  the  Union  which  render  an  in¬ 
valuable  service  to  our  people. 

The  Alabama  Federation  of  Postal 
Clerks  recently  held  their  40th  annual 
convention  in  Birmingham.  I  had  the 
honor  of  appearing  before  this  wonder¬ 
ful  group  and  learning  firsthand  of  the 
excellent  job  they  are  doing  throughout 
our  great  State. 

As  we  all  know,  postal  clerks  play  a 
vital  role  in  the  progress  of  our  modern 
American  economy.  Our  mail  volume 
increases  at  a  2.5  billion  rate  annually. 
Yet,  somehow,  each  year  the  postal  clerks 
rise  to  meet  this  challenge.  I  salute  them 
and  their  inventiveness  in  meeting  the 
rapidly  expanding  and  complex  problems 
of  this  technical  age. 

Too  often  we  have  a  tendency  to  take 
our  postal  system  for  granted.  We  have 
grown  so  accustomed  to  dropping  our 
correspondence  in  the  nearest  mailbox 
and  having  it  delivered  swiftly  and  ef¬ 
ficiently  that  we  frequently  fail  to  ap¬ 
preciate  the  amount  of  actual  work  that 
goes  into  its  delivery. 

Our  population  explosion  is  being  ac¬ 
companied  by  a  “mail  explosion.”  With 
this  “mail  explosion”  the  demands  are 
increasing  for  greater  skills  on  the  part 
of  those  persons  who  handle  the  mail. 
The  demand  is  also  increasing  for  more 
people  to  do  the  job. 

In  order  to  recruit  and  maintain  a  vital 
postal  service,  it  is  imperative  that  we 
create  a  progressive  environment  con¬ 
ducive  to  the  best  postal  service  possible. 
If  this  Nation  is  to  continue  to  maintain 
the  high-level  efficiency  of  the  postal 
service,  postal  workers  must  be  paid 
wages  comparable  to  wages  in  private  in¬ 
dustry. 

For  these  x-easons,  through  the  years  I 
have  searched  for,  sponsored,  and  voted 
for  legislation  which  has  provided  better 
salaries  and  better  fringe  benefits  for  our 
postal  workers.  I  expect  to  continue  to 
do  so. 

In  closing,  I  salute  the  Alabama  postal 
clerks,  and  I  know  that  they  will  meet 
the  challenge  of  the  “mail  explosion” 
cheerfully,  efficiency,  and  with  determi¬ 
nation. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  I  off¬ 
ered  amendments  to  the  pending  bill  and 
cast  votes  which  I  thought  would  improve 
the  bill.  The  bill  can  be  divided  into  two 
parts,  parts  that  are  good  and  parts 
that  are  bad.  I  have  concluded  finally 
that  I  shall  vote  for  the  bill  because  the 
good  is  in  excess  of  that  which  is  bad. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
having  been  read  the  third  time,  the 
question  is,  shall  it  pass? 

Mr.  MONRONEY.  Mr.  President,  on 
the  passage  of  the  bill,  I  ask  for  the  yeas 
and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 
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Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  before 
the  call  of  the  roll,  I  wonder  whether  the 
majority  leader  or  the  assistant  majority 
leader  could  say  what  the  schedule  will 
be  for  tomorrow  and  whether  it  is  ex¬ 
pected  to  take  up  the  so-called  child  nu¬ 
trition  bill  tonight. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  it  is 
anticipated  that  we  shall  take  up  Cal¬ 
endar  No.  1328,  S.  3035,  at  the  conclusion 
of  the  pending  business;  and  then  to  lay 
before  the  Senate  Calendar  No.  1326,  S. 
3112,  a  bill  to  amend  the  Clean  Air  Act, 
which  will  be  the  pending  business  for 
tomorrow. 

That  bill  will  be  followed  by  the  child 
nutrition  bill,  or  the  bill  to  amend  the 
National  School  Lunch  Act. 

Some  time  during  tomori’ow  after¬ 
noon,  it  is  hoped  that  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Georgia  [Mr.  Russell], 
chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Armed 
Services,  will  be  able  to  bring  before  the 
Senate  the  military  procurement  con¬ 
ference  report,  after  it  has  been  agreed 
to  by  the  House.  That,  by  the  way,  will 
place  the  military  on  the  same  basis  as 
the  civilian  employees  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment,  so  far  as  the  effective  date  of  the 
pay  raise  is  concerned. 

Mr.  RUSSELL  of  Georgia.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Montana  is  correct.  Under 
the  provisions  of  that  bill,  the  date  upon 
which  the  civilian  employee’s  pay  in¬ 
crease  becomes  effective  will  likewise  ap¬ 
ply  to  the  3 -percent  raise  allowed  those 
serving  in  the  Armed  Forces  of  the 
country. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  I  thank  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  Georgia. 


FEDERAL  EMPLOYEES  PAY  ACT  OF 
1966 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.R.  14122)  to  adjust  the 
rates  of  basic  compensation  of  certain 
employees  of  the  Federal  Government 
and  for  other  purposes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
having  been  read  the  third  time,  the 
question  is,  Shall  it  pass?  The  yeas  and 
nays  have  been  ordered,  and  the  clerk 
will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  announce 
that  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  [Mr. 
Anderson],  the  Senator  from  Tennessee 
[Mr.  Bass],  the  Senator  from  Pennsyl¬ 
vania  [Mr.  Clark],  the  Senator  from 
Connecticut  [Mr.  Dodd  I,  the  Senator 
from  Alaska  [Mr.  Gruening],  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Michigan  [Mr.  Hart],  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Oregon  [Mrs.  Neuberger]  and 
the  Senator  from  Missouri  [Mr.  Syming¬ 
ton]  are  absent  on  official  business. 

I  also  announce  that  the  Senator  from 
Illinois  [Mr.  Douglas],  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana  [Mr.  Ellender],  the  Senator 
from  New  York  [Mr.  Kennedy],  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Arkansas  [Mr.  McClellan], 
the  Senator  from  Rhode  Island  [Mr. 
Pastore],  the  Senator  from  Florida  [Mr. 
Smathers],  the  Senator  from  New  Jer¬ 
sey,  [Mr.  Williams]  are  necessarily  ab¬ 
sent. 

I  further  announce  that,  if  present  and 
voting,  the  Senator  from  Tennessee  [Mr. 
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Bass],  the  Senator  from  Pennsylvania 
[Mr.  Clark],  the  Senator  from  Connec¬ 
ticut  [Mr.  Dodd],  the  Senator  from  Illi¬ 
nois  [Mr.  Douglas],  the  Senator  from 
Alaska  [Mr.  Gruening],  the  Senator 
from  Michigan  [Mr.  Hart],  the  Senator 
from  New  York  [Mr.  Kennedy],  the 
Senator  from  Oregon  [Mrs.  Neuberger], 
the  Senator  from  Rhode  Island  [Mr. 
Pastore],  the  Senator  from  Florida  [Mr. 
Smathers]  and  the  Senator  from  New 
Jersey  [Mr.  Williams]  would  each  vote 
“yea.” 

Mr.  KTJCHEL.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Michigan  [Mr.  Griffin], 
the  Senator  from  Massachusetts  [Mr. 
Saltonstall],  and  the  Senator  from 
Wyoming  [Mr.  Simpson]  are  necessarily 
absent. 

The  Senator  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
Scott]  is  absent  because  of  illness. 

If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator 
from  Michigan  [Mr.  Griffin],  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Massachusetts  [Mr.  Salton¬ 
stall],  the  Senator  from  Pennsylvania 
[Mr.  Scott],  and  the  Senator  from 
Wyoming  [Mr.  Simpson]  would  each  vote 
“yea.” 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  81, 
nays  0,  as  follows: 

[No.  131  Leg.] 

YEAS— 81 


Aiken 

Hartke 

Morse 

Allott 

Hayden 

Morton 

Bartlett 

Hickenlooper 

Moss 

Bayh 

Hill 

Mundt 

Bennett 

Holland 

Murphy 

Bible 

Hruska 

Muskie 

Boggs 

Inouye 

Nelson 

Brewster 

Jackson 

Pearson 

Burdick 

Javits 

Pell 

Byrd,  Va. 

Jordan,  N.C'. 

Prouty 

Byrd,  W.  Va. 

Jordan,  Idaho 

Proxmire 

Cannon 

Kennedy,  Mass. 

Randolph 

Carlson 

Kuchel 

Ribicoff 

Case 

Lausche 

Robertson 

Church 

Long,  Mo. 

Russell,  S.C. 

Cooper 

Long,  La. 

Russell,  Ga. 

Cotton 

Magnuson 

Smith 

Curtis 

Mansfield 

Sparkman 

Dirksen 

McCarthy 

Stennis 

Dominick 

McGee 

Talmadge 

Eastland 

McGovern 

Thurmond 

Ervin 

McIntyre 

Tower 

Fannin 

Metcalf 

Tydings 

Fong 

Miller 

Williams,  Del. 

Fulbright 

Mondale 

Yarborough 

Gore 

Monroney 

Young,  N.  Dak. 

Harris 

Montoya 

NAYS — 0 

Young,  Ohio 

NOT  VOTING— 19 

Anderson 

Gruening 

Scott 

Bass 

Hart 

Simpson 

Clark 

Kennedy,  N.Y. 

Smathers 

Dodd 

McClellan 

Symington 

Douglas 

Neuberger 

Williams,  N.J. 

Ellender 

Pastore 

Griffin 

Saltonstall 

So  the  bill  (H.R.  14122)  was  passed. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  with 
the  unanimous  passage  of  the  pay  raise 
bill  today  the  employees  of  our  Federal 
Government  are  once  again  indebted  to 
the  distinguished  senior  Senator  from 
Oklahoma  [Mr.  Monroney]  for  his 
strong  and  articulate  leadership  on  their 
behalf.  So  often  has  he  devoted  his  vast 
and  able  efforts  to  their  welfare.  And 
once  again  he  has  achieved  success — 
overwhelming  success,  at  that. 

The  ranking  minority  member  of  the 
Committee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Serv¬ 
ice  [Mr.  Carlson]  is  similarly  to  be 
praised  for  his  unfailing  support  of  leg¬ 
islation  on  behalf  of  the  Nation’s  Federal 


workers.  The  pay  raise  victory  today  is 
just  another  triumph  in  a  long  line  of 
important  achievements  obtained  under 
his  highly  able  cooperative  leadership. 

Also  the  chairman  of  the  Postal  Affairs 
Subcommittee  [Mr.  Yarborough]  de¬ 
serves  commendation  for  his  long  and 
arduous  endeavors  both  in  committee 
and  on  the  floor  today.  He  indeed  is  to 
share  in  this  great  success. 

Other  Senators  of  course  contributed 
to  assure  unanimous  passage.  Particu¬ 
larly  noteworthy  was  the  characteris¬ 
tically  strong  and  able  support  of  the 
senior  Senators  from  Washington  [Mr. 
Magnuson]  and  Indiana  [Mr.  Hartke], 
who  were  joined  by  the  Senators  from 
New  York  [Mr.  Javits]  and  West  Vir¬ 
ginia  [Mr.  Randolph],  Additionally,  the 
able  minority  leader  [Mr.  Dirksen]  and 
the  Senators  from  Delaware  [Mr.  Wil¬ 
liams]  and  Ohio  [Mr.  Lausche]  are  to  be 
commended  for  making  orderly  and  effi¬ 
cient  action  a  certainty. 

To  the  Senate  as  a  whole  I  am  grateful 
once  again  for  uniting  in  a  cooperative 
effort  to  achieve  the  disposition  of  this 
measure  today. 

Mr.  TYDINGS.  Mr.  President,  this  is 
a  banner  day  for  Federal  employees. 
The  Senate  has  passed  not  only  the  Fed¬ 
eral  pay  raise  bill,  but  also  a  milestone 
piece  of  legislation  to  reimburse  Fed¬ 
eral  employees  for  their  moving  expenses 
when  their  Government  jobs  require 
them  to  move  to  another  locality. 

The  moving  expenses  bill  passed  to¬ 
day  is  virtually  identical  to  S.  2516, 
which  I  introduced  last  September  13. 
The  bill  passed  today,  H.R.  10607,  was 
introduced  in  the  House  by  Mr.  Rosen¬ 
thal.  S.  2516  was  its  Senate  companion. 

The  Federal  Government  is  making  an 
effort  as  never  before  to  improve  the 
quality  of  its  civil  servants  by  increas¬ 
ing  the  appeal  of  a  career  in  the  Govern¬ 
ment.  The  President,  as  is  well  known, 
has  sought  to  attract  to  the  Federal  serv¬ 
ice  the  most  valuable  and  capable  peo¬ 
ple  in  the  Nation,  and  to  retain  the  quali¬ 
fied  people  already  in  the  Federal  service. 
The  recent  pay  raises,  designed  to  bring 
our  Federal  salary  standards  closer  to 
those  of  the  private  sector  of  the  econ¬ 
omy,  are  another  example  of  the  efforts 
to  upgrade  our  civil  service.  A  third  ex¬ 
ample  is  provided  by  the  management 
intern  program  whose  goal  is  to  select 
and  train  promising  individuals  for  high 
Government  posts. 

These  are  worthwhile  steps  toward  a 
worthwhile  goal.  Our  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  must  attract  the  most  qualified 
personnel  possible.  The  problems  of  to¬ 
day  require  no  less. 

In  this  era,  an  efficient  government 
is  a  mobile  government.  The  functions 
of  the  Federal  Government  are  spread 
throughout  the  United  States.  Federal 
employees  frequently  must  move  so  as 
to  keep  the  performance  of  regional  of¬ 
fices  at  the  highest  level. 

Yet  more  and  more  Federal  employees 
are  reluctant  to  move,  even  with  the  in¬ 
centives  of  pay  grade  increases.  This  is 
so  because  there  is  a  definite,  sizable  gap 
between  what  it  costs  to  move  and  the 
amount  of  that  cost  which  is  assumed  by 
the  Federal  Government.  John  W.  Macy, 
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head  of  the  Civil  Service  Commission,  be¬ 
lieves  that  this  gap  is  the  most  important 
single  factor  in  the  reluctance  of  Govern¬ 
ment  employees  to  move.  Mr.  President, 
we  must  eliminate  that  gap. 

When  a  Federal  employee  is  asked  to 
move  for  the  improved  operation  of  the 
Government,  he  must  make  a  difficult  de¬ 
cision.  If  he  has  children,  he  must  take 
them  from  their  school  to  another,  a 
move  which  rarely  is  pleasant  for  any¬ 
one  concerned.  If  he  has  his  own  house, 
he  must  dispose  of  it.  This  always  in¬ 
volves  certain  costs  of  selling,  such  as 
closing  costs,  and  brokerage  fees.  It  may 
also  involve  a  loss  of  the  employees  equ¬ 
ity  investment.  To  find  a  new  home,  he 
must  make  a  househunting  trip  at  his 
own  expense. 

When  an  employee  moves,  he  must  pay 
his  family’s  living  expenses  while  enroute 
from  the  old  home  to  the  new.  If,  by 
the  time  he  is  required  to  begin  work  in 
his  new  location,  he  has  not  found  per¬ 
manent  lodgings,  he  must  occupy  tem¬ 
porary  quarters,  often  at  quite  consider¬ 
able  expense — his  own  expense.  If  his 
new  quarters  are  such  that  he  cannot 
find  room  for  ail  of  his  household  goods, 
he  must  store  much  of  his  furniture — • 
again  at  his  own  expense. 

I  do  not  think  it  fair  to  the  employee 
or  in  the  best  interest  of  the  Government 
to  require  him  to  bear  these  expenses 
himself.  Almost  all  large  businesses  of¬ 
fer  their  employees  generous  moving  al¬ 
lowances.  If  the  Federal  Government 
expects  to  compete  with  private  industry 
for  qualified  personnel  it  must  not  lag 
behind  industry  in  the  consideration 
given  to  the  moving  expenses  of  its  em¬ 
ployees. 

Nonetheless,  we  cannot  repay  Federal 
employees  for  the  intangible  and  psycho¬ 
logical  costs  of  moving  from  their  circle 
of  friends,  for  the  difficulties  their  chil¬ 
dren  suffer  when  they  move  from  one 
school  to  another,  for  the  unpleasantness 
of  tearing  up  their  roots  in  the  com¬ 
munity.  To  absorb  these  social  costs,  we 
must  depend  upon  the  devotion  of  Fed¬ 
eral  employees  to  their  Government. 

But,  Mr.  President,  we  should  do  what 
we  can  to  mitigate  this  financial  burden 
upon  employees  who  are  required  to  re¬ 
locate. 

The  Civil  Service  Commission  has 
surveyed  those  employees  who  moved  for 
the  good  of  the  Government  in  fiscal 
1962.  The  conclusions  cry  for  action. 
More  than  4  out  of  5  employees  lost 
money  on  their  moves,  and  the  losses 
were  significant.  The  average  loss  was 
$558.  Approximately  17  percent  of  the 
movers  lost  more  than  $1,000.  The  aver¬ 
age  loss  on  closing  costs  for  selling  a 
home  was  $677.  Needless  to  say,  Federal 
employees  are  generally  not  rich  men. 

Both  the  Civil  Service  Commission  and 
the  President  are  anxious  to  see  the 
burden  of  moving  lifted  from  the  shoul¬ 
ders  of  the  Government  employee.  I 
agree  with  them,  and  accordingly  I  sub¬ 
mitted  S.  2516  to  make  our  Federal  serv¬ 
ice  more  equitable,  more  mobile,  and 
more  efficient. 

Accordingly,  I  am  extremely  pleased 
that  the  Senate  has  now  cleared  this  bill 
for  the  President’s  signature. 
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4*£lOGRAM  for  the  preservation 

OF  ADDITIONAL  HISTORIC  PROP¬ 
ERTIES  THROUGHOUT  THE  NA¬ 
TION 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  Senate 
proceed  to  the  consideration  of  Calendar 
No.  1328,  S.  3035. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
will  be  stated  by  title. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  A  bill  (S. 
3035)  to  establish  fkprogram  for  preser¬ 
vation  of  additional\historic  properties 
throughout  the  Natiwq,  and  for  other 
purposes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  present  consideration  of 
the  bill? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  bill,  which  had 
been  reported  from  the  CommiRee  on 
Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  with,  an 
amendment  to  strike  out  all  after\,he 
enacting  clause  and*  insert: 

The  Congress  finds  and  declares — 

(a)  that  the  spirit  and  direction  of  the 
Nation  are  founded  upon  and  reflected  in  its 
historic  past; 

(b)  that  the  historical  and  cultural  foun¬ 
dations  of  the  Nation  should  be  preserved  as 
a  living  part  of  our  community  life  and  de¬ 
velopment  in  order  to  give  a  sense  of  orienta¬ 
tion  to  the  American  people; 

(c)  that,  in  the  face  of  ever-increasing  ex¬ 
tensions  of  urban  centers,  highways,  and 
residential,  commercial,  and  industrial  devel¬ 
opments,  the  present  governmental  and  non¬ 
governmental  historic  preservation  programs 
and  activities  are  inadequate  to  insure  fu¬ 
ture  generations  a  genuine  opportunity  to 
appreciate  and  enjoy  the  rich  heritage  of  our 
Nation;  and 

(d)  that,  whereas  the  major  burdens  of  his¬ 
toric  preservation  have  been  borne,  and 
major  efforts  initiated  by  private  agencies 
and  individuals,  and  both  should  continue 
to  play  a  vital  role,  it  is  nevertheless  neces¬ 
sary  and  appropriate  for  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  to  accelerate  its  historic  preserva¬ 
tion  programs  and  activities,  and  to  assist 
State  and  local  governments  and  the  Na¬ 
tional  Trust  for  Historic  PreservatiBn  in  the 
United  States  to  expand  and  accelerate  their 
historic  preservation  programs  and  activities. 

TITLE  I 

Sec.  101.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
is  authorized — 

(1)  to  expand  and  maintain  a  national, 
register  of  districts,  sites,  buildings,  struck 
tures,  and  objects  significant  in  Americto 
history,  architecture,  archeology,  and  culture, 
hereinafter  referred  to  as  the  National  Regis¬ 
ter,  and  to  grant  funds  to  States  for  tke  pur¬ 
pose  of  preparing  comprehensive  Ratewide 
historic  surveys  and  plans,  in  accordance 
with  criteria  established  by  tly/  Secretary 
for  the  preservation,  acquisition,  and  de¬ 
velopment  of  such  propertiesnAnd 

(2)  to  establish  a  program  of  matching 

grants-in-aid  to  States,  an o  to  the  National 
Trust  for  Historic  Preservation  in  the  United 
States,  chartered  by  Act  of  Congress  ap¬ 
proved  October  26,  1949  (63  Stat.  927),  as 
amended,  for  projects  having  as  their  pur¬ 
pose  the  preservation  for  public  benefit  of 
properties  that  are  significant  in  American 
history,  architecture,  archeology,  and  cul¬ 
ture.  / 

(b)  As  used  in  this  Act — 

(1)  The  term  “State”  includes,  in  addition 
to  the  several  States  of  the  Union,  the  Dis¬ 
trict  oRcolumbia,  the  Commonwealth  of 
PuertofiRico,  the  Virgin  Islands,  Guam,  and 
Amepican  Samoa. 

,  The  term  “project”  means  programs 
oy  State  and  local  governments  and  other 


public  bodies  and  private  organizations  and 
individuals  for  the  acquisition  of  title  or  in¬ 
terests  in,  and  for  the  development  of,  any 
district,  site,  building,  structure,  or  object 
that  is  significant  in  American  history,  archi¬ 
tecture,  archeology,  and  culture,  or  property 
used  in  connection  therewith,  and  for  its 
development  in  order  to  assure  the  preserva¬ 
tion  for  public  benefit  of  any  such  historical 
properties. 

(3)  The  term  “historic  preservation"  in¬ 
cludes  the  protection,  rehabilitation,  restora¬ 
tion,  and  reconstruction  of  districts,  sites, 
buildings,  structures,  and  objects  significant 
in  American  history,  architecture,  archeol¬ 
ogy,  or  culture. 

(4)  The  terms  “Secretary”  means  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  the  Interior. 

Sec.  102.  (a)  No  grant  for  a  project  may 
be  made  under  this  Act — 

(1)  unless  application  therefore  is  sub¬ 
mitted  to  the  Secretary  in  accordance  with 
regulations  and  procedures  prescribed  by 
him; 

(2)  unless  the  application  is  in  accordance 
with  the  comprehensive  statewide  historic 
preservation  plan  which  has  been  approved 
by  the  Secretary  after  considering  its  rela¬ 
tionship  to  the  comprehensive  statewide  out¬ 
door  recreation  plan  prepared  pursuant  to 

e  Land  and  Water  Conservation  Fund  Act 
ofvJ965  (78  Stat.  897); 

(59  for  more  than  50  per  centum  of  t: 
total\cost  of  the  project,  as  determined /y 
the  Se\etary  and  his  determination  sha>I  be 
final; 

(4)  unless  the  grantee  has  agreed  1 6  make 
such  reports,  in  such  form  and  containing 
such  information  as  the  Secretarjj/may  from 
time  to  time  acquire; 

(5)  unless  tN  grantee  has  /greed  to  as 
sume,  after  completion  of  tjte  project,  the 
total  cost  of  the  continued Maintenance,  re¬ 
pair,  and  administration  an  the  property  in 
a  manner  satisfactorySto/the  Secretary;  and 

(6)  until  the  granttXhas  complied  with 
such  further  terms  smd\conditions  as  the 
Secretary  may  deem/ necessary  or  advisable. 

(b)  The  Secretory  may  n»  his  discretion 
waive  the  requh/ments  of  Subsection  (a), 
paragraphs  (2 Rand  (5)  of  this  section  for 
any  grant  foyprojects  under  thiVAct  to  the 
National  TRst  for  Historic  Preservation  in 
the  UniteRstates,  in  which  case  a  grant  to 
the  Nat  Rial  Trust  may  include  funds  for 
the  maintenance,  repair,  and  administration 
of  the/property  in  a  manner  satisfactory  to 
the  ^Secretary. 

)  No  State  shall  be  permitted  to  utiliz' 
tye  value  of  real  property  obtained  before 
e  date  of  approval  of  this  Act  in  meeting 
the  remaining  cost  of  a  project  for  which  a 
grant  is  made  under  this  Act. 

Sec.  103.  (a)  The  amounts  appropriated 
and  made  available  for  grants  to  the  States 
for  comprehensive  statewide  historic  sur¬ 
veys  and  plans  under  this  Act  shall  be  appor¬ 
tioned  among  the  States  by  the  Secretary  on 
the  basis  of  needs  as  determined  by  him: 
Provided,  however,  That  the  amount  granted 
to  any  one  State  shall  not  exceed  50  per 
centum  of  the  total  cost  of  the  comprehen¬ 
sive  statewide  historic  survey  and  plan  for 
that  State,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary. 

(b)  The  amounts  appropriated  and  made 
available  for  grants  to  the  States  for  projects 
under  this  Act  for  each  fiscal  year  shall  be 
apportioned  among  the  States  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  in  accordance  with  needs  as  disclosed 
in  approved  statewide  historic  preservation 
plans. 

The  Secretary  shall  notify  each  State  of  its 
apportionment,  and  the  amounts  thereof 
shall  be  available  thereafter  for  payment  to 
such  State  for  projects  in  accordance  with 
the  provisions  of  this  Act.  Any  amount  of 
any  apportionment  that  has  not  been  paid  or 
obligated  by  the  Secretary  during  the  fiscal 
year  in  which  such  notification  is  given,  and 
for  two  fiscal  years  thereafter,  shall  be  reap¬ 


portioned  by  the  Secretary  in  accordance  with 
this  subsection. 

Sec.  104.  (a)  No  grant  may  be  made 
the  Secretary  for  or  on  account  of  any 
vey  or  project  under  this  Act  with  respegt  to 
which  financial  assistance  has  been  given  or 
promised  under  any  other  Federal  program, 
or  activity,  and  no  financial  assistance  may 
be  given  under  any  other  Federal  program 
or  activity  for  or  on  account  of/any  survey 
or  project  with  respect  to  whjch  assistance 
has  been  given  or  promised  uiraer  this  Act. 

(b)  In  order  to  assure  consistency  in  poli¬ 
cies  and  actions  under  tms  Act  with  other 
related  Federal  programs'  and  activities,  and 
to  assure  coorqination/bf  the  planning,  ac¬ 
quisition  and  deveLepment  assistance  to 
States  under  this  Act  with  other  related  Fed¬ 
eral  programs  ancr  activities,  the  President 
may  issue  such/  regulations  with  respect 
thereto  as  he/deems  desirable,  and  such 
assistance  mR  be  provided  only  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  Rich  regulations. 

Sec.  105/The  beneficiary  of  assistance 
under  thjfe  Act  shall  keep  such  records  as  the 
Secretary  shall  prescribe,  including  records 
which/full  disclose  the  disposition  by  the 
beneficiary  of  the  proceeds  of  such  as- 
sisjrance,  the  total  cost  of  the  project  or 
idertaking  in  connection  with  which  such 
isistance  is  given  or  used,  and  the  amount 
and  nature  of  that  portion  of  the  cost  of  the 
project  or  undertaking  supplied  by  other 
sources,  and  such  other  records  as  will  facili¬ 
tate  an  effective  audit. 

Sec.  106.  The  head  of  any  Federal  agency 
having  direct  or  indirect  jurisdiction  over  a 
proposed  Federal  or  federally  assisted  project 
in  any  State  shall,  prior  to  the  approval  of 
the  expenditure  of  any  Federal  funds  on  the 
project,  take  into  account  the  effect  of  the 
project  on  any  district,  site,  building,  struc¬ 
ture,  or  object  that  is  included  in  the  Na¬ 
tional  Register,  and,  if  any  such  historical 
properties  are  affected,  report  such  effect  to 
the  National  Advisory  Council  on  Historic 
Preservation  established  under  title  II  of  this 
Act  for  its  consideration.  There  shall  be  a 
sixty-day  waiting  period,  beginning  on  the 
date  a  report  is  made  to  the  National  Ad¬ 
visory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation,  be¬ 
fore  Federal  funds  may  be  expended  for  the 
project  concerned. 

Sec.  107.  There  are  authorized  to  be  ap¬ 
propriated  not  to  exceed  $2,000,000  to  carry 
out  the  provisions  of  this  title  for  fiscal  year 
1967,  and  not  more  than  $10,000,000  for  each 
of  the  three  succeeding  fiscal  years.  Such 
appropriations  shall  be  available  for  the 
financial  assistance  authorized  by  this  title 
^nd  for  the  administrative  expenses  of  the 
«;retary  in  connection  therewith,  and  shall 
re^iin  available  until  expended. 

TITLE  H 

Sec  301.  (a)  There  is  established  a  National 
Advisory..  Council  on  Historic  Preservation 
(hereinafter  referred  to  as  the  “Council") 
which  shalM>e  composed  of  seventeen  mem¬ 
bers  as  follows: 

(1)  The  Secretary  of  the  Interior. 

(2)  The  Secretary  of  Housing  and  Urban 
Development.  \ 

(3)  The  Secretary  of  Commerce. 

(4)  The  Administrator  of  the  General 
Services  Administration. 

(5)  The  Secretary  ofyhe  Treasury. 

(6)  The  Attorney  General. 

(7)  The  Chairman  of  the  National  Trust 
for  Historic  Preservation.  \ 

(8)  Two  appointed  by  the  president  from 
a  panel  of  at  least  four  Go\crnors  sub¬ 
mitted  by  the  Governors’  conference. 

(9)  Two  appointed  by  the  President  from 
a  panel  of  at  least  four  mayors  submitted 
jointly  by  the  United  States  Conference  of 
Mayors  and  the  National  League  of  OUaes. 

(10)  One  appointed  by  the  President  mi 
a  panel  of  at  least  two  county  officials  sub¬ 
mitted  by  the  National  Association  of  Couni 
ties. 


■» 


10.  RECREATION. 


Sen.  Nelson  spoke  in  favor  of  the  bill  to  establish  a  program 
the  preservation  of  additional  historic  properties  throughout  the  Nation,  /  pp, 
14539-40  7 


STATION,  TRANSFERS .  Sen.  Tower  commended  passage  of  legislation  to 
reimbursement  of  certain  moving  expenses  of  Government  employees. 


pro; 


ade  for 
14540 


13. 

14. 


EDUCATION.  \  Sen.  Dominick  commended  and  inserted  a  speech,  "Aidina/Higher 
Education  Through  Income  Tax  Credits  for  Tuitions  and  Gifts."  pp.  14556-61 

LIVESTOCK.  Sen\  Tower  inserted  a  resolution  favoring  an  expansion  of  facili¬ 
ties  of  the  Packers  and  Stockyards  Division  of  this  Department,  p.  14542 


PARITY  PRICES.  Sen\  Church  commended  and  inserted  an  artjpcle  praising  the  role 
of  Sen.  McGovern  in  xhrafting  and  sponsoring  recently  parsed  S.  Con.  Res.  88, 
relative  to  parity  pr\ces  for  agricultural  commodities;  pp.  14540-1 


HOUSE 


15. 


16. 


17. 


SCREW-WORM.  Concurred  in  Senate  amendments  to  H./R.  14888,  to  authorize  this 
Department  to  cooperate  in  s^rew-worm  eradication  in  Mexico.  This  bill  will 
now  be  sent  to  the  President.  \p.  14625 


PERSONNEL;  PAY.  Concurred  in  Senate  amendments  to  H.  R.  14122,  the  proposed 
Federal  Employees’  Salary  Act  of  1966.  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the 
President,  pp.  14637-43,  14705 


FOREIGN  AID.  Began  debate  on  H.  R.  1! 
pp.  14644-64,  14695 


the  foreign  aid  authorization  bill, 


18. 


|\ 

9 

_  * 


20. 


21. 


22. 


LANDS.  A  subcommittee  of  the  Int^ior  and  Ihsular  Affairs  Committee  approved 
for  full  committee  consideration  S.  1674,  amended,  to  authorize  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  to  make  disposition  of  geothertaal  steam  and  associated  geo¬ 
thermal  resources  (including/certain  Forest  Ser^ce  lands),  p.  D611 

WATER  AND  AIR  POLLUTION.  Rep,  Clarence  J.  Brown,  Jh, ,  spoke  in  support  of  his 
bill,  H.  R.  16078,  to  aLlow  an  incentive  tax  credit  or  the  cost  of  construc¬ 
tion  of  facilities  for /the  control  of  water  and  air  pollution,  p.  14625 

RECLAMATION.  Rep.  Saylor  commended  and  inserted  an  article  opposing  the  pro¬ 
posed  construction /of  Central  Arizona  project  dams  on  thex'Colorado  River, 
p.  14626  7 

FOOD  IRRADIATIOJJ,  Reps.  Price  and  Bates  praised  the  possible  long-range  bene¬ 
fits  of  food  ^irradiation  and  urged  additional  research  and  development  in  this 
area.  pp.  14668-70  ' 

TRUTH- IN- PACKAGING.  Rep.  Arends  stated  that  there  is  "some  merit"  i^,  the  truth- 
in-packaging  bill  but  that  he  does  not  believe  "that  the  Secretary  ofvCommerce 
should/have  the  authority  to  compel  uniformity  in  packaging,"  and  inserted  an 
article  on  the  subject,  pp.  14671-2 

IN^RGOVERNMENTAL  RELATIONS.  Rep.  Younger  inserted  a  speech,  "Federal  Grani 
id  the  Decline  of  the  Federal  System."  pp.  14672-6 


24.  WAR  ON  POVERTY.  Rep.  Gibbons  commended  the  Jobs  Corps  and  other  aspects  of  th 
\  war  on  poverty  and  inserted  some  articles  on  the  subject,  pp.  14703-5 


25.  DEMONSTRATION  CITIES.  Rep,  Hansen,  Iowa,  inserted  an  American  Institute  ai 
Architects  resolution  favoring  the  demonstration  cities  program  as  included 
in  h\  R.  15890,  the  proposed  Housing  and  Urban  Development  Act  of  1966/  p. 
14701 


ITEMS  IN  APPENDIX 


26.  RECREATION.  Sen.  Randolph  inserted  Sen.  Byrd's  article  describing  the  beauty 
of  the  Spruce \nob- Seneca  Rocks  National  Recreation  Area.  p,/A3605 


27.  WORLD  HUNGER.  RepV  Hanna  inserted  an  article,  "World  Hunge 
perity."  pp.  A362X-7 


Enemy  of  Pros- 


28.  PERSONNEL.  Rep.  GubseX inserted  a  speech,  "What  Price/Competence?",  discussing 
the  problem  of  attracting  the  best  possible  people  into  Government  service, 
pp.  A3633-4  \  /  9 


29.  FARMERS.  Extension  of  remark^  of  Rep.  Cal lan  commending  and  inserting  an  arti¬ 
cle,  "The  American  Farmer- -Goo^ Bless  Him,"  p/ A3637 


30.  WATERSHEDS.  Extension  of  remarksxjf  Rep.  Bandstra  expressing  his  "deep  concern 
over  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget's  recently  Adopted  policy  with  regard  to  new 
projects  under  the  U.  S.  Soil  Conservation  Service  watershed  program."  p. 
A3641  •  • 


31.  FOREIGN  AID;  WHEAT.  Speech  in  the  Hduse  by  Rep.  Ashbrook  questioning  the 

President's  proposal  to  give  India'' wheat, Xmd  inserting  an  article,  "India: 
Too  Poor  To  Be  Ef fective--Too  Big  To  Be  Ignored."  pp.  A3646-9 


BILLS  INTRODUCED 


32.  LOANS.  S.  3606  by  Sen.  TalXadge,  to  provide  assistance  to  first  processors  o 
agricultural  commodities /who  have  suffered  substantial  losses  because  of  the 
economic  impact  of  comn)Odity  programs  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture;  to 
Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee. 


33.  PESTICIDES.  S.  3608/ by  Sen.  Nelson,  to  prohibit  the  sale  shipment  for  use 
in  the  United  States  of  the  chemical  compound  known  as  D.D.\. ;  to  Agriculture 
and  Forestry  Conmittee.  Remarks  of  author  pp.  14517-526 


34.  FISH  PROTEIN.  /  H.  R.  16145  by  Rep.  Hanna  and  H.  R.  16173  by  Rep.  'Tapper,  to 

authorize  tne  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  develop,  through  the  use  of  experi¬ 
ment  and  demonstration  plants,  practicable  and  economic  means  for  the  produc¬ 
tion  byythe  commercial  fishing  industry  of  fish  protein  concentrate; \to  Mer¬ 
chant  Marine  and  Fisheries  Committee.  Remarks  of  Rep.  Hanna,  pp.  14701&-1 


35.  EDUCATION.  H.  R.  16142  by  Rep.  Ford,  to  amend  Public  Law  874,  81st  Congre^ 
with  respect  to  the  administration  of  certain  federally  operated  schools; 


Education  and  Labor  Committee. 
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My  12,  1966 

off  \ggression,  and  in  achieving  the 
peaceNand  preserving  it  for  ourselves,  the 
free  world  and  our  posterity. 

Mr.  RWERS  of  South  Carolina.  Mr. 
Speaker,  \have  no  further  requests  for 
time.  \ 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  move  the  previous  ques¬ 
tion.  \ 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The  SPEAKEte  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  tne  conference  report. 

The  question  w^s  taken,  and  the 
Speaker  announced  \hat  the  ayes  ap¬ 
peared  to  have  it.  \ 

Mr.  RIVERS  of  Soutrv  Carolina.  Mr. 
Speaker,  on  that  I  demand  the  yeas  and 
nays.  \ 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  question  was  taken;  Vnd  there 
were — yeas  358,  nays  2,  not  voting  72,  as 


follows : 

[Roll  No.  159] 

Abernethy 

YEAS— 358 

Clevenger 

Grider  \ 

Adair 

Collier 

Griffiths  \ 

Adams 

Conte 

Gross  \ 

Addabbo 

Cooley 

Grover  \ 

Albert 

Corbett 

Gubser 

Anderson,  HI. 

Craley 

Gurney 

Anderson, 

Culver 

Hagan,  Ga. 

Tenn. 

Curtin 

Haley 

Andrews, 

Curtis 

Hall 

George  W. 

Daddario 

Halleck 

Andrews, 

Dague 

Halpern 

Glenn 

Daniels 

Hamilton 

Andrews, 

Davis,  Ga. 

Hanley 

N.  Dak. 

Davis,  Wis. 

Hanna 

Annunzio 

Dawson 

Hansen,  Iowa 

Arends 

de  la  Garza 

Hardy 

Ashbrook 

Dent 

Harvey,  Ind. 

Ashley 

Denton 

Hathaway 

Ashmore 

Derwinskl 

Hawkins 

AspinaU 

Devine 

Hays 

Ayres 

Dickinson 

Hebert 

Barrett 

Diggs 

Hechler 

Bates 

Di>’gell 

Helstoski 

Battin 

Dole 

Henderson 

Beckworth 

Do'-ohue 

Herlong 

Belcher 

Dorn 

Hicks 

Bennett 

Dowdy 

Holifield 

Berry 

Dulski 

Holland 

Betts 

Duncan,  Oreg. 

Horton 

Bingham 

Duncan,  Tenn. 

Hosmer 

Blatnik 

Dwyer 

Howard 

Boggs 

Dyal 

Hull 

Boland 

Edmondson 

Hungate 

Bolling 

Edwards,  Ala. 

Huot 

Bolton 

Edwards,  Calif. 

Hutchinson 

Bow 

Erlenborn 

Ichord 

Brademas 

Evans,  Colo. 

Irwin 

Bray 

Everett 

Jacobs 

Brock 

Fallon 

Jarman 

Brooks 

Farbstein 

Jennings  / 

Broomfield 

Fascell 

Joelson  / 

Brown,  Clar¬ 

Feighan 

Johnson,  CaWr. 

ence  J.,  Jr. 

Findley 

Johnson,  Qua. 

Broyhill,  N.C. 

Fino 

Johnson, /a. 

Broyhill,  Va. 

Flood 

Jonas  y 
Jones/&o. 

Buchanan 

Fogarty 

Burke 

Foley 

Jone/  N.C. 

Burleson 

Ford,  Gerald  R. 

Kai/ten 

Burton,  Calif. 

Ford, 

K/Xh 

Burton,  Utah 

William  D. 

icastenmeier 

Byrne,  Pa. 

Fountain  , 

/kee 

Byrnes,  Wis. 

Fraser  / 

Keith 

Cabell 

Frelinghuys/n 

Kelly 

Cahill 

Friedel  / 

King.  Calif. 

Callan 

Fulton,  Bft. 

King,  Utah 

Cameron 

Fuqua  / 

Kirwan 

Carey 

Gallaamer 

Kluczynski 

Carter 

Gat  bln  ga 

Kornegay 

Casey 

Ge/ys 

Krebs 

Cederberg 

Glaimo 

Kunkel 

Chamberlain 

yGibbons 

Kupferman 

Chelf  . 

/  Gilbert 

Langen 

Clancy  / 

Gonzalez 

Latta 

Clark  / 

Goodell 

Leggett 

Clausen,  / 

Grabowskl 

Lennon 

Don  Hr 

Gray 

Lipscomb 

Clawson,  Del 

Green,  Pa, 

Long,  La. 

Cleveland 

Greigg 

Long,  Md. 

Love 

Patten. 

Sikes 

McCarthy 

Pelly 

Sisk 

McClory 

Pepper 

Skubitz 

McCulloch 

Perkins 

Slack 

McDade 

Philbin 

Smith,  Calif. 

McDowell 

Pickle 

Smith,  N.Y. 

McEwen 

Pike 

Springer 

McGrath 

Pirnie 

Stafford 

McMillan 

Poage 

Staggers 

McVicker 

Poff 

Stalbaum 

Macdonald 

Price 

Stanton 

MacGregor 

Pucinski 

Stratton 

Machen 

Purcell 

Stubblefield 

Mackay 

Quie 

Sullivan 

Mackie 

Quillen 

Sweeney 

Madden 

Race 

Talcott 

Mahon 

Randall 

Taylor 

Mailliard 

Redlin 

Teague,  Calif. 

Marsh 

Rees 

Teague,  Tex. 

Martin,  Mass. 

Reid,  HI. 

Tenzer 

Martin,  Nebr. 

Reid,  N.Y. 

Thomas 

Matthews 

Reifel 

Thomson,  Wis. 

May 

Reinecke 

Todd 

Meeds 

Reuss 

Tupper 

Michel 

Rhodes,  Ariz. 

Tuten 

Miller 

Rhodes,  Pa. 

Udall 

Minish 

Rivers,  S.C. 

Utt 

Minshall 

Roberts 

Vanik 

Mize 

Rodino 

Vigorito 

Moeller 

Rogers,  Colo. 

Vivian 

Monagan 

Rogers,  Fla. 

Waggonner 

Moore 

Rogers,  Tex. 

Waldie 

Moorhead 

Ronan 

Walker,  N.  Mex. 

Morgan 

Roncalio 

Watkins 

Morrison 

Rooney,  N.Y. 

Watson 

sMorse 

Rooney,  Pa. 

Watts 

Morton 

Rosenthal 

Weltner  , 

Mosher 

Rostenkowski 

Whalley  / 

Mdl^s 

Roudebush 

White,  Idahy 

Muller 

Roush 

White,  Tex/ 

Murphy,  M. 

Roybal 

Whitener/ 

MurplrV  N.Y. 

Rumsfeld 

Widnall/ 

Natcher\ 

Ryan 

Williai/s 

Nedzi  \ 

Satterfield 

Wilson,  Bob 

Nelsen  \ 

St  Germain 

Wil/on, 

Nix  \ 

St.  Onge 

jcharles  H. 

O’Brien  \ 

Saylor 

Wolff 

O’Hara,  HI.  ‘ 

\Schisler  . 

AVright 

O’Hara,  Mich. 

Nschneebell  / 

Wyatt 

Olson,  Minn. 

Schweiker  / 

Wydler 

O’Neill,  Mass. 

Sdcrest  / 

Yates 

Ottinger 

SelsUm  / 

Young 

Passman 

Shipley/ 

Younger 

Patman 

Shriv^f 

NAY$^— 2 

Zablocki 

Brown,  Calif. 

Cohelan  \ 

*OT  VOTHTCh- 
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Abbitt  / 

Gilligan  \ 

Powell 

Bandstra  / 

Green,  Oreg. 

\Rcsnick 

Baring  / 

Hagen,  Calif. 

Slivers,  Alaska 

Bell  / 

Hansen,  Idaho 

I^bison 

Callaway 

Hansen,  Wash. 

Scheuer 

Celle/ 

Harsha 

Schfiaidhauser 

Cohner 

Harvey,  Mich. 

Scott\ 

Conable 

Jones,  Ala. 

Sennerv 

Conyers 

Keogh 

Sickles  \ 

/Corman 

King,  N.Y. 

Smith,  Imva 

Cramer 

Laird 

Smith,  Va\ 

Cunningham 

Landrum 

Steed  \ 

Delaney 

McFall 

Stephens  \ 

Dow 

Martin,  Ala. 

Thompson,  N.J^ 

Downing 

Mathias 

Thompson,  Tex 

Edwards,  La. 

Matsunaga 

Toll 

Ellsworth 

Mills 

Trimble 

Evins,  Tenn. 

Mink 

Tuck 

Farnsley 

Morris 

Tunney 

Farnum 

Murray 

Ullman 

Fisher 

O’Konski 

Van  Deerlin 

Flynt 

Olsen,  Mont. 

Walker,  Miss. 

Fulton,  Tenn. 

O’Neal,  Ga. 

Whitten 

Garmatz 

Pool 

Willis 

So  the  conference  report  was  agreed 
to. 

The  Clerk  announced  the  following 
pairs : 

Mr.  Keogh  with  Mr.  Laird. 

Mrs.  Hansen  of  Washington  with  Mr 
O’Konski. 

Mr.  Garmatz  with  Mr.  Mathias. 

Mr.  Delaney  with  Mr.  King  of  New  York 
Mr.  Corman  with  Mr.  Bell. 

Mr.  Parnum  with  Mr.  Harvey  of  Michigan. 
Mr.  Gllligan  with  Mr.  Cunningham. 


Mr.  Landrum  with  Mr.  Cramer. 

Mr.  Thompson  of  New  Jersey  with  Mr. 
Conable.  > 

Mr.  Evins  of  Tennessee  with  Mr.  Hansen 
of  Idaho.  / 

Mr.  Smith  of  Virginia  with  Mr.  Martin  of 
Alabama.  / 

Mr.  Sickles  with  Mr.  Harsha.  / 

Mr.  Bandstra  with  Robison.  / 

Mr.  McPall  with  Mr.  Ellsworth.  / 

Mr.  Rivers  of  Alaska  with  MryCallaway. 

Mr.  Flynt  with  Mr.  Walker  of/Mississippi. 

Mr.  O’Neal  of  Georgia  with  Mr.  Smith  of 
Iowa.  / 

Mr.  Senner  with  Mr.  Sc ott. 

Mr.  Jones  of  Alabama/With  Scheuer. 

Mr.  Baring  with  Mr. /owell. 

Mr.  Pool  with  Mr.  Bfesnick. 

Mr.  Matsunaga  w/xh  Mr.  Tuck. 

Mr.  Trimble  with  Mr.  Toll. 

Mr.  Celler  witt/Mr.  Conyers. 

Mr.  Downing^ with  Mr.  Dow. 

Mr.  Edwanrfs  of  Louisiana  with  Mrs.  Green. 
Mr.  Morrjt  with  Mrs.  Mink. 

Mr.  Milis  with  Mr.  Ullman. 

Mr.  Thompson  of  Texas  with  Mr.  Stephens. 
Mr.  JBteed  with  Mr.  Murray. 

Mj/  Van  Deerlin  with  Mr.  Willis. 

Mr.  Farnsley  with  Mr.  Fulton  of  Tennessee. 
/Mr.  Colmer  with  Mr.  Fisher. 

/  Mr.  Tunney  with  Mr.  Whitten. 

Mr.  Olsen  of  Montana  with  Mr.  Schmid- 
hauser. 

Mr.  Hagen  of  California  with  Mr.  Abbitt. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 


GENERAL  LEAVE  TO  EXTEND 

Mr.  RIVERS  of  South  Carolina.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
all  Members  may  have  5  legislative  days 
in  which  to  extend  their  remarks  on  the 
bill  just  passed. 


AN  ACT  TO  ADJUST  THE  RATES  OF 

BASIC  COMPENSATION  OF  CER¬ 
TAIN  EMPLOYEES  OF  THE  FED¬ 
ERAL  GOVERNMENT 

Mr.  MORRISON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  take  from  the 
Speaker’s  desk  the  bill  (H.R.  14122),  an 
act  to  adjust  the  rates  of  basic  compensa¬ 
tion  of  certain  employees  of  the  Federal 
Government  and  for  other  purposes, 
with  a  Senate  amendment  thereto,  and 
concur  in  the  Senate  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  Clerk  read  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ment,  as  follows: 

Strike  out  all  after  the  enacting  clause 
and  insert:  “That  this  Act  may  be  cited 
as  the  ‘Federal  Salary  and  Fringe  Benefits 
Act  of  1966’. 

“TITLE  I - EXECUTIVE  BRANCH 

" Short  title 

“Sec.  101.  This  title  may  be  cited  as  the 
‘Federal  Employees  Salary  Act  of  1966’. 
‘‘Employees  subject  to  Classification  Act  of 
1949 

“Sec.  102.  (a)  Section  603(b)  of  the  Clas¬ 
sification  Act  of  1949,  as  amended  (79  Stat. 
1111;  5  TJ.S.C.  1113(b) ) ,  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows : 

‘“(b)  The  compensation  schedule  for  the 
General  Schedule  shall  be  as  follows: 
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•“FOURTH  CLASS  OFFICE  SCHEDULE 


“  ‘  Revenue  units 

Per  annum  rates  and  steps 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

30  but  fewer  than  30 . . 

$4,  019 

$4, 152 

$4,  285 

$4,418 

$4,  551 

$4,  684 

$4,  817 

$4,  950 

$5, 083 

$5,  216 

$5,  349 

$5, 482 

24  but  fewer  than  30. . . 

3,715 

3,837 

3,  959 

4,081 

4,203 

4,  325 

4,447 

4,569 

4,691 

4,  813 

4,935 

5, 057 

18  hut  fewer  than  24  . 

3,064 

3. 168 

3,272 

3, 376 

3,  480 

3,  584 

3.688 

3,792 

3, 896 

4,000 

4, 104 

4,  208 

12  but  fewer  than  18 . 

2,407 

2,  485 

2,  563 

2,  641 

2,  719 

2,  797 

2,875 

2,953 

3,031 

3,109 

3, 187 

3,  265 

6  but  fewer  than  12 . 

1,736 

1,791 

1,846 

1,901 

1, 956 

2,011 

2,  066 

2, 121 

2,176 

2,  231 

2,286 

2,341 

Fewer  than  6 . . . 

1,  398 

1,  443 

1,488 

1,533 

1,578 

1,623 

1,668 

1,713 

1,758 

1,803 

1,848 

1,893’ 

“(d)  The  basic  compensation  of  each  em¬ 
ployee  subject  to  the  Postal  Field  Service 
Schedule,  the  Rural  Carrier  Schedule,  or  the 
Fourth  Class  Office  Schedule  immediately 
prior  to  the  effective  date  of  this  section 
shall  be  determined  as  follows: 

"(1)  Each  employee  shall  be  assigned  to 
the  same  numerical  step  for  his  position 
which  he  had  attained  immediately  prior  to 
such  effective  date.  If  changes  in  levels  or 
steps  would  otherwise  occur  on  such  effec¬ 
tive  date  without  regard  to  enactment  of  this 
Act,  such  changes  shall  be  deemed  to  have 
occurred  prior  to  conversion. 

“(2)  If  the  existing  basic  compensation  is 
greater  than  the  rate  to  which  the  employee 
is  converted  under  paragraph  (1)  of  this 
subsection,  the  employee  shall  be  placed  in 
the  lowest  step  which  exceeds  his  basic  com¬ 
pensation.  If  the  existing  basic  compensa¬ 
tion  exceeds  the  maximum  step  of  his  posi¬ 
tion,  his  existing  basic  compensation  shall 
be  established  as  his  basic  compensation. 
"Employees  in  the  Department  of  Medicine 
and  Surgery  of  the  Veterans  Administra¬ 
tion 

“Sec.  105.  Section  4107  of  title  38,  United 
States  Code,  relating  to  grades  and  pay  scales 
for  certain  positions  within  the  Department 
of  Medicine  and  Surgery  of  the  Veterans’ 
Administration,  is  amended  to  read  as  fol¬ 
lows: 

"  ’§  4107.  Grades  arid  pay  scales 

“‘(a)  The  per  annum  full-pay  scale  or 
ranges  for  positions  provided  in  section  4103 
of  this  title,  other  than  Chief  Medical  Direc¬ 
tor  and  Deputy  Chief  Medical  Director,  shall 
be  as  follows: 

"  ' Section  4103  schedule 
"  ‘Assistant  Chief  Medical  Director,  $25,890. 
“  ‘Medical  Director,  $22,760  minimum  to 
$25,800  maximum. 

“  ‘Director  of  Nursing  Service,  $17,550 
minimum  to  $23,013  maximum. 

“  ‘Director  of  Chaplain  Service,  $17,550 
minimum  to  $23,013  maximum. 

“  ‘Chief  Pharmacist,  $17,550  minimum  to 
$23,013  maximum. 

“  ‘Chief  Dietitian,  $17,550,  minimum  to 
$23,013  maximum. 


“  ‘(b)  (1)  The  grades  and  per  annum  fuU- 
pay  ranges  for  positions  provided  in  para¬ 
graph  ( 1 )  of  section  4104  of  this  title  shall  be 
as  follows: 

“  ‘Physician  and  dentist  schedule 

“  ‘Director  grade,  $20,075  minimum  to  $25,- 
435  maximum.  — 

“  'Executive  grade,  $18,730  minimum  to 
$24,355  maximum. 

“  ‘Chief  grade,  $17,550  minimum  to  $23,013 
maximum. 

“  ‘Senior  grade,  $15,106  minimum  to  $19,813 
maximum. 

“  ‘Intermediate  grade,  $12,873  minimum  to 
$16,905  maximum. 

“  ‘Full  grade,  $10,927  minimum  to  $14,338 
maximum. 

“  ‘Associate  grade,  $9,221  minimum  to 
$12,056  maximum. 

"  ‘Nurse  schedule 

“  ‘Assistant  Director  grade,  $15,106  mini¬ 
mum  to  $19,813  maximum. 

"  ‘Chief  grade,  $12,873  minimum  to  $16,905 
maximum. 

“  ‘Senior  grade,  $10,927  minimum  to  $14,338 
maximum. 

“  ‘Intermediate  grade,  $9,221  minimum  to 
$12,056  maximum. 

“  ‘Full  grade,  $7,696  minimum  to  $10,045 
maximum. 

“  ‘Associate  grade,  $6,730  minimum  to 
$8,749  maximum. 

“  ‘Junior  grade,  $5,867  minimum  to  $7,649 
maximum. 

“‘(2)  No  person  may  hold  the  director 
grade  unless  he  is  serving  as  a  director  of 
a  hospital,  domiciliary,  center,  or  outpatient 
clinic  (independent).  No  person  may  hold 
the  executive  grade  unless  he  holds  the  posi¬ 
tion  of  chief  of  staff  at  a  hospital,  center,  or 
outpatient  clinic  (independent),  or  the  posi¬ 
tion  of  clinic  director  at  an  outpatient  clinic, 
or  comparable  position.' 

"Foreign  service  officers;  staff  officers 
and  employees 

“Sec.  106.  (a)  The  fourth  sentence  of  sec¬ 
tion  412  of  the  Foreign  Service  Act  of  1946, 
as  amended  (22  U.S.C.  867),  is  amended  to 
read  as  follows:  ‘The  per  annum  salaries  of 
Foreign  Service  officers  within  each  of  the 
other  classes  shall  be  as  follows : 


"Class  1 . . 

$23, 935 
19, 333 

$24,  770 
20,004 

$25,  890 
20,  675 

Class  2 . . 

$21,  347 

$22, 018 

$22,  689 

$23, 360 

Class  3 . .  ...  ...  . 

15,  841 

16,  391 

16,941 

17,  491 

18,  041 

18,  591 

19, 141 
15, 561 

Class  4. _ _ 

12, 873 

13,  321 

13,  769 

14,  217 

14,  665 

15, 113 

Class  5... . .  .  ...  _  ..  _ 

10,  602 

10,  970 

11,338 

11,  706 

12, 074 

12,  442 

12, 810 

Class  6. . . . .  .  . 

8,843 

9,147 

9,  451 

9;  755 

10,  059 

10, 363 

10, 667 

Class  7. . .  .  _ 

7,  473 
6,451 

7,  724 

7, 975 

8,226 

8,  477 

8,  728 

8,  979 

Class  8 _  _ 

6,664 

6,877 

7,090 

7,303 

7,516 

7, 729’’ 

“(b)  The  second  sentence  of  subsection 
(a)  of  section  415  of  such  Act  (22  U.S.C. 
870(a) )  is  amended  to  read  as  follows:  ‘The 


per  annum  salaries  of  such  staff  officers  and 
employees  within  each  class  shall  be  as  fol¬ 
lows: 


“Class  1. . .  . 

$15,  841 

$16, 391 

$16,  941 

$17, 491 

$18, 041 

$18,  591 

$19, 141 

$19, 691 

$20,  241 

$20,  791 

Class  2 _ _ 

12,  873 

13,  321 

13,  769 

14,  217 

14, 665 

15, 113 

15,  561 

16, 009 

16,  457 

16,  905 

Class  3... . . 

10, 602 

10,  970 

11,338 

11,  706 

12,  074 

12,442 

12,810 

13, 178 

13,  546 

13.  914 

Class  4 _ _ 

8,843 

9, 147 

9,  451 

9,  755 

10,  059 

10, 363 

10,  667 

10, 971 

11,  275 

11,  579 

Class  5 _ 

7,974 

8,246 

8,518 

8, 790 

9,062 

9,334 

9,606 

9,  878 

10, 150 

10,  422 

Class  6. . . . . 

•  7,  201 

7,441 

7,681 

7,921 

8, 161 

8,401 

8,641 

8,881 

9,121 

9, 361 

Class  7 . . . . 

6,614 

6,  832 

7,050 

7,268 

7,  486 

7,  704 

7,  922 

8,140 

8,  358 

8,  576 

Class  8  ..  . . . 

6, 853 

6, 051 

6,249 

6,  447 

6,645 

6,843 

7,041 

7,239 

7,437 

7,635 

Class  9 . . 

6, 341 

5,  517 

6,693 

6,869 

6,045 

6,221 

6,397 

6,573 

6,749 

6,925 

Class  10 _ _ 

<776 

4,936 

5,096 

5,256 

6,416 

6,676 

6,736 

5,896 

6,056 

6,  216’’ 

"(c)  Foreign  Service  officers,  Reserve  offi¬ 
cers,  and  Foreign  Service  staff  officers  and 
employees  who  are  entitled  to  receive  basic 
compensation  immediately  prior  to  the  effec¬ 
tive  date  of  this  section  at  one  of  the  rates 
provided  by  section  412  or  415  of  the  Foreign 
Service  Act  of  1946  shall  receive  basic  com¬ 
pensation,  on  and  after  such  effective  date, 
at  the  rate  of  their  class  determined  to  be 
appropriate  by  the  Secretary  of  State. 

“ Agricultural  stabilization  and  conservation 
county  committee  employees 
“Sec.  107.  Tire  rates  of  compensation  of 
persons  employed  by  the  county  committees 
established  pursuant  to  section  8(b)  of  the 
Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment 
Act  (16  U.S.C.  590h(b))  shall  be  increased 
by  amounts  equal,  as  nearly  as  may  be  prac¬ 
ticable,  to  the  increases  provided  by  section 
102(a)  of  this  title  for  corresponding  rates  of 
compensation. 

"Salary  rates  fixed  by  administrative  action 
“Sec.  108.  (a)  The  rates  of  basic  compen¬ 
sation  of  assistant  United  States  attorneys 
whose  basic  salaries  are  fixed  pursuant  to 
section  508  of  title  28,  United  States  Code, 
shall  be  increased,  effective  on  the  effective 
date  of  section  102  of  this  title,  by  amounts 
equal,  as  nearly  as  may  be  practicable,  to  the 
increases  provided  by  section  102(a)  of  this 
title  for  corresponding  rates  of  compensation. 

“(b)  Notwithstanding  section  3679  of  the 
Revised  Statutes,  as  amended  (31  U.S.C.  665) , 
the  rates  of  compensation  of  officers  and  em¬ 
ployees  of  the  Federal  Government  and  of 
the  municipal  government  of  the  District  of 
Columbia  whose  rates  of  compensation  are 
fixed  by  administrative  action  pursuant  to 
law  and  are  not  otherwise  increased  by  this 
Act  are  hereby  authorized  to  be  increased, 
effective  on  the  effective  date  of  section  102 
of  this  title,  by  amounts  not  to  exceed  the 
increases  provided  by  this  title  for  corre¬ 
sponding  rates  of  compensation  in  the  ap¬ 
propriate  schedule  or  scale  of  pay. 

“(c)  Nothing  contained  in  this  section 
shall  be  held  or  considered  to  authorize  any 
increase  in  the  rates  of  compensation  of  offi¬ 
cers  and  employees  whose  rates  of  compensa¬ 
tion  are  fixed  and  adjusted  from  time  to  time 
as  nearly  as  is  consistent  with  the  public 
interest  in  accordance  with  prevailing  rates 
or  practices. 

"(d)  Nothing  contained  in  this  section 
shall  affect  the  authority  contained  in  any 
law  pursuant  to  which  rates  of  compensation 
may  be  fixed  by  administrative  action. 

"Effective  dates 

“Sec.  109.  This  title  shall  become  effective 
as  follows: 

“‘(1)  This  section  and  sections  101,  103, 
and  108  shall  become  effective  on  Vhe  date 
of  enactment  of  this  Act. 

“  ‘(2)  Sections  102,  104,  105,  106,  and  107 
shall  become  effective  on  the  first  day  of  the 
first  pay  period  which  begins  on  or  after 
July  1,  1966.’ 

“TITLE  II - JUDICIAL  BRANCH 

"Short  title 

“Sec.  201.  This  title  may  be  cied  as  the 
‘Federal  Judicial  Salary  Act  of  1966’. 

"Judicial  branch  employees 
"Sec.  202.  (a)  The  rates  of  basic  compen¬ 
sation  of  officers  and  employees  in  or  under 
the  judicial  branch  of  the  Government  whose 
rates  of  compensation  are  fixed  by  or  pur¬ 
suant  to  paragraph  (2)  of  subdivision  a  of 
section  62  of  the  Bankruptcy  Act  (11  U.S.C. 
102(a)(2)),  section.  3656  of  title  18,  United 
States  Code,  the  third  sentence  of  section 
603,  sections  671  to  675,  inclusive,  or  section 
604(a)(5),  of  title  28,  United  States  Code, 
insofar  as  the  latter  section  applies  to  graded 
positions,  are  hereby  increased  by  amounts 
reflecting  the  respective  applicable  increases 
provided  by  section  102(a)  of  title  I  of  this 
Act  in  corresponding  rates  of  compensation 
for  officers  and  employees  subject  to  the 
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Classification  Act  of  1949.  as  amended.  The 
rates  of  basic  compensation  of  officers  and 
employees  holding  ungraded  positions  and 
whose  salaries  are  fixed  pursuant  to  such  sec¬ 
tion  604(a)  (6)  may  be  increased  by  the 
amounts  reflecting  the  respective  applicable 
increases  provided  by  section  102(a)  of  title 
I  of  this  Act  in  corresponding  rates  of  com¬ 
pensation  for  officers  and  employees  subject 
to  the  Classification  Act  of  1949,  as  amended. 

“(b)  The  limitations  provided  by  applica¬ 
ble  law  on  the  effective  date  of  this  section 
with  respect  to  the  aggregate  salaries  pay¬ 
able  to  secretaries  and  law  clerks  of  circuit 
and  district  judges  are  hereby  increased  by 
amounts  which  reflect  the  respective  appli¬ 
cable  increases  provided  by  section  102(a) 
of  title  I  of  this  Act  in  corresponding  rates 
of  compensation  for  officers  and  employees 
subject  to  the  Classification  Act  of  1949,  as 
amended. 

“(c)  Section  753(e)  of  title  28,  United 
States  Code  (relating  to  the  compensation  of 
court  reporters  for  district  courts) ,  is 
amended  by  striking  out  the  existing  salary 
limitation  contained  therein  and  inserting 
a  new  limitation  which  reflects  the  respective 
applicable  increases  provided  by  section  102 
(a)  of  title  I  of  this  Act  in  corresponding 
rates  of  compensation  for  officers  and  em¬ 
ployees  subject  to  the  Classification  Act  of 
1949,  as  amended. 

“Effective  dates 

“Sec.  203.  This  title  shall  become  effective 
as  follows : 

“(1)  This  section  and  section  201  shall 
become  effective  on  the  date  of  enactment 
of  this  Act. 

“(2)  Section  202  shall  become  effective  on 
the  first  day  of  the  first  pay  period  which 
begins  on  or  after  July  1, 1966. 

“TITLE  ni - LEGISLATION  BRANCH 

“Short  title 

“Sec.  301.  This  title  may  be  cited  as  the 
“Federal  Legislative  Salary  Act  of  1966”. 

“Legislative  branch  employees 

“Sec.  302.  (a)  Except  as  otherwise  pro¬ 
vided  in  this  title,  each  officer  or  employee 
in  or  under  the  legislative  branch  of  the 
Government,  whose  rate  of  compensation  is 
increased  by  section  5  of  the  Federal  Em¬ 
ployees  Pay  Act  of  1946,  shall  be  paid  addi¬ 
tional  compensation  at  the  rate  of  2.9  per 
centum  of  his  gross  rate  of  compensation 
(basic  compensation  plus  additional  com¬ 
pensation  authorized  by  law) . 

“(b)  The  total  annual  compensation  in 
effect  immediately  prior  to  the  effective  date 
of  this  section  of  each  officer  or  employee  of 
the  House  of  Representatives,  whose  com¬ 
pensation  is  disbursed  by  the  Clerk  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  and  is  not  in¬ 
creased  by  reason  of  any  other  provision  of 
this  section,  shall  be  increased  by  2.9  per 
centum.  Notwithstanding  section  303  of 
this  title  or  any  other  provision  of  this  sec¬ 
tion,  the  total  annual  compensation  of  the 
Clerk  of  the  House  of  Representatives  and 
the  Sergeant  at  Arms  of  the  House  of  Rep¬ 
resentatives,  respectively,  shall  be  an  amount 
which  is  equal  to  the  total  annual  compen¬ 
sation  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Senate  and 
the  Sergeant  at  Arms  of  the  Senate,  respec¬ 
tively. 

“(c)  The  rates  of  compensation  of  em¬ 
ployees  of  the  House  of  Representatives 
whose  compensation  is  fixed  by  the  House 
Employees  Schedule  under  the  House  Em¬ 
ployees  Position  Classification  Act  (78  Stat. 
1079-1084;  Public  Law  88-652;  2  U.S.C.  291- 
303),  including  each  employee  subject  to 
such  Act  whose  compensation  is  fixed  at  a 
saved  rate,  are  hereby  increased  by  amounts 
equal,  as  nearly  as  may  be  practicable,  to  the 
increases  provided  by  subsection  (a)  of  this 
section. 

"(d)  The  additional  compensation  pro¬ 
vided  by  this  section  shall  be  considered  a 
part  of  basic  compensation  for  the  purposes 


of  the  Cfivil  Service  Retirement  Act  (5  U.S.C. 
2251  and  following). 

“(e)  This  section  shall  not  apply  with  re¬ 
spect  to  the  compensation  of  student  con¬ 
gressional  interns  authorized  by  House  Res¬ 
olution  416,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  and  the 
compensation  of  employees  whose  compen¬ 
sation  is  fixed  by  the  House  Wage  Schedule 
under  the  House  Employees  Position  Classi¬ 
fication  Act. 

“(f)  The  basic  compensation  of  each  em¬ 
ployee  in  the  office  of  a  Senator  is  hereby 
adjusted,  effective  on  the  first  day  of  the 
month  following  the  date  of  enactment  of 
this  Act,  to  the  lowest  multiple'of  $60  which 
will  provide  a  gross  rate  of  compensation  not 
less  than  the  gross  rate  such  employee  was 
receiving  immediately  prior  thereto,  except 
that  the  foregoing  provisions  of  this  subsec¬ 
tion  shall  not  apply  in  the  case  of  any  em¬ 
ployee  if  on  or  before  the  fifteenth  day  fol¬ 
lowing  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act,  the 
Senator  by  whom  such  employee  is  employed 
notifies  the  disbursing  office  of  the  Senate  in 
writing  that  he  does  not  wish  such  provi¬ 
sions  to  apply  to  such  employee.  No  em¬ 
ployee  whose  basic  compensation  is  adjusted 
under  the  subsection  shall  receive  any  addi¬ 
tional  compensation  under  subsection  (a) 
for  any  period  prior  to  the  effective  date  of 
such  adjustment  during  which  such  em¬ 
ployee  was  employed  in  the  office  of  the  Sen¬ 
ator  by  whom  he  is  employed  on  the  first  day 
of  the  month  following  the  enactment  of 
this  Act.  No  additional  compensation  shall 
be  paid  to  any  person  under  subsection  (a) 
for  any  period  prior  to  the  first  day  of  the 
month  following  the  date  of  enactment  of 
this  Act  during  which  such  person  was  em¬ 
ployed  in  the  office  of  a  Senator  (other  than 
a  Senator  by  whom  he  is  employed  on  such 
day)  unless  on  or  before  the  fifteenth  day 
following  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act 
such  Senator  notifies  the  disbursing  office 
of  the  Senate  in  writing  that  he  wishes  such 
employee  to  receive  such  additional  compen¬ 
sation  for  such  period.  In  any  case  in 
which,  at  the  expiration  of  the  time  within 
which  a  Senator  may  give  notice  under  this 
subsection,  such  Senator  is  deceased,  such 
notice  shall  be  deemed  to  have  been  given. 

“(g)  Notwithstanding  the  provision  re¬ 
ferred  to  in  subsection  (h) ,  the  rates  of  gross 
compensation  of  the  Secretary  for  the  Ma¬ 
jority  of  the  Senate,  the  Secretary  for  the 
Minority  of  the  Senate,  the  Chief  Reporter 
of  Debates  of  the  Senate,  the  Parliamen¬ 
tarian  of  the  Senate,  the  Senior  Counsel  in 
the  Office  of  the  Legislative  Counsel  of  the 
Senate,  the  Chief  Clerk  of  the  Senate,  the 
Chaplain  of  the  Senate,  and  the  Postmaster 
and  Assistant  Postmaster  of  the  Senate  are 
hereby  increased  by  2.9  per  centum. 

“(h)  The  paragraph  imposing  limitations 
on  basic  and  gross  compensation  of  officers 
and  employees  of  the  Senate  appearing  un¬ 
der  the  heading  ‘SENATE’  in  the  Legislative 
Appropriation  Act.  1956,  as  amended  (74 
Stat.  304;  Public  Law  86-568) ,  is  amended 
by  striking  out  ‘$23,770’  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  ‘$24,460’. 

“(i)  The  limitation  on  grosS  rate  per  hour 
per  person  provided  by  applicable  law  on  the 
effective  date  of  this  section  with  respect  to 
the  folding  of  speeches  and  pamphlets  for 
the  Senate  is  hereby  increased  by  2.9  per 
centum.  The  amount  of  such  increase  shall 
be  computed  to  the  nearest  cent,  counting 
one-half  cent  and  over  as  a  whole  cent.  The 
provisions  of  subsection  (a)  of  this  section 
shall  not  apply  to  employees  whose  compen¬ 
sation  is  subject  to  such  limitation. 

"Salary  increase  limitation 

“Sec.  303.  No  rate  of  compensation  shall 
be  Increased,  by  reason  of  the  enactment  of 
this  title,  to  an  amount  in  excess  of  the 
salary  rate  now  or  hereafter  in  effect  for 
level  V  of  the  Federal  Executive  Salary 
Schedule. 
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" Effective  dates 
“Sec.  304.  This  title  shall  become  effective 
as  follows: 

“(1)  This  section  and  section  301  shall 
become  effective  on  the  date  of  enactment 
of  this  Act. 

“(2)  Sections  302  and  303  shall  become 
effective  on  the  first  day  of  the  first  pay 
period  which  begins  on  or  after  July  1,  1966. 

“TITLE  IV - MISCELLANEOUS  PROVISIONS 

“Salary  steps  for  certain  employees  trans¬ 
ferred  to  postal  field  service 
“Sec.  401.  Section  3551  of  title  39,  United 
States  Code,  is  amended  by  adding  at  the 
end  thereof  the  following  new  subsection: 

“‘(c)  The  Postmaster  General  may  ap¬ 
point  or  advance  any  Federal  employee  who, 
together  with  his  function,  is  transferred, 
prior  to,  on,  or  after  the  date  of  enactment 
of  this  subsection,  to  a  post  office  or  other 
postal  installation  at  or  to  (1)  the  minimum 
rate  for  his  position,  or  (2)  any  higher  rate 
for  his  position  which  is  less  than  one  full 
step  above  the  highest  rate  of  compensation 
received  by  him  immediately  prior  to  such 
transfer.’. 

“Postal  seniority  adjustments 
“Sec.  402.  (a)  The  Postmaster  General 
shall  advance  any  employee  in  the  postal 
field  service 

“(1)  who  was  promoted  to  a  higher  level 
between  July  9,  1960,  and  October  13,  1962; 

“(2)  who  is  senior  with  respect  to  total 
postal  service  to  an  employee  in  the  same 
post  office  promoted  to  the  same  level  on  or 
after  October  13,  1962,  and  is  on  the  effective 
date  of  this  section  in  a  step  in  the  same 
level  below  the  step  of  the  junior  employee; 
and 

“(3)  whom  the  Postmaster  General  deter¬ 
mines  is  in  the  same  craft  and  same  branch 
of  the  Post  Office  Service  as  such  Junior 
employee. 

Such  advancement  by  the  Postmaster  Gen¬ 
eral  shall  be  to  the  highest  step  which  is 
held  by  any  such  junior  employee.  Any  in¬ 
crease  under  the  provisions  of  this  subsec¬ 
tion  shall  not  constitute  an  equivalent  in¬ 
crease  and  credit  earned  prior  to  adjustment 
under  this  subsection  for  advancement  to 
the  next  step  shall  be  retained. 

"(b)  Section  3552  of  title  39,  United 
States  Code,  is  amended  by  deleting  sub¬ 
section  (d) . 

“Special  delivery  messengers 
“Sec.  403.  Section  3542(c)  of  title  39, 
United  States  Code,  is  amended — 

“(1)  by  striking  out  ‘7  cents  per  mile  or 
major  fraction  thereof”  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  ‘10  cents  per  mile  or  major  fraction 
thereof’;  and 

“(2)  by  striking  out  ‘90  cents  per  hour’ 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  ‘$1.25  per  hour’. 

“Overtime 

“Sec.  404.  (a)  Section  201  of  the  Federal 
Employees  Pay  Act  of  1945,  as  amended  (5 
U.S.C.  911) ,  is  amended— 

“  ( 1 )  by  inserting  ‘or,  with  the  exception  of 
employees  engaged  in  professional  or  tech¬ 
nical  engineering  or  scientific  activities  for 
whom  the  first  forty  hours  of  duty  in  an 
administrative  workweek  is  the  basic  work¬ 
week  and  employees  whose  basic  compen¬ 
sation  exceeds  the  minimum  rate  of  grade 
GS-10  of  the  Classification  Act  of  1949,  as 
amended,  for  whom  the  first  forty  hours  of 
duty  in  an  administrative  workweek  is  the 
basic  workweek,  in  excess  of  eight  hours  in 
a  day’  immediately  following  ‘in  excess  of 
forty  hours  in  any  administrative  workweek’; 
and 

“(2)  by  striking  out  ‘grade  GS-9’  wherever 
it  occurs  therein  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
‘grade  GS-10’. 

“(b)  Section  202  of  such  Act,  as  amended 
(5  U.S.C.  912),  is  amended  by  striking  out 
‘grade  GS-9’  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 

'grade  GS-10’. 
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"(c)  Section  401  of  such  Act,  as  amended 
(5  U.  S.C.  926) ,  is  amended  by  striking  out 
‘grade  GS-9’  wherever  it  occurs  therein  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  ‘grade  GS-10’. 

"(d)  Subsections  (b)  and  (c)  of  section 
3573  of  title  39,  United  States  Code,  are 
amended  by  striking  out  ‘level  PFS-7’  and 
‘level  PFS-8’,  wherever  appearing  therein, 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  ‘level  PFS-10’ 
and  ‘level  PF3-11’,  respectively. 

" Sunday  premium  pay 
"Sec.  405.  (a)  The  heading  of  title  III  of 
the  Federal  Employees  Pay  Act  of  1945,  as 
amended,  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"  ‘TITLE  III - COMPENSATION  FOR  NIGHT,  SUN¬ 

DAY,  AND  HOLIDAY  WORK* 

"(b)(1)  Section  302  of  such  Act,  as 
amended  (5  U.S.C.  922),  is  redesignated  as 
section  303  of  such  Act. 

"(2)  Any  reference  in  any  provision  of 
law  to  section  302  of  the  Federal  Employees 
Pay  Act  of  1945,  which  is  redesignated  as 
section  303  of  such  Act  by  paragraph  (1)  of 
this  subsection,  shall  be  held  and  considered 
to  refer  to  section  303  of  such  Act,  as  so 
redesignated. 

"(c)  Title  III  of  such  Act,  as  amended  (5 
U.S.C.  921  and  following) ,  is  amended  by  in¬ 
serting  immediately  following  section  301 
thereof  the  following: 

“  'Compensation  for  Sunday  work 
•'  ‘Sec.  302.  Any  regularly  scheduled  eight- 
hour  period  of  service  which  is  not  overtime 
work  as  defined  in  section  201  of  this  Act 
any  part  of  which  is  performed  within  the 
period  commencing  at  midnight  Saturday 
and  ending  at  midnight  Sunday  shall  be 
compensated  for  the  entire  period  of  service 
at  the  rate  of  basic  compensation  of  the 
officer  or  employee  performing  such  work  plus 
premium  compensation  at  a  rate  equal  to  25 
per  centum  of  his  rate  of  basic  compensation.’ 

"(d)  Section  401  ( 1 )  of  such  Act,  as  amend¬ 
ed  (5  U.S.C.  926(1) ) ,  is  amended  by  inserting 
Sunday,’  immediately  following  the  word 
‘night’. 

"(e)  Section  401(2)  of  such  Act  as  amend¬ 
ed  (5  U.S.C.  926(2) ) ,  is  amended — 

“(1)  by  inserting  in  the  first  sentence 
thereof  *,  on  Sundays,’  immediately  following 
the  words  ‘duty  at  night’;  and 

“(2)  by  inserting  in  the  second  sentence 
thereof  ‘Sunday,’  immediately  following 
‘night,’. 

“(f)  The  first  paragraph  of  section  23  of 
the  Independent  Offices  Appropriation  Act, 
1935,  as  amended  (5  U.S.C.  673c) ,  is  amended 
by  inserting  immediately  before  the  period 
at  the  end  thereof  the  following:  ‘:  Pro¬ 
vided  further,  That  employees  subject  to  this 
section  whose  regular  work  schedule  includes 
an  eight-hour  period  of  service  any  part  of 
which  is  within  the  period  commencing  at 
midnight  Saturday  and  ending  at  midnight 
Sunday  shall  be  paid  extra  compensation  at 
the  rate  of  25  per  centum  of  his  hourly  rate 
of  basic  compensation  for  each  hour  of  work 
performed  during  that  eight-hour  period  of 
service’. 

“Health  and  insurance  coverage  for  certain 
employees  on  leave  without  pay 
"Sec.  406.  (a)  Section  6  of  the  Federal  Em¬ 
ployees’  Group  Life  Insurance  Act  of  1954,  as 
amended  (5  U.S.C.  2095) ,  is  amended  by  add¬ 
ing  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  sub¬ 
section  : 

‘“(d)  Notwithstanding  the  foregoing,  an 
officer  or  employee  who  enters  on  approved 
leave  without  pay  to  serve  as  a  full-time  offi¬ 
cer  or  employee  of  an  organization  composed 
primarily  of  employees,  as  defined  in  section 
2  of  this  Act,  may,  within  sixty  days  after 
entering  on  such  leave  without  pay,  elect  to 
continue  his  insurance  and  arrange  to  pay 
currently  into  the  fund,  through  his  employ¬ 
ing  agency,  both  employee  and  agency  con¬ 
tributions  from  the  beginning  of  leave  with¬ 
out  pay.  If  he  does  not  so  elect,  his  insur¬ 
ance  will  continue  during  nonpay  status  and 


terminate  as  provided  in  subsection  (a)  of 
this  section.  The  employing  agency  shall  for¬ 
ward  the  premium  payments  to  the  fund 
established  by  section  5  of  this  Act.’ 

“(b)  Section  7(b)  of  the  Federal  Employ¬ 
ees  Health  Benefits  Act  of  1959,  as  amended 
(5  U.S.C.  3006(b) ) ,  is  amended — 

“  ( 1 )  by  inserting  ‘  ( 1 )  ’  immediately  follow¬ 
ing  ‘(b)’;  and 

“(2)  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  fol¬ 
lowing  new  paragraph: 

“  ‘(2)  An  employee  who  enters  on  approved 
leave  without  pay  to  serve  as  a  full-time 
officer  or  employee  of  an  organization  com¬ 
posed  primarily  of  employees,  as  defined  in 
section  2  of  this  Act,  may,  within  sixty  days 
after  entering  on  such  leave  without  pay, 
file  with  his  employing  agency  an  election  to 
continue  his  health  benefits  coverage  and  ar¬ 
range  to  pay  currently  into  the  fund,  through 
his  employing  agency  from  the  beginning  of 
leave  without  pay,  both  employee  and  agency 
contributions.  If  he  does  not  so  elect,  his 
coverage  will  terminate  as  specified  in  para¬ 
graph  (1)  and  implementing  regulations. 
The  employing  agency  shall  forward  the  en¬ 
rollment  charges  so  paid  to  the  fund.’ 

“(c)  An  officer  or  employee  who  is  on  ap¬ 
proved  leave  without  pay  and  serving  as  a 
full-time  officer  or  employee  of  an  organiza¬ 
tion  composed  primarily  of  employees,  as  de¬ 
fined  in  section  2  of  the  Federal  Employees’ 
Group  Life  Insurance  Act  of  1954,  as  amended 
(5  U.S.C.  2091),  or  section  2  of  the  Federal 
Employees  Health  Benefits  Act  of  1959,  as 
amended  (5  U.S.C.  3001) ,  as  the  case  may  be, 
may,  within  sixty  days  after  the  date  of 
enactment  of  this  Act,  file  with  his  employ¬ 
ing  agency  an  election  (1)  to  continue  any 
insurance  status  or  health  benefits  enroll¬ 
ment,  or  both,  that  he  has  on  the  date  of 
enactment  of  this  Act,  (2)  to  reacquire  any 
insurance  status  or  health  benefits  enroll¬ 
ment,  or  both,  which  he  may  have  lost  while 
on  leave  without  pay,  or  (3  to  acquire  an 
insured  status  or  enroll  in  a  health  benefits 
plan,  or  both,  if  he  was  never  previously  eligi¬ 
ble  to  do  so,  by  arranging  to  pay  currently 
and  continuously  into  the  employees’  life  in¬ 
surance  fund  and  the  employees’  health 
benefits  fund,  as  appropriate,  through  his 
employing  agency,  both  employee  and  agency 
contributions.  The  employing  agency  shall 
forward  such  payments  to  the  employees’ 
life  insurance  fund  and  the  employees’  health 
benefits  fund,  as  appropriate.  If  he  does  not 
so  elect,  his  insurance  status  and  health 
benefits  enrollment  will  continue  and  termi¬ 
nate  as  for  other  employees  in  nonpay  status, 
or  he  will  remain  ineligible  for  insurance  and 
health  benefits,  as  the  case  may  be,  as  though 
this  paragraph  had  not  been  enacted.  The 
United  States  Civil  Service  Commission  is 
authorized  to  issue  regulations  to  carry  out 
the  purposes  of  this  paragraph. 

“Increase  in  uniform  allowances 

"Sec.  407.  (a)  Section  402  of  the  Federal 
Employees  Uniform  Allowance  Act,  as 
amended  (5  U.S.C.  2131—2133),  is  amended 
by  inserting  immediately  following  the 
second  sentence  thereof  the  following 
new  sentence:  ‘In  those  instances  where  the 
agency  makes  reimbursement  direct  to  the 
uniform  vendor,  the  head  of  the  agency  may 
deduct  a  service  charge  not  to  exceed  4  per 
centum.’ 

“(b)  Such  Act  is  further  amended  by  add¬ 
ing  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new 
section : 

“  ‘Sec.  405.  Notwithstanding  any  other  pro¬ 
vision  of  this  title,  each  of  the  respective 
maximum  uniform  allowances  in  effect  on 
April  1,  1966,  for  the  respective  categories  of 
employees  to  whom  uniform  allowances  are 
paid  under  this  title  are  hereby  increased, 
subject  to  the  maximum  allowance  author¬ 
ized  by  this  title,  as  follows: 

“‘(1)  If  the  maximum  uniform  allowance 
is  $100  or  more,  such  allowance  shall  be  in¬ 
creased  by  25  per  centum. 


14641 

"‘(2)  If  the  maximum  uniform  allowance 
is  $75  or  more  but  less  than  $100,  such  al¬ 
lowance  shall  be  increased  by  30  per  centum. 

“‘(3)  If  the  maximum  uniform  allowance 
is  $50  or  more  but  less  than  $75,  such  al¬ 
lowance  shall  be  increased  by  35  per  centum. 

“‘(4)  If  the  maximum  uniform  allowance 
is  less  than  $50,  such  allowance  shall  be 
increased  by  40  per  centum. 

Such  maximum  uniform  allowances,  as  in 
effect  on  April  1,  1966,  and  as  increased  by 
this  section,  shall  not  be  reduced.’. 

“Sec.  408.  (a)  Section  303(c)  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Executive  Salary  Act  of  1964  (78  Stat. 
416;  Public  Law  88-426)  is  amended  by  add¬ 
ing  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new 
paragraph : 

“‘(47)  Director  of  the  Federal  Mediation 
and  Conciliation  Service.’ 

“(b)  Paragraph  (30)  of  section  303(d)  of 
such  Act  is  hereby  repealed. 

“Sec.  409.  Section  2  of  the  Act  of  Septem¬ 
ber  23,  1959  (73  Stat.  698;  Public  Law  86- 
375),  is  amended  by  striking  out  the  figure 
‘$10,000’  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the 
figure  ‘$15,000’. 

“Effective  dates 

“Sec.  410.  This  title  shall  become  effective 
as  follows: 

“(1)  This  section  and  sections  401,  406, 
and  407  shall  become  effective  on  the  date  of 
enactment  of  this  Act. 

“(2)  Sections  402,  403,  404,  405,  408,  and 
409  shall  take  effect  on  the  first  day  of  the 
first  pay  period  after  the  enactment  of  this 
Act. 

“TITLE  V - CIVIL  SERVICE  RETIREMENT 

“Short  title 

“Sec.  501.  This  title  may  be  cited  as  the 
‘Civil  Service  Retirement  Act  Amendments 
of  1966’. 

" Definitions 

"Sec.  502.  Section  l(j)  of  the  Civil  Service 
Retirement  Act  (5  U.S.C.  2251  ( j ) )  is  amended 
by  inserting  the  letter  ‘(d)’  after  the  words 
‘for  purposes  of  section  10’;  by  striking  out 
the  words  ‘received  more  than  one-half  of 
his  support  from  and’;  and  by  striking  out 
the  words  ‘twenty-one’  and  ‘twenty-first’ 
wherever  they  occur  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  the  words  ‘twenty-two’  and  ‘twenty- 
second’,  respectively. 

"Retirement  coverage  for  certain  employees 
on  leave  without  pay 

“Sec.  503.  Section  3  of  the  Civil  Service 
Retirement  Act  (5  U.S.C.  2253)  is  amended 
by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following 
new  subsection: 

“‘(k)(l)  An  employee  who  enters  on  ap¬ 
proved  leave  without  pay  to  serve  as  a  full¬ 
time  officer  or  employee  of  an  organization 
composed  primarily  of  employees,  as  defined 
in  section  1(a)  of  this  Act,  may,  within  sixty 
days  after  entering  on  such  leave  without 
pay,  file  with  his  employing  agency  an  elec¬ 
tion  to  receive  full  retirement  credit  for  his 
periods  of  such  leave  without  pay  and  ar¬ 
range  to  pay  currently  into  the  fund,  through 
his  employing  agency,  amounts  equal  to  the 
retirement  deductions  and  agency  contribu¬ 
tions  which  would  be  applicable  if  he  were 
in  pay  status.  An  employee  who  is  on  ap¬ 
proved  leave  without  pay  and  serving  as  a 
full-time  officer  or  employee  of  such  an  or¬ 
ganization  on  the  date  of  enactment  of  this 
subsection  may  similarly  elect  within  sixty 
days  after  such  date  of  enactment.  If  the 
election  and  all  payments  provided  by  this 
paragraph  are  not  made,  the  employee  shall 
receive  no  credit  for  such  periods  of  leave 
without  pay  occurring  on  or  after  date  of 
enactment  of  this  subsection,  notwithstand¬ 
ing  the  provisions  of  the  second  sentence  of 
section  3(c)  of  this  Act. 

“‘(2)  An  employee  may  deposit  with  in¬ 
terest  an  amount  equal  to  retirement  deduc¬ 
tions  representing  any  period  or  periods  of 
approved  leave  without  pay  while  serving, 
prior  to  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  sub- 
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section,  as  a  full-time  officer  or  employee  of 
an  organization  composed  primarily  of  em¬ 
ployees,  as  defined  in  section  1(a)  of  tliis  Act, 
and  may  receive  full  retirement  credit  for 
such  period  or  periods  of  leave  without  pay. 
In  the  event  of  his  death,  a  survivor  as  de¬ 
fined  in  section  l(o)  of  this  Act  may  make 
such  deposit.  If  the  deposit  described  in 
this  paragraph  is  not  made  in  full,  retirement 
credit  shall  be  allowed  in  accordance  with 
the  second  sentence  of  section  3(c)  of  this 
•Act  * 

“Immediate  retirement 

“Sec.  504.  (a)  Section  6(a)  of  the  Civil 
Service  Retirement  Act  (5  U.S.C.  2256(a) )  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows : 

‘“(a)  Any  employee  who  attains  the  age 
of  fifty-five  years  and  completes  thirty  years 
of  service  shall,  upon  separation  from  the 
service,  be  paid  an  annuity  computed  as  pro¬ 
vided  in  section  9.’ 

“(b)  Section  6(b)  of  such  Act  (5  U.S.C. 
2256(b) )  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“  ‘(b)  Any  employee  who  attains  the  age  of 
sixty  years  and  completes  twenty  years  of 
service  shall,  upon  separation  from  the 
service,  be  paid  an  annuity  computed  as 
provided  in  section  9.’ 

“Annuity  computation 

“Sec.  505.  Section  9(d)  of  such  Act  (5 
U.S.C.  2259  (d) )  is  amended  to  read  as  fol¬ 
lows: 

“‘(d)  The  annuity  as  hereinbefore  pro¬ 
vided,  for  an  employee  retiring  under  section 
6(d),  shall  be  reduced  by  one-sixth  of  1  per 
centum  for  each  full  month  such  employee 
is  under  the  age  of  fifty-five  years  at  date  of 
separation.  The  annuity  as  hereinbefore 
provided,  for  a  Member  retiring  under  the 
second  or  third  sentence  of  section  6(f)  or 
the  third  sentence  of  section  8(b),  shall  be 
reduced  by  one-twelfth  of  1  per  centum  for 
each  full  month  not  in  excess  of  sixty,  and 
one-sixth  of  1  per  centum  for  each  full 
month  in  excess  of  sixty,  such  Member  is 
under  the  age  of  sixty  years  at  date  of  separa¬ 
tion.’ 

“Survivor  annuities 

“Sec.  506.  (a)  Section  10(a)  (2)  of  the 
Civil  Service  Retirement  Act  (5  U.S.C.  2260 
(a)  (2) )  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“‘(2)  An  annuity  computed  Tinder  this 
subsection  shall  commence  on  the  day  after 
the  retired  employee  dies,  and  such  annuity 
or  any  right  thereto  shall  terminate  on  the 
last  day  of  the  month  before  (A)  in  the  case 
of  the  survivor  of  a  retired  employee,  the 
survivor’s  remarriage  prior  to  attaining  age 
sixty,  or  death  or  (B)  in  the  case  of  the  sur¬ 
vivor  of  a  Member,  the  survivor’s  death  or 
remarriage.’ 

“(b)  The  last  sentence  of  section  10(c)  of 
such  Act  (5  U.S.C.  2260(c))  is  amended  to 
read  as  follows:  “  ‘The  annuity  of  such  widow 
or  dependent  widower  shall  commence  on  the 
day  after  the  employee  or  Member  dies,  and 
an  annuity  under  this  subsection  or  any 
right  thereto  shall  terminate  on  the  last  day 
of  the  month  before  (1)  the  death  of  the 
widow  or  widower,  (2)  remarriage  of  the 
widow  or  widower  of  an  employee  prior  to 
attaining  age  sixty,  (3)  remarriage  of  the 
widow  or  widower  of  a  Member  regardless  of 
age,  or  (4)  the  widower’s  becoming  capable 
of  self-support.’  ” 

“(c)  Section  10(d)  of  such  Act  (5  U.S.C. 
2260(d) )  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“  ‘(d)  If  an  employee  or  a  Member  dies  after 
completing  at  least  five  years  of  civilian  serv¬ 
ice,  or  an  employee  or  a  Member  dies  after 
having  retired  under  any  provision  of  this 
Act,  and  is  survived  by  a  wife  or  by  a  hus¬ 
band,  each  surviving  child  shall  be  paid  an 
annuity  equal  to  the  smallest  of  (1)  40  per 
centum  of  the  employee’s  or  Member’s  aver¬ 
age  salary  divided  by  the  number  of  children, 
(2)  $600,  or  (3)  $1,800  divided  by  the  num¬ 
ber  of  children,  subject  to  the  provisions  of 
section  18.  If  such  employee  or  Member  is 
not  survived  by  a  wife  or  husband,  each  sur¬ 


viving  child  shall  be  paid  an  annuity  equal 
to  the  smallest  of  (1)  50  per  centum  of  the 
employee’s  or  Member’s  average  salary  di¬ 
vided  by  the  number  of  children,  (2)  $720, 
or  (3)  $2,160  divided  by  the  number  of  chil¬ 
dren,  subject  to  the  provisions  of  section  18. 
The  commencing  date  of  a  child’s  annuity 
under  this  Act  or  the  Act  of  May  29,  1930,  as 
amended  from  and  after  February  28,  1948, 
shall  be  deemed  to  be  the  day  after  the  em¬ 
ployee  or  Member  dies,  with  payment  begin¬ 
ning  on  that  day  or  beginning  or  resuming 
on  the  first  day  of  the  month  in  which  the 
child  later  becomes  or  again  becomes  a  stu¬ 
dent  as  described  in  section  l(j),  provided 
the  lump-sum  credit,  if  paid,  is  returned  to 
the  fund.  Such  annuity  shall  terminate  on 
the  last  day  of  the  month  before  (1)  the 
child’s  attaining  age  eighteen  unless  he  is 
then  a  student  as  described  or  incapable  of 
self-support,  (2)  his  becoming  capable  of 
self-support  after  attaining  age  eighteen  un¬ 
less  he  is  then  such  a  student,  (3)  his  attain¬ 
ing  age  twenty-two  if  he  is  then  such  a  stu¬ 
dent  and  not  incapable  of  self-support,  (4) 
his  ceasing  to  be  such  a  student  after  attain¬ 
ing  age  eighteen  unless  he  is  then  incapable 
of  self-support,  (5)  his  marriage,  or  (6)  his 
death,  whichever  first  occurs.  Upon  the 
death  of  the  surviving  wife  or  husband  or 
termination  of  the  child’s  annuity,  the  an¬ 
nuity  of  any  other  child  or  children  shall  be 
recomputed  and  paid  as  though  such  wife, 
husband,  or  child  had  not  survived  the  em¬ 
ployee  or  Member.’ 

“(d)  Section  10  of  such  Act  (5  U.S.C.  2260) 
is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the 
following  subsection: 

“‘(f)  In  the  case  of  a  surviving  spouse 
whose  annuity  under  this  section  is  here¬ 
after  terminated  because  of  remarriage  be¬ 
fore  attaining  age  sixty,  annuity  at  the  same 
rate  shall  be  restored  commencing  on  the 
day  such  remarriage  is  dissolved  by  death, 
annulment,  or  divorce:  Provided,  That  (1) 
said  surviving  spouse  elects  to  receive  such 
annuity  in  lieu  of  any  survivor  benefit  to 
which  he  or  she  may  be  entitled,  under  this 
or  any  other  retirement  system  established 
for  employees  of  the  Government,  by  rea¬ 
son  of  the  remarriage,  and  (2)  any  lump  sum 
paid  upon  termination  of  the  annuity  is  re¬ 
turned  to  the  fund.’ 

“Increases  in  certain  annuities 

Sec.  507.  Section  18  of  the  Civil  Service 
Retirement  Act  (5  U.S.C.  2268)  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  sub¬ 
section  : 

“  ‘(g)  Effective  on  (1)  the  first  day  of  the 
second  month  after  the  enactment  of  this 
subsection,  or  (2)  the  commencing  date 
of  annuity,  whichever  is  later,  the  annuity 
of  each  surviving  spouse  whose  entitlement  to 
annuity  payable  from  the  civil  service  retire¬ 
ment  and  disability  fund  resulted  from  the 
death  of : 

“‘(A)  an  employee  or  Member  prior  to 
October  11,  1962,  or 

“‘(B)  a  retired  employee  or  Member  whose 
retirement  was  based  on  a  separation  from 
service  prior  to  October  11,  1962,  shall  be 
increased  by  10  per  centum.’ 

“Effective  dates 

“Sec.  508.  (a)  This  section,  section  509, 
and  subsections  1(J),  3(k),  6(a),  6(b),  9(d), 
10(a)(2),  10(c),  10(d),  and  10(f)  of  the 
Civil  Service  Retirement  Act,  as  enacted  or 
amended  by  this  title,  shall  become  effective 
on  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act. 

“(b)  Except  as  provided  in  section  507  and 
in  subsection  (c)  of  this  section,  the  amend¬ 
ments  made  by  this  title  to  the  Civil  Service 
Retirement  Act  shall  not  apply  in  the  cases  of 
persons  retired  or  otherwise  separated  prior 
to  these  respective  effective  dates,  and  the 
rights  of  such  persons  and  their  survivors 
shall  continue  in  the  same  manner  and  to 
the  same  extent  as  if  this  title  had  not  been 
enacted. 


“(c)  The  amendments  made  by  this  title 
to  section  1(J)  and  10(d)  of  the  Civil  Service 
Retirement  Act  relating  to  payment,  con¬ 
tinuance,  resumption,  and  termination  of 
annuity  to  a  child  who  is  a  student  shall  ap¬ 
ply  with  respect  to  children  of  persons  re¬ 
tired  or  otherwise  spearated  prior  to,  on,  or 
after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  title, 
except  that  no  child’s  annuity  shall  be  paid 
by  reason  of  these  amendments  for  any  period 
prior  to  such  date  of  enactment. 

“Miscellaneous 

"Sec.  509.  The  provisions  under  the  head¬ 
ing  ‘CIVIL  SERVICE  RETIREMENT  AND  DISABIL¬ 
ITY  fund’  in  title  I  of  the  Independent  Offices 
Appropriations  Act,  1959  (72  Stat.  1064;  Pub¬ 
lic  Law  85-844) ,  shall  not  apply  with  re¬ 
spect  to  benefits  resulting  from  the  enact¬ 
ment  of  this  Act. 

“TITLE  VI - FEDERAL  EMPLOYEES’  HEALTH 

BENEFITS 

"Sec.  601.  Section  2(d)  of  the  Federal  Em¬ 
ployees  Health  Benefits  Act  of  1959  (73  Stat. 
709;  5  U.S.C.  3001(d))  is  amended  by  strik¬ 
ing  out  ‘twenty-one’  wherever  it  appears 
therein  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  ‘twenty- 
two’. 

“Sec.  602.  Paragraphs  (1)  and  (2)  of  sec¬ 
tion  7(a)  of  such  Act  are  amended  to  read 
as  follows: 

“  ‘(1)  Except  as  provided  in  paragraph  (2) 
of  this  subsection,  the  biweekly  Government 
contributions  for  health  benefits  for  em¬ 
ployees  or  annuitants  enrolled  in  health 
benefits  plans  under  this  Act,  in  addi¬ 
tion  to  the  contributions  required  by 
paragraph  (3),  shall  be  $1.62  if  the  enroll¬ 
ment  is  for  self  alone  or  $3.94  if  the  enroll¬ 
ment  is  for  self  and  family. 

“‘(2)  For  an  employee  or  annuitant  en¬ 
rolled  in  a  plan  for  which  the  biweekly  sub¬ 
scription  charge  is  less  than  twice  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  contribution  established  under 
paragraph  (1)  of  this  subsection,  the  Govern¬ 
ment  contribution  shall  be  50  per  centum  of 
the  subscription  charge.’ 

“Sec.  603.  The  amendments  made  by  sec¬ 
tions  601  and  602  of  this  title  shall  take  ef¬ 
fect  on  the  first  day  of  the  first  pay  period 
which  begins  on  or  after  the  date  of  enact¬ 
ment  of  this  Act. 

“TITLE  VII - MISCELLANEOUS 

“Sec.  701.  (a)  Retroactive  compensation  or 
salary  shall  be  paid  by  reason  of  this  Act 
only  in  the  case  of  an  individual  in  the 
service  of  the  United  States  (including  serv¬ 
ice  in  the  Armed  Forces  of  the  United  States) 
or  the  municipal  government  of  the  District 
of  Columbia  on  the  date  of  enactment  of  this 
Act,  except  that  such  retroactive  compensa¬ 
tion  or  salary  shall  be  paid  (1)  to  an  officer  or 
employee  who  retired  during  the  period  be¬ 
ginning  on  the  first  day  of  the  first  pay  period 
which  begins  on  or  after  July  1,  1966,  and 
ending  on  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act 
for  services  rendered  during  such  period  and 
(2)  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the 
Act  of  August  3,  1950  (Public  Law  636, 
Eighty-first  Congress),  as  amended  (5  U.S.C. 
61f-61k) ,  for  services  rendered  during  the 
period  beginning  on  the  first  day  of  the  first 
pay  period  which  begins  on  or  after  July 
1,  1966,  and  ending  on  the  date  of  enact¬ 
ment  of  this  Act  by  an  officer  or  employee 
who  dies  during  such  period.  Such  retro¬ 
active  compensation  or  salary  shall  not  be 
considered  as  basic  salary  for  the  purpose 
of  the  Civil  Service  Retirement  Act  in  the 
case  of  any  such  retired  or  deceased  officer  or 
employee. 

“(b)  For  the  purposes  of  this  section, 
service  in  the  Armed  Forces  of  the  United 
States,  in  the  case  of  an  individual  relieved 
from  training  and  service  in  the  Armed 
Forces  of  the  United  States  or  discharged 
from  hospitalization  following  such  training 
and  service,  shall  include  the  period  pro¬ 
vided  by  law  for  the  mandatory  restoration 
of  such  individual  to  a  position  in  or  under 
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the  Federal  Government  or  the  municipal 
government  of  the  District  of  Columbia. 

“(c)  For  the  purpose  of  determining  the 
amount  of  insurance  for  which  an  individual 
is  eligible  under  the  Federal  Employees’ 
Group  Life  Insurance  Act  of  1954,  all  changes 
in  rates  of  compensation  or  salary  which  re¬ 
sult  from  the  enactment  of  this  Act  shall  be 
held  and  considered  to  be  effective  as  of  the 
date  of  such  enactment.” 

Mr.  MORRISON  (interrupting  the 
reading).  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  that  further  reading  of 
the  Senate  amendment  be  dispensed  with 
and  that  it  be  printed  in  the  Record  at 
this  point. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Lou¬ 
isiana? 

Mr.  GERALD  R.  FORD.  Mr.  Speaker, 
reserving  the  right  to  object,  is  it  the  in¬ 
tention  of  the  gentleman  from  Louisiana 
to  take  some  time  to  explain  the  differ¬ 
ences  between  the  version  passed  by  the 
other  body  and  the  version  passed  by 
this  House?  I  believe  if  this  is  properly 
done,  all  of  us  will  be  the  beneficiaries 
and  we  will  probably  agree  with  the 
Senate  version,  but  I  think  it  is  most 
important  that  it  be  done  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Louisiana,  and  also  that  op¬ 
portunity  be  given  to  other  Members  to 
ask  questions  as  to  the  changes  in  the 
House  version. 

Mr.  MORRISON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  will 
be  glad  to  do  as  the  gentleman  requests. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection 
that  the  further  reading  be  dispensed 
with? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  SPEAKER.  Who  reserves  the 
right  to  object? 

Mr.  GERALD  R.  FORD.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  reserve  the  right  to  object.. 

Mr.  MORRISON.  Mr.  Speaker,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GERALD  R.  FORD.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Louisiana. 

Mr.  MORRISON.  Mr.  Speaker,  H.R. 
14122  as  passed  by  the  other  body  is  more 
nearly  in  accordance  with  the  bill  as 
passed  by  the  House  than  has  been  the 
case  with  any  other  major  Federal  em¬ 
ployee  measure  which  has  been  enacted 
by  the  House  during  my  24  years  of  con¬ 
gressional  service. 

Not  a  single  one  of  the  pay-raise  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  House  bill  was  changed  in 
the  other  body,  except  for  the  addition 
of  the  usual  provisions  to  give  Senate  em¬ 
ployees  the  same  raises  granted  to  House 
employees. 

In  fact,  the  only  change  in  the  first  21 
pages  of  the  House  bill  was  a  slight 
modification  of  our  time-and-a-half 
overtime  provision  for  classified  em¬ 
ployees,  which  excluded  scientists  and 
other  professional  employees  from  that 
provision. 

The  only  major  amendment  of  the 
other  body  was  the  omission  of  the  House 
provision  of  section  505  of  the  House  bill 
which  would  have  allowed  persons  who 
retired  before  1962  and  elected  survivor¬ 
ship  protection  to  have  their  annuities 
recomputed  under  the  survivor  protec¬ 
tion  formula  enacted  in  1962. 

The  cost  of  such  recomputations  would 
be  $112  million. 


In  place  of  that  annuity  recomputa¬ 
tion  privilege,  the  other  body  amended 
the  bill  to  grant  a  10 -percent  increase  in 
survivor  benefits  for  an  estimated  330,000 
widows  and  widowers  of  employees  who 
retired  before  enactment  of  the  1962  re¬ 
tirement  improvements. 

The  bill  passed  by  the  House  would 
have  granted  the  increase  to  only  273,- 
000  of  these  survivors. 

The  Senate  bill,  with  amendments, 
cuts  down  the  overall  cost  $22  million. 
The  salary  increase  amounts  to  $416.7 
million.  The  total  cost,  as  stated  in  Sen¬ 
ate  Report  No.  1187,  accompanying  the 
bill,  amounts  to  $505.8  million. 

Mr.  GERALD  R.  FORD.  Is  that  fig¬ 
ure  of  $505.8  million  a  cost  per  year,  over 
and  above  the  current  cost  to  the  Treas¬ 
ury? 

Mr.  MORRISON.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  GERALD  R.  FORD.  I  was  not 
certain  that  I  understood  the  gentle¬ 
man’s  explanation  of  the  first  change  in 
the  House  version  made  by  the  other 
body.  Would  the  gentleman  explain  again 
the  time-and-a-half  provision? 

Mr.  MORRISON.  The  House  bill  pro¬ 
vided  for  those  that  premium  pay  for 
overtime  worked  by  classified  employees 
in  grades  GS-10  and  above  shall  not  ex¬ 
ceed  the  rate  for  the  first  salary  step  of 
grade  GS-10,  instead  of  grade  GS-9  as 
provided  in  present  law.  Classified  em¬ 
ployees  also  are  given  25-percent  differ¬ 
ential  pay  for  Sunday  work — as  was 
granted  last  year  to  postal  employees. 
The  Senate  amendment  excludes  scien¬ 
tists  and  certain  other  professional  per¬ 
sonnel  from  the  application  of  these 
House  provisions. 

Mr.  GERALD  R.  FORD.  All  below 
grade  10  are  to  be  given  time  and  a  half; 
is  that  correct? 

Mr.  MORRISON.  Actually  classified 
employees  get  overtime  up  to  grade  15, 
but  only  at  the  first-step  grade  10  rate 
if  their  regular  salary  rates  are  above 
thd<t  r3it6 

Mr.  SPRINGER.  Mr.  Speaker,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GERALD  R.  FORD.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Illinois. 

[Mr.  SPRINGER  addressed  the  House. 
His  remarks  will  appear  hereafter  in  the 
Appendix.] 

(Mr.  SPRINGER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  CORBETT.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GERALD  R.  FORD.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  CORBETT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
merely  wish  to  say  that  I  have  gone  over 
the  Senate  bill  and  it  is  very  similar  to 
the  bill  we  passed.  The  Senate  passed 
it  without  a  dissenting  vote. 

I  cannot  see  any  advantage  to  any 
delay,  or  in  going  to  conference.  I  do 
not  know  what  we  could  accomplish. 

Therefore,  because  so  many  persons 
are  vitally  interested  in  getting  this 
legislation  to  the  White  House,  I  should 
like  to  concur  with  the  gentleman  from 
Louisiana  and  urge  the  immediate  pass¬ 
age  of  this  particular  Senate  version  as 
it  comes  to  us. 


(Mr.  CORBETT  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GERALD  R.  FORD.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Iowa. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Do  I  correctly  under¬ 
stand  that  the  retroactive  date,  in  any 
event,  would  be  July  1?  Even  if  the  bill 
went  to  conference,  the  date  very  likely 
would  be  July  1. 

Mr.  MORRISON.  The  gentleman  is 
correct. 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  FULTON  of  Pennsylvania.  Mr. 
Speaker,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GERALD  R.  FORD.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  FULTON  of  Pennsylvania.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  agree  with  the  gentleman 
from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Morrison]  and  the 
gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Cor¬ 
bett]  that  the  best  thing  to  do  is  to  pass 
this  legislation  now,  rather  than  to  go  to 
conference. 

The  reason  for  prompt  passage  of  the 
pay-raise  legislation  is  that  this  is  the 
best  we  can  do  in  this  Congress.  While 
it  is  not  enough,  we  had  better  get  the 
best  we  can  for  our  good  U.S.  Federal 
employees  and  postal  workers.  It  is 
clearly  apparent  that  this  is  the  limit 
the  present  administration,  and  the  Sen¬ 
ate,  will  accept.  Better  pay  would  be 
spent  for  education  and  family  necessi¬ 
ties — and  is  not  inflationary,  and  cer¬ 
tainly  is  necessary  to  meet  increased 
costs  of  living. 

I  strongly  urge  the  U.S.  Congress  and 
the  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Com¬ 
mittees  of  the  House  and  the  Senate  to 
prepare  needed  legislation  and  sound 
and  adequate  bills  to  be  introduced  in 
January  when  the  next — 90th — Congress 
convenes,  to  provide  real  comparability 
for  salaries  and  pay  for  U.S.  Federal  em¬ 
ployees  and  postal  workers. 

Congress  by  legislation  already  on  the 
statute  books  has  solemnly  promised 
comparability  in  pay  to  private  industry, 
for  Federal  employees  and  postal  work¬ 
ers.  This  promise  of  the  U.S.  Congress 
of  comparability  in  pay  must  be  met  and 
fulfilled  in  all  good  faith. 

Mr.  GERALD  R.  FORD.  Mr.  Speaker. 
I  withdraw  my  reservation. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Lou¬ 
isiana? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Senate  amendment  was  concurred 
in. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 


COMMITTEE  ON  GOVERNMENT  OP- 


Mr.  HOLHiBSLD.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Committee 
on  Government  (Delegations  be  allowed  to 
have  until  Friday,  midnight,  to  file  a  re¬ 
port  on  the  DepartmenUef  Transporta¬ 
tion  bills.  \ 

The  SPEAKER.  Without  objbqtion,  it 
is  so  ordered. 

There  was  no  objection. 


ERATIONS 
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EIGN  ASSISTANCE  ACT  OP  1966 

MiABOLLING.  Mr.  Speaker,  by  direc¬ 
tion  oi'the  Committee  on  Rules,  I  call  up 
House  Resolution  906  and  ask  for  its  im¬ 
mediate  Consideration. 

The  Clerk  read  the  resolution,  as  fol¬ 
lows:  \ 

\  H.  Res.  906 

Resolved,  ThatSjpon  the  adoption  of  this 
resolution  It  shall \e  in  order  to  move  that 
the  House  resolve  itself  into  the  Committee 
of  the  Whole  House  omthe  State  of  the  Union 
for  the  consideration  ofSthe  bill  (H.R.  15750) 
to  amend  further  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act 
of  1961,  as  amended,  and  f»r  other  purposes. 
After  general  debate,  which  shall  be  confined 
to  the  bill  and  shall  continuk  not  to  exceed 
five  hours,  to  be  equally  divided  and  con¬ 
trolled  by  the  chairman  and  ranking  minor¬ 
ity  member  of  the  Committee  on  Foreign 
Affairs,  the  bill  shall  be  read  for  amendment 
under  the  five-minute  rule.  At  theVonclu- 
sion  of  the  consideration  of  the  bill  for 
amendment,  the  Committee  shall  rise\and 
report  the  bill  to  the  House  with  such  amend¬ 
ments  as  may  have  been  adopted,  and  th£ 
previous  question  shall  be  considered 
ordered  on  the  bill  and  amendments  thereto 
to  final  passage  without  intervening  motion 
except  one  motion  to  recommit. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  gentleman  from 
Missouri  is  recognized  for  1  hour. 

Mr.  BOLLING.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
30  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Cali¬ 
fornia  [Mr.  Smith],  and  pending  that 
I  yield  myself  such  time  as  I  may 
consume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  resolution  makes  in 
order  with  5  hours  of  general  debate  the 
annual  amendments  to  the  Foreign 
Assistance  Act.  Of  course,  the  Foreign 
Assistance  Act  is  controversial.  There 
are  supplemental  and  minority  views  in 
the  report,  but  no  body  appeared  against 
the  rule.  Nobody  proposed  that  the  bill 
not  be  given  a  rule  and,  as  far  as  I  know, 
there  is  no  substantial  opposition  to  the 
rule.  Therefore,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  reserve 
the  balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  California.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  yield  myself  such  time  as  I 
may  consume. 

(Mr.  SMITH  of  California  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  revise  and  ex¬ 
tend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  SMITH  of  California.  Mr. 
Speaker,  as  the  gentleman  from  Mis¬ 
souri  [Mr.  Bolling]  has  stated,  Horn 
Resolution  906  provides  for  the  consider¬ 
ation  of  H.R.  15750,  the  Foreign  Assist¬ 
ance  Act  of  1966  under  an  open  ride  with 
5  hours  of  debate.  A  waiver  of  points  of 
order  was  requested,  but  was  najr  granted. 
This  action  was  taken  becimse  there 
does  not  appear  to  be  /y  language 
in  the  bill  which  is  subjeq/to  a  point  of 
order. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  purpose  of  H.R. 
15750  is  to  authorize /he  overall  foreign 
aid  program  for  thar  next  2  fiscal  years, 
1967  and  1968,  antr  to  authorize  the  De¬ 
velopment  Loan /Fund  and  the  Alliance 
for  Progress  f</  5  years,  through  fiscal 
1971. 

For  fiscal/1967  the  bill  carries  an  au¬ 
thorization? of  $4,109,119,000,  and  for  fis¬ 
cal  1968 /the  figure  is  $4,158,339,000. 

Thi/bill  marks  a  major  departure 
frormpast  procedure  in  that  the  program 
is  authorized  for  2  years  rather  than  1. 
T ye  distinguished  chaiiman  of  the  For- 
ign  Affairs  Committee,  Dr.  Morgan, 


testified  that  by  freeing  the  committee 
from  the  necessity  of  an  annual  hearing 
on  the  subject,  it  could  use  the  time  to 
carry  out  meaningful  studies  and  in¬ 
vestigations  into  various  phases  of  the 
program.  This  is  an  aim  which  we  can 
all  support.  However,  the  point  has 
been  raised  that  this,  being  the  2d  ses¬ 
sion  of  the  89th  Congress,  is  the  wrong 
year  to  begin  a  new  2-year  program. 
We  are  somewhat  binding  the  next  Con¬ 
gress.  It  could  more  properly  be  under¬ 
taken  next  year,  thus  leaving  the  2d  ses¬ 
sion  of  the  90th  Congress  for  in-depth 
studies  of  the  program. 

The  method  used  to  calculate  the 
second  year  authorizations  was  to  use 
the  figures  determined  for  this  fiscal  year. 
This  seems  to  somewhat  deny  the  For¬ 
eign  Affairs  Committee  the  chance  next 
year  to  reevaluate  individual  situations 
in  various  countries,  leaving  the  job  to 
the  Appropriations  Committee. 

The  bill  is  divided  into  two  traditional 
sections,  military  and  economic  assist¬ 
ance — $917  million  is  authorized  for  each 
iff  fiscal  1967  and  1968  in  the  field  of  mili¬ 
tary  assistance.  This  money  goes  pri-y 
mainly  to  some  10  countries,  current! 
witb\about  2  million  men  under  aims. 
This  figure  does  not  include  aid  to  Viet¬ 
nam  which  is  included  in  the  DQP  ap¬ 
propriations. 

On  the  economic  side  of  the  bi/  a  num¬ 
ber  of  programs  are  included/  They  in¬ 
clude  those  already  mentioned,  the  De¬ 
velopment  Loan.  Fund  program  author¬ 
ized  at  $1  billion,  per  ypftr  for  5  years, 
and  the  Alliance  for  P/gress  authorized 
at  $850  million  for  tne/same  period.  The 
appropriations  requited  for  these  pro¬ 
grams  are  substan/allV  below  these  fig¬ 
ures,  $665,388,00/  for  the  Development 
Loan  Fund  anc/543  million  for  the  Alli¬ 
ance  for  Prog/ess.  This  is\  substantial 
amount  of  flexibility,  and  reflects  the 
problems  of  multiyear  authorisations. 

Funds  /or  international  organizations 
are  incj/fcied  in  the  bill.  The  authoriza¬ 
tion  ij/for  $140,433,000  and  includes  all 
U.Nvprograms  from  peace  keeping' 
sistfince  to  children’s  relief  and  the  Wo? 
salth  Organization  programs. 
Supporting  assistance  is  authorized  at 
$750  million  for  each  year,  $550  million 
of  which  is  programed  for  South  Viet¬ 
nam.  The  economic  activity  generated 
by  such  assistance  is  used  to  assist  in 
maintaining  the  military  preparedness 
of  our  allies,  primarily  South  Korea, 
Thailand,  Laos,  and  South  Vietnam. 

The  contingency  fund  is  authorized  at 
$150  million  for  each  of  the  2  years.  For 
this  year  the  appropriation  request  is  $70 
million.  The  purpose  of  the  fund  is  to 
meet  emergency  situations  around  the 
world. 

Other  programs  included  in  the  bill 
are  the  technical  cooperation  and  devel¬ 
opment  program,  the  old  point  4  program 
and  the  investment  guarantee  program. 

Amended  language  will  be  inserted  into 
the  act  by  this  bill  which  will  forbid  any 
assistance  under  the  act  to  any  country 
who  trades  with  North  Vietnam.  The 
amended  language  is:  “no  assistance 
shall  be  furnished.”  Testimony  of  the 
committee  chairman  indicates  that  he 
and  his  committee  view  this  as  an  abso¬ 
lute  prohibition  of  aid.  Substantial 


progress  has  already  been  made  in  this/ 
field  since  the  facts  were  made  known 
the  Congress  and  the  public  last  yean, 

The  dollar  value  of  counterpart  f/mds 
held  by  the  United  States  in  /nous 
foreign  currencies,  primarily  g/erated 
by  Public  Law  480  food  shipm/vts,  con¬ 
tinues  to  plague  us.  Nothing/n  this  bill 
will  lessen  that  problem;  /or  has  the 
Agriculture  Committee,  /rich  controls 
the  food-for-freedom  p/gram,  come  to 
grips  with  the  problem.  Something 
should  be  done  to  utilize  these  funds;  I 
would  hope  that  th/wo  committees  pri¬ 
marily  interested  gfmld  look  further  into 
the  question. 

There  are  supplemental,  separate,  and 
minority  vie/s  in  the  report.  Mrs. 
Bolton,  Me/rs.  Mailliard,  Frelinghuy- 
sen,  Broo/’ield,  and  Morse  support  the 
bill  but  s/ongly  object  to  the  2-year  au¬ 
thorization  features.  They  believe  that 
such  continuing  programs  as  the  Alliance 
for  Progress  and  the  development  loan 
program  should  be  authorized  for  the 
longer  periods,  but  oppose  such  proce- 
fure  for  the  entire  foreign  aid  program 
because  of  the  rapidly  changing  situa¬ 
tions  in  so  many  parts  of  the  world. 

This  view  is  also  separately  supported 
by  Mr.  Fulton. 

Messrs.  Adair,  Gross,  Berry,  Derwin- 
ski,  and  Thomson  have  filed  minority 
views.  They  oppose  the  bill,  pointing  to 
numerous  instances  of  hostile  acts  by  re¬ 
cipients  of  foreign  aid  over  the  years, 
citing  particularly  Egypt,  Indonesia, 
Ghana,  and  India.  They  also  point  to 
the  situation  in  Latin  America  where 
billions  in  aid  have  brought  forth  very 
little  progress. 

They  cite  foreign  countries  who  have 
received  our  aid  and  are  still  shipping 
supplies  to  North  Vietnam  and  point  out 
that  the  law  does  not  require  cutting  off 
aid  to  these  countries.  They  join  their 
colleagues  in  opposing  a  2-year  authori¬ 
zation  for  the  entire  bill. 

Mr.  Speaker,  although  I  feel  that  a 
certain  amount  of  foreign  aid  is  advisa¬ 
ble  and  necessary,  I  cannot  bring  myself 
to  believe  that  this  tremendously  exten¬ 
sive  program  each  year  is  necessary  or 
^sufficiently  beneficial  to  the  United  States 
,ff  America.  Accordingly,  Mr.  Speaker, 
)ersonally  intend  to  vote  against  this 
billy  But  I  know  of  no  objection  to  the 
ruleAMr.  Speaker,  urge  its  adoption,  and 
reser/the  balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  (SROSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentlemaia  yield  ? 

Mr.  SMITH  of  California.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Iowa. 

Mr.  GROSSv  I  am  sure  the  gentleman 
knows,  and  I  think  the  House  should  be 
made  aware  of  tl\e  fact,  that  this  is  one 
of  the  largest  foreign  handout  bills  ever 
brought  to  he  floor  \ff  the  House.  I  say 
that,  in  point  of  th\  time  and  money 
provided  in  the  bill  una^r  the  2-year  pro¬ 
vision  and  the  5 -year  pspvision  for  the 
Alliance  for  Progress. 

This  bill  calls  for  approximately  $13,- 
800  million. 

I  wonder  if  the  gentleman  ham  Cali¬ 
fornia  agrees  with  me  that  this  Congress, 
having  only  recently  increased  tfte  debt 
ceiling,  ought  to  be  going  the  otherSway. 
It  ought  not  to  be  increasing  the  fore 
aid  spending  and  extending  it  over'' 
period  of  2  years.  We  ought  to  be  de- 
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ShKjver’s  Poverty  Goals:  Real  or  Pipe- 
Dream? 

(By  Hobart  Rowen) 

One  nkeds  blinders  to  ignore  the  sharp  con¬ 
trast  between  affluence  and  poverty  on  almost 
every  side  fta  this  country.  The  lush  rewards 
of  an  economic  boom,  in  part  fueled  by  war 
in  Vietnam,  phur  into  the  lives  of  the  many, 
while  the  tragedy  of  poverty  continues  to 
dominate  “The  Other  America.” 

Our  society  is  replete,  on  the  one  hand, 
with  two-car  families  enjoying  color  TV,  good 
food,  long  vacations,  eat  in  the  winter  and 
air  conditioning  in  the\summer — and  on  the 
other,  the  non-families, \mderfed  and  sickly, 
unemployed  or  scavenging  for  a  few  hours 
work,  cold  in  winter  and  steamy  in  the  sum¬ 
mer,  dying  slowly  in  theiX garbage-laden 
hovels.  \ 

The  more  sensitive  correspondents  cover¬ 
ing  last  week’s  Governor’s  Conference  in  Los 
Angeles  cringed  at  the  embarrassing  lush¬ 
ness  of  a  new  hotel-city,  a  scant  fewtninutes 
from  the  unbelievable  excrescence  that  is 

Watts.  \ 

It  is  the  same  in  every  big  city  in  the  U^S/ 
the  ghettos  exist  almost  side-by-side  wiV~ 
the  fancy  hotels  and  tower  apartments  wit 
their  roof-top  pools  and  tennis  courts. 

Yet,  when  Sargent  Shriver,  director  of  the 
Office  of  Economic  Opportunity  proposed, 
that  as  a  goal,  poverty  be  wiped  out  by  1976, 
some  scoffed.  Shriver  must  be  wearing  “rose- 
tinted  glasses,”  the  New  York  Times  har¬ 
rumphed. 

Well,  regardless  of  the  New  York  Times 
editorial  position,  the  only  thing  wrong  with 
Shriver’s  goal  is  that  10  years  may  be  too 
long  to  expect  the  poor  to  wait,  docile  and 
patient. 

This  big,  rich  country  of  ours  can  well 
afford  to  spare  the  resources  necessary  to 
meet  Shriver’s  goal,  and  to  do  anything  less 
would  be  immoral. 

The  economic  basis  for  our  ability  to  do 
the  job  lies  in  the  expectation  that  we  will 
have  a  one-trillion-dollar  economy  in  1976. 
That  is  the  figure  1  with  12  zeroes  after  it: 
$1,000,000,000,000. 

This  is  no  wild  guess.  In  recent  weeks, 
Walter  W.  Heller,  former  chairman  of  the 
Council  of  Economic  Advisers;  Under  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Treasury  Joseph  W.  Barr,  and  the 
National  Planning  Association — among 
others — have  all  come  up  with  estimates 
around  the  trillion  mark  for  Gross  National 
Product  ten  years  hence. 

Heller,  for  example,  calculates  with  some 
precision  that  given  a  3.5  per  cent  growth 
rate,  GNP  in  1976  will  be  $978,000,000,000. 
If  a  more  desirable  4.5  per  cent  growth  rate 
is  achieved,  the  total  will  be  $1,078,000,000  ' 
000.  .  / 
These  box-car  numbers  are  a  bit  unwieldy 
for  ordinary  comprehension.  A  more  simple 
way  of  putting  it  is  that  a  trillion- dollar 
country  in  1976  will  be  fully  twice/the  size 
of  the  economy  as  recently  as  I960. 

If  on  that  basis,  then,  enough  can't  ’be 
spared  to  eliminate  poverty,  there’s  some¬ 
thing  wrong  somewhere,  /the  National 
Planning  Association  warns/that  everything 
can’t  be  done  at  once.  TnAe.  But  as  Heller 
says,  “nothing  else  should  have  a  priority 
higher  than  eradicating'  poverty.” 

Heller’s  views  on  this  whole  question,  de¬ 
tailed  here  for  the  first  time,  deserve  close 
attention.  It  wa/  his  imagination,  after 
all,  that  first  inspired  President  Kennedy  to 
launch  the  antipoverty  planning  and  con¬ 
vinced  President  Johnson  to  carry  it  forward 
as  his  own  program. 

The  Minnesota  economist  is  certain  that 
Shriver’s  /976  goal  is  realistic.  “We  ought 
to  be  asiuimed  of  ourselves,  considering  our 
affluence,  if  we  plan  on  anything  else,”  Heller 
told  me. 

He  agrees  readily  that  there  is  more  to 
liofung  poverty  than  just  providing  the 
oney.  “It  is  a  question  of  ingenuity  and 


our  institutional  capacity  to  get  at  the  real 
roots  of  poverty,”  he  says. 

But  in  terms  of  being  able  to  finance  the 
effort,  Heller  rightly  insists  that  the  re¬ 
sources  are  there.  This  country  can  do  any¬ 
thing  it  commits  itself  to  do. 

Shriver  did  not  pluck  the  1976  date  out  of 
the  air.  His  target  was  based,  first,  on  an 
interim  goal  for  1972  that  would  cut  the  ex¬ 
isting  poverty  population  of  32,000,000  to 
12,000,000. 

To  do  his,  Shriver  has  laid  before  the 
Budget  Bureau  a  five-year  projection  of 
spending  beginning  with  fiscal  1968  that  may 
shock  the  dollar-watchers  in  this  country. 
But  would  they  be  less  shocked  by  bloody 
revolutions  in  the  ghettos? 

OEO  officials  are  not  giving  out  these  con¬ 
fidential  estimates,  but  some  good  guesses 
can  be  made.  One  starts  with  the  President’s 
proposal  in  the  budgt  for  fiscal  1967  (the 
year  which  just  began  on  July  1)  for  cash 
expenditures  of  about  $24  billion  to  help  the 
poor. 

This  includes  not  only  OEO’s  own  budget 
of  $1%  billion,  but  all  the  money  to  be  spent 
for  poor  people  through  social  security, 
veterans  programs,  public  assistance  and 
so  on. 

For  fiscal  1968,  this  column  learns,  Shriver 
ants  to  add  between  $5  and  10  billion  to  the 
billion  figure,  then  boost  the  total  by 
successive  substantial  (but  lesser)  incr, J 
ments  each  year  through  1972. 

That  means  a  fiscal  1968  antipoverty youd- 
get  in  the  vicinity  of  $30  billion  or  mc/e,  ris¬ 
ing  to  $48  billion  or  more  by  fiscal  1972. 

Does  the  number  sound  overwhelming? 
Can  we  afield  it?  Government  sources  indi¬ 
cate  that  by\972,  the  Gross  National  Prod¬ 
uct  will  probably  be  around  $£50  billion,  up 
$150  billion  fromvthe  rate  at  )me  start  of  this 
year. 

Thus,  a  $40  bilffqn 
would  mean  allocati 
centage  of  our  wealth 
economy  than  we  all 
billion  out  of  $700  bullion? 

But  that  is  just  the  pdint:  we  must  do 
better,  or  the  afitipoverty  Wort  will  be  a 
mere  holding  operation,  and  actual  eradica¬ 
tion  of  poverty  will  be  an  unreachable  hope. 

Shriver  says  that  if  the  poorXcan  be  re¬ 
duced  to  1^,000,000  by  1972,  the  mit  of  the 
job  can  be  completed  in  the  four  fallowing 
years.  /  x 

The/war  against  poverty  will  need 'bold¬ 
ness/of  concept  as  well  as  money.  Shriver 
an/ others  talk  of  “income  maintenance ,\a 
,_Javy  phrase  which  means  adding  cash  to  tlf 
mcomes  of  those  who  are  not  able  to  swing 
it  despite  all  other  forms  of  help. 

One  form  of  income  maintenance  is  the 
controversial  “negative  income  tax.”  An¬ 
other,  being  investigated  by  the  Council  of 
Economic  Advisers,  is  improved  public  as¬ 
sistance  programs,  which  would  involve 
minimum  standards  set  by  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment. 

The  form  is  less  important  than  the  final 
result,  that  is,  boosting  the  income  of  the 
most  unfortunate.  Shriver  calculates  that 
to  meet  his  first  five-year  goal,  some  seven 
million  of  the  20  million  to  be  removed  from 
poverty  will  need  this  kind  of  direct  aid. 

But  how  about  the  Vietnam  War,  some 
will  ask.  Can  we  afford  all  of  this  when  the 
war  costs  so  much? 

If  there  is  a  major  escalation  of  the  war, 
other  expenditures  will  have  to  suffer  some. 
But  unless  Vietnam  blows  up  into  a  total 
war,  the  huge  American  economy  can  still 
provide  a  better  shake  for  its  poor  at  home. 

Top  economists  estimate,  for  example,  that 
the  war  cost  could  increase  by  $2.5  billion 
each  quarter  without  requiring  additional 
taxes — the  growth  of  the  economy  itself 
would  cover  that  much  of  an  escalation. 

If  the  cost  of  the  war  should  remain  con¬ 
stant,  there  might  actually  be  a  sizable  sur¬ 
plus  in  fiscal  1967. 


an/ipoverty  program 
/slightly  higher  per- 
(Hit  of  an  $850  billion 
.  when  we  spent  $24 


And  looking  hopefully  to  the  day  the 
Vietnam  conflict  ends,  vast  outlays  to  wh y 
poverty  will  be  needed  not  only  for  the  social 
and  humanitarian  purposes  involved/but 
to  replace  in  part  the  vast  war  budget 

On  balance,  Shriver’s  goal  is  reason/nle  and 
desirable,  and  deserves  the  support  of  all 
thinking  people. 


FEDERAL  PAY  BILL 

(Mr.  HANLEY  (at  the  request  of  Mr. 
Patten)  was  granted  permission  to  ex¬ 
tend  his  remarks  at  this  point  in  the 
Record  and  to  include  extraneous 
matter.) 

Mr.  HANLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  want 
to  offer  my  colleagues  a  few  of  my  per¬ 
sonal  feelings  on  the  Federal  pay  bill 
before  the  House  today. 

I  support  the  proposal,  but  I  want  the 
Record  to  show  that  I  am  somewhat 
disappointed  over  the  action  taken  yes¬ 
terday  by  the  other  body.  I  feel  the 
Senate  has  done  an  injustice  to  the  Fed¬ 
eral  retirees. 

While  the  Senate  version  of  the  pay 
bill  does  make  provision  for  widows’  pen¬ 
sions,  I  am  sorry  to  note  that  then-  ver¬ 
sion  deleted  what  I  consider  to  be  one 
of  the  most  important  sections  in  this 
measure;  namely,  the  recomputation  of 
pension  benefits.  This  action  will  have 
an  adverse  effect  on  close  to  100,000  Fed¬ 
eral  retirees,  who,  under  the  House  ver¬ 
sion,  could  have  recomputed  their  an¬ 
nuities  under  the  1962  formula. 

The  House  Post  Office  and  Civil  Serv¬ 
ice  Committee,  on  which  I  am  privileged 
to  serve,  spent  many  long  hours  study¬ 
ing  and  analyzing  the  impact  of  the  re- 
computation  provision.  It  seems  a  shame 
to  see  this  labor  washed  away. 

Mr.  Speaker,  by  and  large,  the  pro¬ 
posals  before  us  today  are  well  devised 
and  well  thought  out.  They  cover  the 
broad  scope  of  Federal  service  from 
salary  increases  to  improve  fringe  pro¬ 
visions.  On  each  of  these  items  I  have 
long  voiced  my  firm  support.  My  ob¬ 
jection  today  is  not  to  the  pay  bill  itself: 
my  objection  is  to  the  actions  taken  yes¬ 
terday  in  the  Senate. 

I  support  the  pay  bill  and  will  continue 
•  to  support  any  proposal  to  guarantee 
Federal  employees  their  proper  standing 
in  the  community. 

SOMETHING  TO  SAY:  OUR  OLD 

HORDES  NEED  A  RETIREMENT 

HOMI 

(Mr.  O’NEILL  of  Massachusetts  (at 
the  request  of  Mr.  Patten)  was  granted 
permission  to\xtend  his  remarks  at  this 
point  in  the  Record  and  to  include  ex¬ 
traneous  matter. 

Mr.  O’NEILL  o\  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Speaker,  in  the  May-issue  of  Horsemen’s 
Journal,  there  appeared  an  article  by 
my  good  friend,  Mr.  Daniel  Martin,  of 
Cambridge,  Mass.  It  isViy  pleasure  to 
call  this  article  to  the  attention  of  the 
Congress,  and  to  insert  it  in  Vie  Congres¬ 
sional  Record  at  this  time: 

Something  to  Say:  Otjr  Old  Hordes  Need  a 
Retirement  Home 
(By  Daniel  Martin) 

As  an  owner  and  trainer,  many  tim^s  I’m 
asked  by  horse  racing  fans,  "What  happens 
to  these  horses  after  they’re  through  rac- 
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ing?”  I  tell  them,  somewhat  evasively,  “If 
thAy’re  fairly  bred,  and  their  racing  record 
is  any  good,  they  can  be  used  for  breeding 
purposes.”  But  that  does  not  satisfy  them. 
They  Wtat  to  know  what  happens  when  they 
can’t  bepred,  such  as  is  the  case  with  geld¬ 
ings,  barren  mares,  impotent  studs  and  those 
with  bad  weeding  and  racing  records.  In¬ 
formed  that  Viany  are  sold  as  hunters  and/ 
or  jumpers,  some  as  saddle  horses  or  lead 
ponies,  and  some  given  away  as  pets,  the 
curious  fan  seemsvsatisfied. 

I've  raced  at  some  of  the  finest  circuits, 
but  got  most  of  m^  basic  training  at  the 
half-milers  and  fair  «meets.  Horsemen  at 
the  halfers  are  usually  Cutting  costs  in  order 
to  meet  their  ever-increasing  expenses.  Many 
own  these  animals  on  cuff  deals,  or  train 
them  on  a  percentage  basis\especially  when 
they  are  down  to  a  two  or  thiW  horse  stable. 
These  cheap  horses  wind  up  sol'd,  resold,  and 
resold  again,  depreciating  in  value  each  time 
until  they  are  too  old  and/or  too  sore  to  race. 
When  they  have  little  or  no  value  lkft,  own¬ 
ers  sometimes  try  to  give  them  away  as  a  pet. 

Have  you  ever  tried  to  give  away  aShorse 
that  is  9  or  10  years  old,  sore,  can’t  be  ridden 
or  bred,  has  a  big  appetite  and  10  or  15  n^e 
years  to  live?  It’s  difficult,  if  not  impossib: 

A  horseman  is  a  horselover,  but  also  a' 
businessman.  When  his  horses  are  running 
bad  and  he  owes  the  feedman,  blacksmith, 
and  others,  he  can’t  afford  to  feed  pets  and 
couldn’t  get  stalls  for  them  anyway.  A 
home  on  the  farm  is  the  proper  place  for 
them,  but  that  costs  about  $50  per  month, 
and  if  a  man  stayed  in  the  business  long 
enough,  he’d  soon  accumulate  more  horses 
and  more  farm  bills. 

The  only  other  alternatives  now  are  to  pay 
the  vet  $10  to  destroy  him,  or  sell  him  to  the 
market  house  for  $60  or  $70  depending  on 
his  weight.  Not  much  of  a  reward  for  a 
horse  that  has  raced  from  two  years  old  to 
old  age,  and  may  well  have  been  someone’s 
bread  and  butter.  With  all  the  winter  rac¬ 
ing  nowadays,  there  is  little  chance  the  horse 
has  had  much  in  the  way  of  winter  vacations, 
especially  if  it  is  a  cheap  one. 

Although  there  are  many  opportunities 
to  make  serious  money  in  racing,  I’ve  yet  to 
meet  a  horseman  in  the  game  for  money 
alone.  A  man  must  love  horses  in  order  to 
spend  seven  days  a  week  with  them,  year 
round.  He  develops  an  affection  for  an  in¬ 
dividual  horse,  and  would  rather  see  it  graze 
a  few  years  instead  of  ending  up  in  a  dog 
food  can. 

I’ve  thought  about  a  solution  to  this  prob¬ 
lem  and  have  talked  to  many  fans  and  horse¬ 
men  about  it.  They  sympathize,  but  what 
to  do?  I  have  some  ideas  which  may  inter¬ 
est  racing  associations  and  other  racing  bod¬ 
ies,  as  well  as  the  public.  They  are  as  fo] 
lows: 

1.  Farms  maintained  for  the  retiren/ent 
of  racehorses  (owned  publicly  or  privately). 

2.  Horses  retired  on  a  per  year  basis/$300- 
$400  per  year) ,  until  deemed  ill  or /feeble  by 
a  competent  veterinarian,  and  /hen  hu¬ 
manely  disposed  of. 

3.  The  farms  would  be  supp6rted  by  the 
horses  retired  there,  and  th£y  to  be  sup¬ 
ported  by  a  fund  especially' set  up  for  this 
purpose. 

A  fund  like  this  cord®  be  supported  in 
various  ways,  such  as  withholdings  based  on 
a  certain  percentage/of  a  horse’s  earnings 
from  the  time  he  i/two  years  old  until  his 
date  of  retirement/  regardless  of  transfer  of 
ownership;  an  a/peal  to  the  governors  and 
state  legislatures  for  a  small  percentage  of 
racing  handle/  and  horse  sales  such  as  the 
Keeneland, /Saratoga  and  Belmont  sales;  a 
percentaga/of  race  track  admissions,  if  only 
five  centsmf  the  price;  donation  boxes  placed 
at  the  //shier  windows  to  enable  the  public 
to  contribute  some  of  their  dimes  after  cash¬ 
ing  a/ticket. 

lillions  of  dollars  are  spent  in  medical  re¬ 
search  regarding  the  horse.  Many  now  un¬ 


dergo  surgery  and  return  to  race  successfully. 
Only  a  few  years  ago,  this  was  thought  im¬ 
possible.  Race  tracks  and  their  personnel 
are  improving  in  appearance.  The  HBPA 
and  management  get  together  to  improve 
conditions  and  satisfy  horsemen.  Millions 
of  dollars  go  into  purse  money  each  year. 
Racing  is  considered  the  nation’s  No.  1  spec¬ 
tator  sport,  meaning  a  lot  of  admission 
money.  Such  huge  investments,  and  such 
huge  returns.  The  Jockey’s  Guild  sees  to  it 
that  a  percentage  is  taken  out  of  each  jock’s 
mount  for  his  retirement,  besides  his  social 
security.  Everyone  is  taken  care  of,  but  no 
arrangements  are  made  for  the  “athletes” 
who  make  the  sport  possible. 

If  we  consider  ourselves  mistreated,  we 
squawk,  but  what  does  a  horse  do?  Well,  it’s 
time  somebody  squawked  for  it,  as  it  has  a 
legitimate  beef.  Fans  who  understand  the 
situation  tell  me  they  certainly  wouldn’t 
mind  an  additional  nickey  to  their  admit¬ 
tance  fee.  Also,  when  a  fan  cashes  a  ticket 
worth  a  few  dollars  and  change,  I  don’t  think 
he’d  mind  giving  the  change  toward  the  per¬ 
former’s  retirement  (this,  of  course,  would 
be  voluntary).  Many  wealthy  owners  hav¬ 
ing  stake  horses  and  winning  big  races  would 
be  glad  to  write  a  few  tax  deductible  checks 
toward  those  animals  not  fortunate  enough 
Sto  be  a  member  of  their  stable. 

SJ’ve  owned  a  few  of  these  unfortunate 
attdetes  myself,  and  have  carried  them  withy 
me  Vying  to  find  them  a  home.  But  as  e 3 
penses  rose,  I  finally  had  to  face  facts  a/d 
disposiHof  them,  instead  of  retiring  taem. 
Horsemen  don’t  want  to  do  it,  but  are /breed 
to  financially.  A 

Are  not  cbese  old  campaigners  entitled  to 
some  recognition  for  their  past/ perform¬ 
ances?  It  alX  amounts  to  a  f/v  years  of 
grazing  and  thN^gbt  to  grow  ofd  peacefully, 
little  enought  to  ask,  after  the/ntertainment 
they’ve  provided  \or  milU6ns.  They  put 
money  in  our  pockete,  ad/  to  the  economy 
of  the  nation,  provide/bs  for  thousands, 
and  are  responsible  for»te  “Sport  of  Kings.” 


TRUMAN  CENTER  I£ 
ISRAEL 


IEGUN  IN 


(Mr.  O’NEILL  of  Massachusetts  (at 
the  requesj/of  Mr.  Patten)  wah  granted 
permissio/  to  extend  his  remark\at  this 
point  in/the  Record  and  to  include  ex¬ 
traneons  matter.) 

Nhx  O’NEILL  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Speaker,  on  Monday,  July  11,  an  histori 
eyent  took  place  of  which  this  country  . 
/an  be  justly  proud.  The  valiant  and 
great  state  of  Israel  paid  tribute  to  a 
great  American,  President  Harry  S.  Tru¬ 
man. 

In  May  of  1948  the  ancient  and  proud 
heritage  of  the  Jewish  people  was 
brought  to  modem  fruition.  The  state 
of  Israel,  traditional  home  of  the  chil¬ 
dren  of  Abraham,  was  declared  to  be  an 
independent  modern  state.  But  that 
long-awaited  day  was  not  without  some 
uncertainties,  some  fears.  Surrounded 
on  all  sides  by  nations  swearing  to  seek 
her  destruction,  Israel  at  the  moment  of 
independence  did  not  know  for  sure  who 
were  her  friends,  who  her  enemies. 

Israel  did  not  have  to  wait  long  to  dis¬ 
cover  that  in  the  United  States  of 
America  she  had  a  true  friend.  Within 
11  minutes,  President  Truman  an¬ 
nounced  to  Israel  and  to  the  world  that 
the  United  States  recognized  the  state 
of  Israel  and  welcomed  her  as  a  sister 
state  in  the  family  of  free  democratic 
nations. 

Israel  has  never  forgotten  Harry  S. 
Truman  for  this  deed.  President  Tru¬ 


man  was  the  first  head  of  a  foreign  state 
to  recognize  her  existence,  and  he  fol¬ 
lowed  this  recognition  by  offers  of  aif 
and  assistance. 

On  Monday,  the  grateful  people^  of 
Israel  paid  another  tribute  to  Pre/ddent 
Truman.  In  Jerusalem,  the  s/iritual 
heart  of  the  nation,  the  people /M  Israel 
dedicated  a  center  for  the  advancement 
of  peace  in  honor  of  Harry /S.  Truman. 
In  an  article  in  this  morning's  New  York 
Times,  James  Feron  described  the  mov¬ 
ing  ceremony  in  which/ Israel  honored 
her  oldest  and  dearest  friend. 

Mr.  Speaker,  und/r  unanimous  con¬ 
sent,  I  insert  the  Article  by  Mr.  Feron 
in  the  Record;  it/is  a  fitting  tribute  to  a 
great  American/and  a  great  nation: 
Truman  Center  Is  Begun  in  Israel — 
Message  or  Ex-President  Is  Read  at 
Cornerstone  Fete 

(By  James  Feron) 

Jerusalem,  (Israeli  Sector)  July  11. — A 
corner/tone  was  laid  today  near  Hebrew 
University  for  a  peace  center  that  former 
President  Truman  said  might  provide  “a 
fr/sh  start”  in  finding  ways  to  prevent  war. 
/ The  Harry  S.  Truman  Center  for  the  Ad¬ 
vancement  of  Peace,  a  $4.1-million  project 
financed  by  41  equal  donations,  mostly  from 
American  Jewish  leaders,  will  serve  mainly 
as  an  international  study  center. 

It  will  function  as  part  of  the  university, 
covering  such  subjects  as  international  rela¬ 
tions,  sociology,  comparative  religion  and 
political  theory.  A  $50,000  Truman  Peace 
Prize  also  will  be  awarded  annually. 

Today’s  ceremony  took  place  without  the 
former  President,  who  remained  in  Inde¬ 
pendence,  Mo.,  on  the  advice  of  his  doctors. 
Thurgood  Marshall,  the  United  States  Solici¬ 
tor  General  represented  Mr.  Truman. 

TRUMAN’S  REGRETS  EXPRESSED 

But  the  former  President  had  prepared  his 
own  remarks  and  they  were  spoken  by  a  long¬ 
time  associate,  David  Noyes.  Before  convey¬ 
ing  Mr.  Truman’s  message,  however,  Mr. 
Noyes  spoke  of  the  former  President’s  phys¬ 
ical  condition  and  his  feelings  about  not  be¬ 
ing  able  to  attend. 

“He  works,  he  reads  and  writes,”  Mr.  Noyes 
said  of  the  82-year-old  Mr.  Truman.  “His 
legs  have  given  out  a  bit,  but  nobody  was 
more  disappointed  in  not  being  able  to  come 
than  he  was.” 

Mr.  Noyes  nodded  his  head  toward  Miss 
Rose  Conway,  who  was  sitting  with  600 
'thers  in  the  university  auditorium,  and  in- 
oduced  her  as  Mr.  Truman’s  personal  secre- 
taV  since  the  days  of  his  Presidency.  “This 
is  fter  first  time  out  of  the  country,”  Mr. 
Noye^aid,  "but  Mr.  Truman  wanted  her  to 
come  N  an  indication  of  his  personal  in¬ 
terest.” 

Referring  to  the  recognition  of  Israel  by 
Mr.  Truma\  on  the  day  she  proclaimed  her 
independence,  Mr.  Noyes  said,  “President 
Truman  cameVere  in  1948  and  he  has  never 
left.”  The  audnmee  burst  into  applause. 

“And  he’s  neve^going  to  leave,”  Mr.  Noyes 
added  to  more  applause. 

MESSAOE  IS  READ 

The  former  President’s  message  said,  “I 
had  hoped  against  hopeVhat  I  would  some¬ 
how  manage  to  make  thN>ilgrimage  to  this 
ancient  city.”  But,  he  saidSthta  in  deference 
to  family  and  physicians  “itVecomes  neces¬ 
sary  for  me  to  postpone  my  vis\to  Jerusalem 
until  this  fall.” 

Mr.  Truman  spoke  of  the  nvhelear  arms 
race,  of  his  own  unsuccessful  effortkas  Presi¬ 
dent  to  turn  over  the  process  and  tfW:  bomb 
to  the  United  Nations  for  safekeepingN^nd  of 
the  now-expanded  “nuclear  club.’1 

“Witness  the  paradox  of  a  peace-inS 
trinated  nation,  India,  having  to  give  seri<JSi 
thought  to  the  production  of  its  own  bomb. 
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Public  Law  89-504 
89th  Congress,  H.  R.  14122 
July  18,  1966 

2n2ct 


To  adjust  the  rates  of  basic  compensation  of  certain  employees  of  the  Federal 
Government,  and  for  other  purposes. 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the 
United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled ,  That  this  Act  may 
be  cited  as  the  “Federal  Salary  and  Fringe  Benefits  Act  of  1966  . 

Title  I — Executive  Branch 

SHORT  TITLE 

Sec.  101.  This  title  may  be  cited  as  the  “Federal  Employees  Salary 
Act  of  1966*’. 

/  EMPLOYEES  SUBJECT  TO  CLASSIFICATION  ACT  OF  194  9 

Sec.  102.  (a)  Section  603(b)  of  the  Classification  Act  of  1949,  as 
amended  (79  Stat.  1111;  5  U.S.C.  1113(b)),  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows : 

“(b)  The  compensation  schedule  for  the  General  Schedule  shall  be 
as  follows: 


“Grade 


Per  annum  rates  and  steps 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

8 

10 

OS-1 . . . 

*3.609 

$3,  731 

$3,853 

*3,975 

$4,097 

*4,  219 

*4,341 

$4,  463 

$4,585 

$4, 707 

ns-2 . . 

3.  925 

4,  058 

4, 191 

4,  324 

4,457 

4,590 

4,  723 

4,856 

4,989 

5, 122 

OS-3 . . 

4,  269 

4,413 

4,  557 

4,  701 

4, 845 

4,989 

5,133 

5,  277 

5,421 

5,565 

OS  4 . 

4,776 

4,  936 

5,  096 

5,256 

5,416 

5,  576 

5,  736 

5,896 

6, 056 

6,216 

OS-5 _ 

5,331 

5,507 

5,  683 

5,859 

6,  035 

6,  211 

6,  387 

6,  563 

6,  739 

6,915 

OS-6... . . 

5,  867 

6,065 

6,  263 

6,461 

6,659 

6,  857 

7,055 

7,  253 

7,  451 

7,649 

GS-7 _ 

6,  451 

6,664 

6, 877 

7,  09  ) 

7,  303 

7,516 

7,  729 

7, 942 

8, 155 

8,368 

OS-8 . . 

7,068 

7,303 

7,538 

7,  773 

8,008 

8/243 

8,  478 

8,713 

8,948 

9, 183 

OS-9 . . . 

7,696 

7, 957 

8,  218 

8,  479 

8,  740 

9,  001 

9,  262 

9,  523 

9,784 

10,045 

OS-10 _ 

8,  421 

8, 709 

8,  997 

9,285 

9,  573 

9,861 

10, 149 

10, 437 

10,  725 

11,013 

OS  11 _ 

9,  221 

9,  536 

9,851 

10, 166 

10,481 

10,796 

11.  Ill 

11,426 

11,741 

12,056 

OS-12 . 

10,927 

11,306 

11.685 

12,064 

12,443 

12, 822 

13,  201 

13,580 

13,959 

14,338 

OS-13 . . 

12,873 

13,  321 

13,  769 

14,  217 

14,665 

15,  113 

15,561 

16,009 

16,  457 

16,905 

OS-14 _ _ 

15.  106 

15, 629 

16, 152 

16,  675 

17, 198 

17,721 

18,  244 

18,  767 

19,290 

19,813 

^S-15 . . . 

17,550 

18,  157 

18,  764 

19,  371 

19,  978 

20,  585 

21,  192 

21,799 

22,  406 

23, 013 

\16 . . 

20,  075 

20,  745 

21,415 

22, 085 

22,  755 

23,425 

24,095 

24,765 

25,  435 

Jl7 . 

22,  760 

23^  520 

24/280 

25i  040 

25,800 

_<£l8 . . 

25, 890 

** 

(b)  Except  as  provided  in  section  504(d)  of  the  Federal  Salary 
Reform  Act  of  1962  (78  Stat.  412;  5  U.S.C'.  1173(d)),  the  rates  of 
basic  compensation  of  officers  and  employees  to  whom  the  compensa¬ 
tion  schedule,  set  forth  in  subsection  (a)  of  this  section  applies  shall  be 
initially  adjusted  as  of  the  effective  date  of  this  section,  as  follows: 

(1)  If  the  officer  or  employee  is  receiving  basic  compensation 
immediately  prior  to  the  effective  date  of  this  section  at  one  of 
the  rates  of  a  grade  in  the  General  Schedule  of  the  Classification 
Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  he  shall  receive  a  rate  of  basic  compen¬ 
sation  at  the  corresponding  rate  in  effect  on  and  after  such  date. 

(2)  If  the  officer  or  employee  is  receiving  basic  compensation 
immediately  prior  to  the  effective  date  of  this  section  at  a  rate 
between  two  rates  of  a  grade  in  the  General  Schedule  of  the 
Classification  Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  he  shall  receive  a  rate  of 
basic  compensation  at  the  higher  of  the  two  corresponding  rates 
in  effect  on  and  after  such  date. 

(3)  If  the  officer  or  employee  is  receiving  basic  compensation 
immediately  prior  to  the  effective  date  of  this  section  at  a  rate  in 
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excess  of  the  maximum  rate  for  Iris  grade,  lie  shall  receive  (A) 
the  maximum  rate  for  his  grade  in  the  new  schedule,  or  (B)  his 
existing  rate  of  basic  compensation  if  such  existing  rate  is  higher. 

(4)  If  the  officer  or  employee,  immediately  prior  to  the  effective 
date  of  this  section,  is  receiving,  pursuant  to  section  2(b)  (4) 
of  the  P'ederal  Employees  Salary  Increase  Act  of  1955,  an  existing 
aggregate  rate  of  compensation  determined  under  section  208(b) 
of  the  Act  of  September  1,  1954  (68  Stat.  1111),  plus  subsequent 
increases  authorized  by  law,  he  shall  receive  an  aggregate  rate 
of  compensation  equal  to  the  sum  of  his  existing  aggregate  rate 
of  compensation,  on  the  day  preceding  the  effective  date  of  this 
section,  plus  the  amount  of  increase  made  by  this  section  in  the 
maximum  rate  of  his  grade,  until  (i)  he  leaves  his  position,  or 
(ii)  he  is  entitled  to  receive  aggregate  compensation  at  a  higher 
rate  by  reason  of  the  operation  of  this  Act  or  any  other  provision 
of  law;  but,  when  such  position  becomes  vacant,  the  aggregate 
rate  of  compensation  of  any  subsequent  appointee  thereto  slnvP- 
be  fixed  in  accordance  with  applicable  provisions  of  law.  Su( 
ject  to  clauses  (i)  and  (ii)  of  the  immediately  preceding  sentence" 
of  this  paragraph,  the  amount  of  the  increase  provided  by  this 
section  shall  be  held  and  considered  for  the  purposes  of  section 
208(b)  of  the  Act  of  September  1,  1954,  to  constitute  a  part  of 
the  existing  rate  of  compensation  of  the  employee. 

(5)  If  the  officer  or  employee,  at  any  time  during  the  period 
beginning  on  the  effective  date  of  this  section  and  ending  on  the 
date  of  enactment  of  this  Act,  was  promoted  from  one  grade  under 
the  Classification  Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  to  another  such  grade 
at  a  rate  which  is  above  the  minimum  rate  thereof,  his  rate  of  basic 
compensation  shall  be  adjusted  retroactively  from  the  effective 
date  of  this  section  to  the  date  on  which  he  was  so  promoted,  on 
the  basis  of  the  rate  which  he  was  receiving  during  the  period  from 
such  effective  date  to  the  date  of  such  promotion  and,  from  the 
date  of  such  promotion,  on  the  basis  of  the  rate  for  that  step  of 
the  appropriate  grade  of  the  General  Schedule  contained  in  this 
section  which  corresponds  numerically  to  the  step  of  the  grade  of 
the  General  Schedule  for  such  officer  or  employee  which  was  in 
effect  (without  regard  to  this  Act)  at  the  time  of  such  promotion. 


NKW  APPOINTMENTS  UNDER  CLASSIFICATION  ACT  OF  1940 

Sec.  103.  Section  801  of  the  Classification  Act  of  1949,  as  amendecP 
(78  Stat.  401;  5  U.S.C.  1131),  relating  to  new  appointments,  is 
amended  by  striking  out  “grade  13"’  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
“grade  11”. 


POSTAL  FIELD  SERVICE  EMPLOYEES 


Sec.  104.  (a)  Section  3542(a)  of  title  39,  United  States  Code,  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows : 

“(a)  There  is  established  a  basic  compensation  schedule  for  posi¬ 
tions  in  the  postal  field  service  which  shall  be  known  as  the  Postal  Field 
Service  Schedule  and  for  which  the  symbol  shall  be  ‘PFS\  Except  as 
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provided  in  sections  3543  and  3544  of  this  title,  basic  compensation  79  stat.  1113. 
shall  be  paid  to  all  employees  in  accordance  with  such  schedule. 

"POSTAL  FIELD  SERVICE  SCHEDULE 


1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 
5_ 
6. 

7. 

8. 
9. 
10 
11 
12 
13 


5 


18 

19 


20 


Per  annum  rates  and  steps 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

$4,  204 

4,  552 
4,919 

5,  331 
5,697 

6,  113 
6,  M5 

$4,  343 
4,701 
5, 085 
5, 507 
5,888 
6,  316 
6,  763 

$4, 482 

4,  850 

5,  '251 
5, 683 
6, 079 
6,519 
6,981 

$4, 621 
4,999 
5,417 
5, 859 
6,270 
6, 722 
7,  199 

$4, 760 
5, 148 

5,  583 

6,  035 
6,  461 
6, 925 
7,417 

$4,899 

5,297 

5,  749 

6,  211 
6, 652 
7,128 
7, 635 

$5, 038 
5, 446 
5, 915 
6, 387 
6, 843 
7,  331 
7,  853 

$5, 177 

5,  595 
6,081 

6,  563 

7,  034 
7,  534 
8,071 

$5,  316 
5,  744 
6,247 
6, 739 
7,225 
7,  737 
8,289 

$5, 455 
5, 893 
6,413 
6,915 
7,416 
7, 940 
8,507 

$5, 594 
6,042 
6,  579 
7,091 
7, 607 
8, 143 
8,  725 

$5,  733 

6, 191 

6,  745 

7,  267 

7, 798 
8,346 

7,  088 

7,323 

7,558 

7,793 

8,  028 

8,263 

8,498 

8,  733 

8, 968 

9,  203 

7, 665 

7, 920 

8,175 

8, 430 
9,194 

8,  685 

8,  940 

9, 195 

9,450 

9,  705 

9,960 

8,  345 

8, 628 

8,911 

9,  477 

9,  760 

10,  043 

10,  326 

10,  609 

10, 892 

9,  221 
10,  202 
11,274 

9,536 

9, 851 

10, 166 
11,243 

10, 481 
11,590 
12, 830 

10,  796 

11,111 

12,284 

11,426 

11,741 

12, 056 
13, 325 
14,  775 

10,  549 
11,663 

10,  896 

11,937 

12,631 

12, 978 

12,  052 

12.  441 

13,  219 

13, 608 

13. 997 

14,  386 

12, 427 

12,  859 

13,  291 

13, 723 

14,  155 

14,587 

16,  019 

15,  451 

15,  883 

16,315 

13,  736 
15, 179 

14,  210 

14, 684 

15,158 
16, 763 
18,  554 
20,  375 

15, 632 
17,291 

16,  10() 

16,  580 

17,  054 
18, 875 

17,  528 

18,  002 

15,  707 

16,  235 

17,819 

18,  347 

19,  403 

19, 931 

16, 793 
18,  530 
20,  525 
22, 760 

17,  380 
19,  145 

19,  141 
20, 990 

19,  728 
21,605 

20,  315 

20, 902 
22,  835 

21,  489 

22, 076 
24, 065 

19, 760 

22,  220 

23, 450 

21,  210 

21,895 
24,  280 

22.  580 

23,  265 

•23, 950 

24, 635 

25,  320 

23,52(1 

25, 040 

25, 800 

”, 

(b)  Section  3543(a)  of  title  39,  United  States  Code,  is  amended  to 
read  as  follows: 

“(a)  There  is  established  a  basic  compensation  schedule  which 
shall  be  known  as  the  Rural  Carrier  Schedule  and  for  which  the 
symbol  shall  be  ‘RCS’.  Compensation  shall  be  paid  to  rural  carriers 
in  accordance  with  this  schedule. 

“RURAL  CARRIER  SCHEDULE 


“Per  annum  rates  and  steps 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

Carrier  in  rural  de¬ 
livery  service: 

Fixed  compensa¬ 
tion  per  annum... 

$2,  391 

$2,  507 

$2, 623 

$2, 739 

$2, 855 

$2,971 

$3, 087 

$3,  203 

$3, 319 

$3,435 

$3,  551 

$3,667 

Compensation  per 
mile  per  annum 
for  each  mile  up 
\  to  30  miles  of 
/  route _ _ 

88 

90 

92 

94 

96 

98 

100 

102 

104 

106 

108 

110 

For  each  mile  of 
route  over  30 
miles . 

25 

25 

25 

25 

25 

25 

25 

25 

25 

25 

25 

25”. 

(c)  Section  3544(a)  of  title  39,  United  States  Code,  is  amended 
to  read  as  follows: 

“(a)  There  is  established  a  basic  compensation  schedule,  which 
shall  be  known  as  the  Fourth  Class  Office  Schedule  and  for  which  the 
symbol  shall  be  ‘FOS’,  for  postmasters  in  post  offices  of  the  fourth  class, 
which  is  based  on  the  revenue  units  of  the  post  office  for  the  preceding 
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79  Stat.  1117. 


78  Stat.  409. 


72  Stat.  1244. 


fiscal  year.  Basic  compensation  shall  be  paid  to  postmasters  in  post 
offices  of  the  fourth  class  in  accordance  with  this  schedule. 


■FOURTH  CLASS  OFFICE  SCHEDULE 


“Revenue  units 

Per  annum  rates  and  steps 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

30  but  fewer  than  36 _ 

$4,019 

.$4,  152 

$4, '285 

$4,  418 

$4,551 

$4,  684 

•$4,817 

.$4.  950 

$5,083 

$5,  216 

$5,  349 

$5,  482 

24  but  fewer  than  30 _ 

3,715 

3,  837 

3,959 

4,081 

4.  203 

4,  325 

4,447 

4,569 

4,  691 

4,813 

4,935 

5,057 

18  but  fewer  than  24 _ 

3, 054 

3, 168 

3,  272 

3,  376 

3.  480 

3,  584 

3,688 

3.  792 

3,896 

4,000 

4,  104 

4,208 

12  but  fewer  than  18 _ 

2,  407 

2,  485 

2, 563 

2,641 

2,  719 

2,  797 

2, 875 

2,953 

3,031 

3, 109 

3, 187 

3,  265 

6  but  fewer  than  12 _ 

1,736 

1,791 

1,846 

1,901 

1,956 

2,011 

2,  066 

2,121 

2,  176 

2,  ‘231 

2,  286 

2,  341 

Fewer  than  6 . . 

1,398 

1,443 

1,488 

1,533 

1,578 

1,623 

1,668 

1,713 

1,758 

1,803 

1,848 

1, 893”. 

I 


(d)  The  basic  compensation  of  each  employee  subject  to  the  Postal 
field  Service  Schedule,  the  Rural  Carrier  Schedule,  or  the  Fourth 

this-- 

•icat® 


Class  Office  Schedule  immediately  prior  to  the  effective  date  of  this 
section  shall  be  determined  as  follows: 

(1)  Each  employee  shall  be  assigned  to  the  same  numeri 
step  for  his  position  which  he  had  attained  immediately  prior 
to  such  effective  date.  If  changes  in  levels  or  steps  would  other¬ 
wise  occur  on  such  effective  date  without  regard  to  enactment  of 
this  Act,  such  changes  shall  be  deemed  to  have  occurred  prior 
to  conversion. 

(2)  If  the  existing  basic  compensation  is  greater  than  the  rate 
to  which  the  employee  is  converted  under  paragraph  (1)  of  this 
subsection,  the  employee  shall  be  placed  in  the  lowest  step  which 
exceeds  his  basic  compensation.  If  the  existing  basic  compensa¬ 
tion  exceeds  the  maximum  step  of  his  position,  his  existing  basic 
compensation  shall  be  established  as  his  basic  compensation. 


K.Ml’LOYF.KS  IX  THE  DEPARTMENT  OF  MEDICINE  AND  SURGERY  OF  TIIE 
VETERA  Ns"  ADM  I NISTRATION 


Sec.  105.  Section  4107  of  title  38,  United  States  Code,  relating  to 
grades  and  pay  scales  for  certain  positions  within  the  Department  of 
Medicine  and  Surgery  of  the  Veterans’  Administration,  is  amended 
to  read  as  follows : 

“§  4107.  Grades  and  pay  scales 

‘“(a)  The  per  annum  full-pay  scale  or  ranges  for  positions  provit 
in  section  4103  of  this  title,  other  than  Chief  Medical  Director  a 
Deputy  Chief  Medical  Director,  shall  l>e  as  follows: 


■J 

and 


'SECTION  IK).'!  SCHEDULE 


“Assistant  Chief  Medical  Director,  $25,890. 

“Medical  Director,  $22,760  minimum  to  $25,800  maximum. 

“Director  wf  Nursing  Service,  $17,550  minimum  to  $23,013 
maximum. 

“Director  of  Chaplain  Service,  $17,550  minimum  to  $23,013 
maximum. 

“Chief  Pharmacist,  $17,550  minimum  to  $23,013  maximum. 

“Chief  Dietitian,  $17,550,  minimum  to  $23,013  maximum. 

“(b)(1)  The  grades  and  per  annum  full-pay  ranges  for  positions 
provided  in  paragraph  (1)  of  section  4104  of  this  title  shall  be  as 
follows: 
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“physician  and  dentist  schedule 

“Director  grade,  $20,075  minimum  to  $25,435  maximum. 

“Executive  grade,  $18,730  minimum  to  $24,355  maximum. 

“Chief  grade,  $17,550  minimum  to  $23,013  maximum. 

“Senior  grade,  $15,106  minimum  to  $19,813  maximum. 

“Intermediate  grade,  $12,873  minimum  to  $16,905  maximum. 

“Full  grade,  $10,927  minimum  to  $14,338  maximum. 

“Associate  grade,  $9,221  minimum  to  $12,056  maximum. 

“nurse  schedule 

“Assistant  Director  grade,  $15,106  minimum  to  $19,813  maximum. 

“Chief  grade,  $12,873  minimum  to  $16,905  maximum. 

“Senior  grade,  $10,927  minimum  to  $14,338  maximum. 

“Intermediate  grade,  $9,221  minimum  to  $12,056  maximum. 

“Full  grade,  $7,696  minimum  to  $10,045  maximum. 

)  “Associate  grade,  $6,730  minimum  to  $8,749  maximum. 

“Junior  grade,  $5,867  minimum  to  $7,649  maximum. 

“(2)  No  person  may  hold  the  director  grade  unless  he  is  serving  as 
a  director  of  a  hospital,  domiciliary,  center,  or  outpatient  clinic  (  inde¬ 
pendent  ) .  No  person  may  hold  the  executive  grade  unless  he  holds  the 
position  of  chief  of  staff  at  a  hospital,  center,  or  outpatient  clinic  (inde¬ 
pendent),  or  the  position  of  clinic  director  at  an  outpatient  clinic,  or 
comparable  position.” 

FOREIGN  SERVICE  OFFICERS;  STAFF  OFFICERS  AND  EMPLOYEES 

Sec.  106.  (a)  The  fourth  sentence  of  section  412  of  the  Foreign  Serv¬ 
ice  Act  of  1946,  as  amended  (22  U.S.C.  867),  is  amended  to  read  as  79  stat.  ms. 
follows:  “The  per  annum  salaries  of  Foreign  Service  officers  within 
each  of  the  other  classes  shall  be  as  follows : 


“Class  1 . . . 

$23, 935 

$24,  770 

$25, 890 

Class  2 . 

19,  333 

20,004 

20,675 

$21, 347 

$22. 018 

$22, 689 

$23,360 

Class  3 _ _ _ 

15, 841 

16,  391 

16,  941 

17,  491 

18,041 

18, 591 

19, 141 

Class  4 . . 

12, 873 

13,  321 

13, 769 

14,  217 

14, 665 

15,113 

15,561 

Class  5 . .  . . 

in,  602 

10, 970 

11,338 

11,706 

12. 074 

12,  442 

12,810 

Class  6 . . . 

8, 843 

9, 147 

9.  451 

9.  755 

10, 059 

10,  363 

10,  667 

Class  7 . 

7, 473 

7,  724 

7,975 

8,226 

8,477 

8,  728 

8,979 

Class  8 _ _ _ 

6,  451 

6,  664 

6, 877 

7,090 

7,303 

7,516 

7, 729". 

)  (b)  The  second  sentence  of  subsection  (a)  of  section  415  of  such 
Act  (22  U.S.C.  870(a))  is  amended  to  read  as  follows:  “The  per 
annum  salaries  of  such  staff  officers  and  employees  within  each  class 
shall  be  as  follows : 


“Class  1 . . 

$15, 841 

$16, 391 

$16,  941 

$17,  491 

$18,041 

$18, 591 

$19, 141 

$19,691 

$20,  241 

$20,  791 

Class  2 . 

12, 873 

13,  321 

13,  769 

14,  217 

14,665 

15,113 

15,  561 

16,009 

16,  457 

16,  905 

Class  3 . . 

10, 602 

10, 970 

11,338 

11,706 

12,  074 

12,  442 

12,810 

13,  178 

13,  546 

13,914 

Class  4 . 

8, 843 

9,  147 

9,  451 

9,  755 

10,  059 

10,  363 

10,  567 

10, 971 

11,275 

11,579 

Class  5 . 

7, 974 

8,  246 

8,518 

8,  790 

9,  062 

9,334 

9,  506 

9, 878 

10, 150 

10,  422 

Class  6 . . 

7,201 

7,441 

7,  681 

7,921 

8, 161 

8,401 

8,  641 

8,881 

9,121 

9,  361 

Class  7 . 

6,614 

6, 832 

7,  050 

7,268 

7,486 

7,  704 

7,  922 

8, 140 

8,358 

8,  576 

Class  8 . . 

5, 853 

6,  051 

6,  249 

6,  447 

6,  645 

6, 843 

7,041 

7,239 

7,  437 

7,  635 

Class  9 . 

5,  341 

5,517 

5,  693 

5,  869 

6,045 

6,  221 

6,397 

6,  573 

6,  749 

6,  925 

Class  10 . 

4,  776 

4,936 

5,096 

5,256 

5,416 

5,  576 

5,  736 

5,890 

6, 056 

6, 216”. 

(c)  Foreign  Service  officers,  Reserve  officers,  and  Foreign  Service 
staff  officers  and  employees  who  are  entitled  to  receive  basic  compen¬ 
sation  immediately  prior  to  the  effective  date  of  this  section  at  one 
of  the  rates  provided  by  section  412  or  415  of  the  Foreign  Service  Act 
of  1946  shall  receive  basic  compensation,  on  and  after  such  effective 
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date,  at  the  rate  of  their  class  determined  to  be  appropriate  by  the 
Secretary  of  State. 

agricultural  stabilization*  and  conservation  county  committee 

EMPLOYEES 

Sec.  107.  The  rates  of  compensation  of  persons  employed  by  the 
county  committees  established  pursuant  to  section  8(b)  of  the  Soil 
Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act  (16  U.S.C.  590h(b))  shall 
be  increased  by  amounts  equal,  as  nearly  as  may  be  practicable,  to  the 
increases  provided  by  section  102(a)  of  this  title  for  corresponding 
rates  of  compensation. 


SALARY  RATES  FIXED  BY  ADMINISTRATIVE  ACTION 

Sec.  108.  (a)  The  rates  of  basic  compensation  of  assistant  United 
States  attorneys  whose  basic  salaries  are  fixed  pursuant  to  section  508 
of  title  28,  United  States  Code,  shall  be  increased,  effective  on  the<’“ 
effective  date  of  section  102  of  this  title,  by  amounts  equal,  as  nearly^} 
as  may  be  practicable,  to  the  increases  provided  by  section  102(a)  of 
rhis  title  for  corresponding  rates  of  compensation. 

(b)  Notwithstanding  section  3679  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  as 
amended  (31  U.S.C.  665),  the  rates  of  compensation  of  officers  and 
employees  of  the  Federal  Government  and  of  the  municipal  govern¬ 
ment  of  the  District  of  Columbia  whose  rates  of  compensation  are 
fixed  by  administrative  action  pursuant  to  law  and  are  not  otherwise 
increased  by  this  Act  are  hereby  authorized  to  be  increased,  effective 
on  the  effective  date  of  section  102  of  this  title,  by  amounts  not  to 
exceed  the  increases  provided  by  this  title  for  corresponding  rates 
of  compensation  in  the  appropriate  schedule  or  scale  of  pay. 

(c)  Nothing  contained  in  this  section  shall  be  held  or  considered 
to  authorize  any  increase  in  the  rates  of  compensation  of  officers  and 
employees  whose  rates  of  compensation  are  fixed  and  adjusted  from 
time  to  time  as  nearly  as  is  consistent  with  the  public  interest  in 
accordance  with  prevailing  rates  or  practices. 

(d)  Nothing  contained  in  this  section  shall  affect  the  authority  con¬ 
tained  in  any  law  pursuant  to  which  rates  of  compensation  may  be 
fixed  by  administrative  action. 


EFFECTIVE  DATES 


Sec.  109.  This  title  shall  become  effective  as  follows : 

(1)  This  section  and  sections  101,  103,  and  108  shall  become 
effective  on  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act. 

(2)  Sections  102,  104,  105,  106,  and  107  shall  become  effective 
on  the  first  day  of  the  first  pay  period  which  begins  on  or  after 
July  1,  1966. 


(3 


Title  II — Judicial  Branch 

SHORT  TITLE 

Sec.  201.  This  title  may  be  cited  as  the  ‘‘Federal  Judicial  Salary 
Act  of  1966”. 

JUDICIAL  BRANCH  EMPLOYEES 

Sec.  202.  (a)  The  rates  of  basic  compensation  of  officers  and 
employees  in  or  under  the  judicial  branch  of  the  Government  whose 
rates  of  compensation  are  fixed  by  or  pursuant  to  paragraph  (2)  of 
subdivision  a  of  section  62  of  the  Bankruptcy  Act  (11  U.S.C.  102(a) 
(2)),  section  3656  of  title  18,  United  States  Code,  the  third  sentence 
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yf  section  603,  sections  671  to  675,  inclusive,  or  section  604(a)  (5),  of 
itle  28,  United  States  Code,  insofar  as  the  latter  section  applies  to 
graded  positions,  are  hereby  increased  by  amounts  reflecting  the  re¬ 
spective  applicable  increases  provided  by  section  102(a)  of  title  I  of 
his  Act  m  corresponding  rates  of  compensation  for  officers  and 
miployees  subject  to  the  Classification  Act  of  1949,  as  amended.  The 
•ates  of  basic  compensation  of  officers  and  employees  holding  un¬ 
graded  positions  and  whose  salaries  are  fixed  pursuant  to  such  section 
504(a)  (5)  may  be  increased  by  the  amounts  reflecting  the  respective 
ipplicable  increases  provided  by  section  102(a)  of  title  I  of  this  Act 
n  corresponding  rates  of  compensation  for  officers  and  employees 
subject  to  the  Classification  Act  of  1949,  as  amended. 

(b)  The  limitations  provided  by  applicable  law  on  the  effective 
late  of  this  section  with  respect  to  the  aggregate  salaries  payable 
o  secretaries  and  law  clerks  of  circuit  and  district  judges  are  hereby 
ncreased  by  amounts  which  reflect  the  respective  applicable  increases 
■provided  by  section  102(a)  of  title  I  of  this  Act  in  corresponding 

Jtes  of  compensation  for  officers  and  employees  subject  to  the  Classi¬ 
fication  Act  of  1949,  as  amended. 

( c )  Section  753(e)  of  title  28,  United  States  Code  (relating  to  the 
compensation  of  court  reporters  for  district  courts),  is  amended  by 
striking  out  the  existing  salary  limitation  contained  therein  and  insert  - 
ng  a  new  limitation  which  reflects  the  respective  applicable  increases 
provided  by  section  102(a)  of  title  I  of  this  Act  in  corresponding  rates 
>f  compensation  for  officers  and  employees  subject  to  the  Classification 
Act  of  1949,  as  amended. 


65  Stat.  725; 
62  Stat.  918, 
914;  79  Stat. 
1121. 


Secretaries  and 
law  clerks. 


Court  reporters . 
62  Stat.  921; 

79  Stat.  1122. 


EFFECTIVE  DATES 

Sec.  203.  This  title  shall  become  effective  as  follows: 

(1)  This  section  and  section  201  shall  become  effective  on  the 
date  of  enactment  of  this  Act. 

(2)  Section  202  shall  become  effective  on  the  first  day  of  the 
first  pay  period  which  begins  on  or  after  July  1,  1966. 

Title  III — Legislative  Branch 


SHORT  TITLE 


ec.  301.  This  title  may  be  cited  as  the  “Federal  Legislative  Salary 
of  1966”. 


LEGISLATIVE  BRANCH  EMPLOYEES 


Federal  Legis¬ 
lative  Salary 
Act  of  1966. 


Sec.  302.  (a)  Except  as  otherwise  provided  in  this  title,  each  officer 
7r  employee  in  or  under  the  legislative  branch  of  the  Government, 
whose  rate  of  compensation  is  increased  by  section  5  of  the  Federal 
Employees  Pay  Act  of  1946,  shall  be  paid  additional  compensation 
fit  the  rate  of  2.9  per  centum  of  his  gross  rate  of  compensation  (basic 
compensation  plus  additional  compensation  authorized  by  law). 

(b)  The  total  annual  compensation  in  effect  immediately  prior  to 
the  effective  date  of  this  section  of  each  officer  or  employee  of  the 
House  of  Representatives,  whose  compensation  is  disbursed  by  the 
Clerk  of  the  House  of  Representatives  and  is  not  increased  by  reason 
of  any  other  provision  of  this  section,  shall  be  increased  by  2.9  per 
centum.  Notwithstanding  section  303  of  this  title  or  any  other  pro¬ 
vision  of  this  section,  the  total  annual  compensation  of  the  Clerk  of 
the  House  of  Representatives  and  the  Sergeant  at  Arms  of  the  House 
of  Representatives,  respectively,  shall  be  an  amount  which  is  equal 
to  the  total  annual  compensation  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Senate  and 
the  Sergeant  at  Arms  of  the  Senate,  respectively. 


60  Stat.  217; 

79  Stat.  1120. 

5  USC  931,  932, 
932h, 

House  officers 
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2  USC  291  note. 
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Senate  officers. 


79  Stat.  1121. 

2  USC  60a  note. 


(c)  The  rates  of  compensation  of  employees  of  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives  whose  compensation  is  fixed  by  the  House  Employees  Sched¬ 
ule  under  the  House  Employees  Position  Classification  Act  (78  Stat. 
1079-1084;  Public  Law  88-652;  2  U.S.C.  291-303),  including  each 
employee  subject  to  such  Act  whose  compensation  is  fixed  at  a  saved 
rate,  are  hereby  increased  by  amounts  equal,  as  nearly  as  may  be 
practicable,  to  the  increases  provided  by  subsection  (a)  of  this  section. 

(d)  The  additional  compensation  provided  by  this  section  shall  be 
considered  a  part  of  basic  compensation  for  the  purposes  of  the  Civil 
Service  Retirement  Act  (5  U.S.C.  2251  and  following). 

(e.)  This  section  shall  not  apply  with  respect  to  the  compensation  of 
student  congressional  interns  authorized  by  House  Resolution  416, 
Eighty-ninth  Congress,  and  the  compensation  of  employees  whose 
compensation  is  fixed  by  the  House  Wage  Schedule  under  the  House 
Employees  Position  Classification  Act. 

(f)  The  basic  compensation  of  each  employee  in  the  office  of  a  Sen¬ 
ator  is  hereby  adjusted,  effective  on  the  first  day  of  the  month  follow^- 
ing  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act,  to  the  lowest  multiple  of 
which  will  provide  a  gross  rate  of  compensation  not  less  than  the  grosS* 
rate  such  employee  was  receiving  immediately  prior  thereto,  except 
that  the  foregoing  provisions  of  this  subsection  shall  not  apply  in  the 
case  of  any  employee  if  on  or  before  the  fifteenth  day  following  the 
date  of  enactment  of  this  Act,  the  Senator  by  whom  such  employee  is 
employed  notifies  the  disbursing  office  of  the  Senate  in  writing  that  he 
does  not  wish  such  provisions  to  apply  to  such  employee.  No  employee 
whose  basic  compensation  is  adjusted  under  this  subsection  shall 
receive  any  additional  compensation  under  subsection  (a)  for  any 
period  prior  to  the  effective  date  of  such  adjustment  during  which 
such  employee  was  employed  in  the  office  of  the  Senator  by  whom  he 
is  employed  on  the  first  day  of  the  month  following  the  enactment  of 
this  Act.  No  additional  compensation  shall  be  paid  to  any  person 
under  subsection  (a)  for  any  period  prior  to  the  first  day  of  the  month 
following  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act  during  which  such  person 
was  employed  in  the  office  of  a  Senator  (other  than  a  Senator  by  whom 
he  is  employed  on  such  day)  unless  on  or  before  the  fifteenth  day  fol¬ 
lowing  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act  such  Senator  notifies  the 
disbursing  office  of  the  Senate  in  writing  that  he  wishes  such  employee 
to  receive  such  additional  compensation  for  such  period.  In  any  case 
in  which,  at  the  expiration  of  the  time  within  which  a  Senator  ma^. 
give  notice  under  this  subsection,  such  Senator  is  deceased,  such  notf 
shall  be  deemed  to  have  been  given. 

(g)  Notwithstanding  the  provision  referred  to  in  subsection  (h), 
the  rates  of  gross  compensation  of  the  Secretary  for  the  Majority  of 
the  Senate,  the  Secretary  for  the  Minority  of  the  Senate,  tlie  Chief 
Reporter  of  Debates  of  the  Senate,  the  Parliamentarian  of  the  Senate, 
the  Senior  Counsel  in  the  Office  of  the  Legislative  Counsel  of  the 
Senate,  the  Chief  Clerk  of  the  Senate,  the  Chaplain  of  the  Senate,  and 
the  Postmaster  and  Assistant  Postmaster  of  the  Senate  are  hereby 
increased  by  2.9  per  centum. 

(h)  The  paragraph  imposing  limitations  on  basic  and  gross  com¬ 
pensation  of  officers  and  employees  of  the  Senate  appearing  under  the 
heading  “SENATE”  in  the  Legislative  Appropriation  Act,  1956,  as 
amended  (74  Stat.  304;  Public  Law  86-568),  is  amended  by  striking 
out  “$23,770”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “$24,460”. 

(i)  The  limitation  on  gross  rate  per  hour  per  person  provided  by 
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applicable  law  on  the  effective  date  of  this  section  with  respect  to  the 
folding  of  speeches  and  pamphlets  for  the  Senate  is  hereby  increased 
by  2.9  per  centum.  The  amount  of  such  increase  shall  be  computed  to 
the  nearest  cent,  counting  one-half  cent  and  over  as  a  whole  cent.  The 
provisions  of  subsection  (a)  of  this  section  shall  not  apply  to  employees 
whose  compensation  is  subject  to  such  limitation. 


SALARY  INCREASE  LIMITATION 

Sec.  303.  No  rate  of  compensation  shall  be  increased,  by  reason  of 
the  enactment  of  this  title,  to  an  amount  in  excess  of  the  salary  rate  now 
or  hereafter  in  effect  for  level  V  of  the  Federal  Executive  Salary 
Schedule. 

EFFECTIVE  DATES 

Sec.  304.  This  title  shall  become  effective  as  follows: 

(1)  This  section  and  section  301  shall  become  effective  on  the 
\  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act. 

)  (2)  Sections  302  and  303  shall  become  effective  on  the  first  day 

of  the  first  pay  period  which  begins  on  or  after  July  1, 1966. 

Title  IV — Miscellaneous  Provisions 

SALARY  STEPS  FOR  CERTAIN  EMPLOYEES  TRANSFERRED  TO  POSTAL  FIELD 

SERVICE 

Sec.  401.  Section  3551  of  title  39,  United  States  Code,  is  amended  74  stat.  648; 
by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  subsection :  76  stat.  444. 

“(c)  The  Postmaster  General  may  appoint  or  advance  any  Federal 
employee  who,  together  with  his  function,  is  transferred,  prior  to,  on, 
or  after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  subsection,  to  a  post  office  or  other 
postal  installation  at  or  to  (1)  the  minimum  rate  for  his  position,  or 

(2)  any  higher  rate  for  his  position  which  is  less  than  one  full  step 
above  the  highest  rate  of  compensation  received  by  him  immediately 
prior  to  such  transfer.”. 


78  Stat.  419. 
5  USC  2211. 


POSTAL  SENIORITY  ADJUSTMENTS 


Sec.  402.  (a)  The  Postmaster  General  shall  advance  any  employee 
in  the  postal  field  service — 

)(1)  w’ho  was  promoted  to  a  higher  level  between  July  9,  1960, 
and  October  13,  1962 ; 

(2)  who  is  senior  with  respect  to  total  postal  service  to  an 
employee  in  the  same  post  office  promoted  to  the  same  level  on 
or  after  October  13,  1962,  and  is  on  the  effective  date  of  this  sec¬ 
tion  in  a  step  in  the  same  level  below  the  step  of  the  junior 
employee;  and 

(3)  whom  the  Postmaster  General  determines  is  in  the  same 
craft  and  same  branch  of  the  Post  Office  Service  as  such  junior 
employee. 

Such  advancement  by  the  Postmaster  General  shall  be  to  the  highest 
step  which  is  held  by  any  such  junior  employee.  Any  increase  under 
the  provisions  of  this  subsection  shall  not  constitute  an  equivalent 
increase  and  credit  earned  prior  to  adjustment  under  this  subsection 
for  advancement  to  the  next  step  shall  be  retained. 

(b)  Section  3552  of  title  39,  United  States  Code,  is  amended  by 
deleting  subsection  (d).  78  stat.  409. 
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SPECIAL  DELIVERY  MESSENGERS 

74  stat.  645.  Sec.  403.  Section  3542(c)  of  title  39,  United  States  Code,  is 

amended — 

(1)  by  striking  out  “7  cents  per  mile  or  major  fraction  thereof” 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “10  cents  per  mile  or  major  fraction 
thereof”;  and 

(2)  by  striking  out  “90  cents  per  hour”  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  “$1.25  per  hour”. 


OVERTIME 

Sec.  404.  (a)  Section  201  of  the  Federal  Employees  Pay  Act  of 
68  stat.  1109.  1945,  as  amended  (5  U.S.C.  911),  is  amended — 

(1)  by  inserting  “or,  with  the  exception  of  employees  engaged 
in  professional  or  technical  engineering  or  scientific  activities  for 
whom  the  first  forty  hours  of  duty  in  an  administrative  workweek 
is  the  basic  workweek  and  employees  whose  basic  compensatioiv- 
exceeds  the  minimum  rate  of  grade  GS-10  of  the  Classification’ 
Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  for  whom  the  first  forty  hours  of  duty** 
in  an  administrative  workweek  is  the  basic  workweek,  in  excess 
of  eight  hours  in  a  day”  immediately  following  “in  excess  of  forty 
hours  in  any  administrative  workweek”;  and 

(2)  by  striking  out  “grade  GS-9”  wherever  it  occurs  therein 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “grade  GS-10”. 

(b)  Section  202  of  such  Act,  as  amended  (5  U.S.C.  912),  is  amended 
Ming  out  “grade  GS-9”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “grade 

(c)  Section  401  of  such  Act,  as  amended  (5  U.S.C.  926),  is  amended 
by  striking  out  “grade  GS-9”  wherever  it  occurs  therein  and  inserting 
in  lieu  thereof  “grade  GS-10”. 

79  Stat.  1115.  (d)  Subsections  (b)  and  (c)  of  section  3573  of  title  39,  United 

States  Code,  are  amended  by  striking  out  “level  PFS-7”  and  “level 
PFS-8”,  wherever  appearing  therein,  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
“level  PFS-10”  and  “level  PFS-11”,  respectively. 


SUNDAY  PREMIUM  PAY 

Sec.  405.  (a)  The  heading  of  title  III  of  the  Federal  Employees 
59  stat.  298.  Pay  Act  of  1945,  as  amended,  is  amended  to  read  as  follows:  ^ 

“TITLE  III— COMPENSATION  FOR  NIGHT,  SUNDAY,  AND 

HOLIDAY  WORK” 

68  stat.  mo.  (b)  (1)  Section  302  of  such  Act,  as  amended  (5  U.S.C.  922),  is 
redesignated  as  section  303  of  such  Act. 

^  (2)  Any  reference  in  any  provision  of  law-  to  section  302  of  the 
b  ederal  Employees  Pay  Act  of  1945,  which  is  redesignated  as  section 
303  of  such  Act  by  paragraph  (1)  of  this  subsection,  shall  be  held  and 
considered  to  refer  to  section  303  of  such  Act,  as  so  redesignated. 

(c)  Title  III  of  such  Act,  as  amended  (5  U.S.C.  921  and  follow-ing), 
is  amended  by  inserting  immediately  following  section  301  thereof 
the  following: 

“COMPENSATION  FOR  SUNDAY  WORK 

“Sec.  302.  Any  regularly  scheduled  eight-hour  period  of  service 
which  is  not  overtime  work  as  defined  in  section  201  of  this  Act  any 
part  of  which  is  performed  within  the  period  commencing  at  midnight 
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Saturday  and  ending  at  midnight  Sunday  shall  be  compensated  for 
the  entire  period  of  service  at  the  rate  of  basic  compensation  of  the 
officer  or  employee  performing  such  work  plus  premium  compensation 
at  a  rate  equal  to  25  per  centum  of  his  rate  of  basic  compensation.” 

(d)  Section  401(1)  of  such  Act,  as  amended  (5  U.S.C.  926(1)),  is 
amended  by  inserting  “,  Sunday,”  immediately  following  the  word 
‘“night”. 

(e)  Section  401(2)  of  such  Act,  as  amended  (5  U.S.C.  926(2)),  is 
amended — 

(1)  by  inserting  in  the  first  sentence  thereof  “,  on  Sundays,” 
immediately  following  the  words  “duty  at  night”;  and 

(2)  by  inserting  in  the  second  sentence  thereof  “Sunday,” 
immediately  following  “night,”. 

(f)  The  first  paragraph  of  section  23  of  the  Independent  Offices 
Appropriation  Act,  1935,  as  amended  (5  U.S.C.  673c),  is  amended 
by  inserting  immediately  before  the  period  at  the  end  thereof  the 
following:  “  :  Provided  further.  That  employees  subject  to  this  section 

those  regular  work  schedule  includes  an  eight-hour  period  of  service 
.my  part  of  which  is  within  the  period  commencing  at  midnight  Satur¬ 
day  and  ending  at  midnight  Sunday  shall  be  paid  extra  compensation 
at  the  rate  of  25  per  centum  of  his  hourly  rate  of  basic  compensation 
for  each  hour  of  work  performed  during  that  eight-hour  period  of 
service”. 

HEALTH  AND  INSURANCE  COVERAGE  FOR  CERTAIN  EMPLOYEES  ON 
LEAVE  WITHOUT  PAY 

Sec.  406.  (a)  Section  6  of  the  Federal  Employees’  Group  Life 
Insurance  Act  of  1954,  as  amended  (5  U.S.C.  2095),  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  subsection: 

“(d)  Notwithstanding  the  foregoing,  an  officer  or  employee  who 
enters  on  approved  leave  without  pay  to  serve  as  a  full-time  officer 
or  employee  of  an  organization  composed  primarily  of  employees,  as 
defined  in  section  2  of  this  Act,  may,  within  sixty  days  after  entering 
on  such  leave  without  pay,  elect  to  continue  his  insurance  and  arrange 
to  pay  currently  into  the  fund,  through  his  employing  agency,  both 
employee  and  agency  contributions  from  the  beginning  of  leave  with¬ 
out  pay.  If  he  does  not  so  elect,  his  insurance  will  continue  during 
nonpay  status  and  terminate  as  provided  in  subsection  (a)  of  this 
\ction.  The  employing  agency  shall  forward  the  premium  payments 
o  the  fund  established  by  section  5  of  this  Act.” 

(b)  Section  7(b)  of  the  Federal  Employees  Health  Benefits  Act 
of  1959,  as  amended  (5  U.S.C.  3006(b)),  is  amended— 

(1)  by  inserting  “(1)”  immediately  following  “(b)”;  and 

(2)  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  paragraph : 

“(2)  An  employee  who  enters  on  approved  leave  without  pay  to 

serve  as  a  full-time  officer  or  employee  of  an  organization  composed 
primarily  of  employees,  as  defined  in  section  2  of  this  Act,  may, 
within  sixty  days  after  entering  on  such  leave  without  pay,  file  with 
his  employing  agency  an  election  to  continue  his  health  benefits  cov¬ 
erage  and  arrange  to  pay  currently  into  the  fund,  through  his  employ¬ 
ing  agency  from  the  beginning  of  leave  without  pay,  both  employee 
and  agency  contributions.  If  he  does  not  so  elect,  his  coverage  will 
terminate  as  specified  in  paragraph  ( 1 )  and  implementing  regulations. 
The  employing  agency  shall  forward  the  enrollment  charges  so  paid 
to  the  fund.” 

(c)  An  officer  or  employee  who  is  on  approved  leave  without  pay 
and  serving  as  a  full-time  officer  or  employee  of  an  organization  com- 
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posed  primarily  of  employees,  as  defined  in  section  2  of  the  Federal 
Employees’  Group  Life  Insurance  Act  of  1954,  as  amended  (5  U.S.C. 
68  stat.  736.  2091),  or  section  2  of  the  Federal  Employees  Health  Benefits  Act  of 

73  stat.  709.  1959,  as  amended  (5  U.S.C.  3001),  as  the  case  may  be,  may,  within 

sixty  days  after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act,  file  with  his  employ¬ 
ing  agency  an  election  (1)  to  continue  any  insurance  status  or  health 
benefits  enrollment,  or  both,  that  he  has  on  the  date  of  enactment  of 
this  Act,  (2)  to  reacquire  any  insurance  status  or  health  benefits  enroll¬ 
ment,  or  both,  which  he  may  have  lost  while  on  leave  without  pay,  or 
(3)  to  acquire  an  insured  status  or  enroll  in  a  health  benefits  plan,  or 
both,  if  he  was  never  previously  eligible  to  do  so,  by  arranging  to  pay 
currently  and  continuously  into  the  employees’  life  insurance  fund 
and  the  employees’  health  benefits  fund,  as  appropriate,  through  his 
employing  agency,  both  employee  and  agency  contributions.  The 
employing  agency  shall  forward  such  payments  to  the  employees’  life 
insurance  fund  and  the  employees’  health  benefits  fund,  as  appro¬ 
priate.  If  he  does  not  so  elect,  his  insurance  status  and  health  benefits 
enrollment  will  continue  and  terminate  as  for  other  employees  i/ 
nonpay  status,  or  he  will  remain  ineligible  for  insurance  and  healtlr 
benefits,  as  the  case  may  be,  as  though  this  paragraph  had  not  been 
Regulations.  enacted.  The  United  States  Civil  Service  Commission  is  authorized 
to  issue  regulations  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  this  paragraph. 


INCREASE  IN  UNIFORM  ALLOWANCES 

Sec.  407.  (a)  Section  402  of  the  Federal  Employees  Uniform  Allow- 
68  stat.  1114.  ance  Act,  as  amended  (5  U.S.C.  2131-2133),  is  amended  by  inserting 
immediately  following  the  second  sentence  thereof  the  following  new 
sentence:  “In  those  instances  where  the  agency  makes  reimbursement 
direct  to  the  uniform  vendor,  the  head  of  the  agency  may  deduct  a 
service  charge  not  to  exceed  4  per  centum.” 

(b)  Such  Act  is  further  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the 
following  new  section : 

“Sec.  405.  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  this  title,  each 
of  the  respective  maximum  uniform  allowances  in  effect  on  April  1, 
1966,  for  the  respective  categories  of  employees  to  whom  uniform 
allowances  are  paid  under  this  title  are  hereby  increased,  subject  to  the 
maximum  allowance  authorized  by  this  title,  as  follows: 

“(1)  If  the  maximum  uniform  allowance  is  $100  or  more,  such 
allowance  shall  be  increased  by  25  per  centum. 

“(2)  If  the  maximum  uniform  allowance  is  $75  or  more  buV 
less  than  $100,  such  allowance  shall  be  increased  by  30  per  centum. 

“(3)  If  the  maximum  uniform  allowance  is  $50  or  more  but 
less  than  $75,  such  allowance  shall  be  increased  by  35  per  centum. 

“(4)  If  the  maximum  uniform  allowance  is  less  than  $50,  such 
allowance  shall  be  increased  by  40  per  centum. 

Such  maximum  uniform  allowances,  as  in  effect  on  April  1,  1966,  and 
as  increased  by  this  section,  shall  not  be  reduced.”. 

Sf.c.  408.  (a)  Section  303(c)  of  the  Federal  Executive  Salary  Act 
5  use  2211.  of  1964  (78  Stat.  416;  Public  Law  88-426)  is  amended  by  adding  at 
the  end  thereof  the  following  new  paragraph : 

“(47)  Director  of  the  Federal  Mediation  and  Conciliation  Service.” 

(b)  Paragraph  (30)  of  section  303(d)  of  such  Act  is  hereby  repealed. 

Sec.  409.  Section  2  of  the  Act  of  September  23,  1959  (73  Stat.  698; 
Public  Law  86-375),  is  amended  by  striking  out  the  figure  “$10,000” 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  figure  “$15,000”. 
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EFFECTIVE  DATES 


Sec.  410.  This  title  shall  become  effective  as  follows: 

(1)  This  section  and  sections  401, 406,  and  407  shall  become  effec¬ 
tive  on  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act. 

(2)  Sections  402,  403,  404,  405,  408,  and  409  shall  take  effect  on 
the  first  day  of  the  first  pay  period  after  the  enactment  of  this 
Act. 

Title  V — Civil  Service  Retirement 


SHORT  TITLE 


Sec.  501.  This  title  may  be  cited  as  the  “Civil  Service  Retirement 
Act  Amendments  of  1966”. 


DEFINITIONS 


Civil  Service 
Retirement  Act 
Amendments  of 
1966. 


Sec.  502.  Section  1  ( j)  of  the  Civil  Service  Retirement  Act  (5  U.S.C. 
251  (j))  is  amended  by  inserting  the  letter  “(d)”  after  the  words 
lor  purposes  of  section  10”;  by  striking  out  the  words  “received  more 
:han  one-half  of  his  support  from  and” ;  and  by  striking  out  the  words 
‘twenty-one”  and  “twenty-first”  wherever  they  occur  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  the  words  “twenty-two”  and  “twenty-second”,  respectively. 


70  Stat.  743; 
76  Stat.  871; 
Ante,  p.  131. 


RETIREMENT  COVERAGE  FOR  CERTAIN  EMPLOYEES  ON  I.EAVE  WITHOUT  PAT 

Sec.  503.  Section  3  of  the  Civil  Service  Retirement  Act  (5  U.S.C. 

*253)  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new 
subsection : 

“(k)(l)  An  employee  who  enters  on  approved  leave  without  pay 
to  serve  as  a  full-time  officer  or  employee  of  an  organization  composed 
irimarily  of  employees,  as  defined  in  section  1(a)  of  this  Act,  may,  5  use  2251. 
vithin  sixty  days  after  entering  on  such  leave  without  pay,  file  with 
lis  employing  agency  an  election  to  receive  full  retirement  credit  for 
lis  periods  of  such  leave  without  pay  and  arrange  to  pay  currently 
nto  the  fund,  through  his  employing  agency,  amounts  equal  to  the 
•etirement  deductions  and  agency  contributions  which  would  be  appli¬ 
cable  if  he  were  in  pay  status.  An  employee  who  is  on  approved  leave 
ivithout  pay  and  serving  as  a  full-time  officer  or  employee  of  such  an 
organization  on  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  subsection  may  similarly 
’ect  within  sixty  days  after  such  date  of  enactment.  If  the  election 

id  all  payments  provided  by  this  paragraph  are  not  made,  the 
imployee  shall  receive  no  credit  for  such  periods  of  leave  without  pay 
occurring  on  or  after  date  of  enactment  of  this  subsection,  notwith¬ 
standing  the  provisions  of  the  second  sentence  of  section  3(c)  of 
this  Act. 

“(2)  An  employee  may  deposit  with  interest  an  amount  equal  to 
retirement  deductions  representing  any  period  or  periods  of  approved 
leave  without  pay  while  serving,  prior  to  the  date  of  enactment  of 
his  subsection,  as  a  full-time  officer  or  employee  of  an  organization 
mm  posed  primarily  of  employees,  as  defined  in  section  1(a)  of  this 
Act,  and  may  receive  full  retirement  credit  for  such  period  or  periods 
nf  leave  without  pay.  In  the  event  of  his  death,  a  survivor  as  defined 
in  section  l(o)  of  this  Act  may  make  such  deposit.  If  the  deposit 
lescribed  in  this  paragraph  is  not  made  in  full,  retirement  credit  shall 
lie  allowed  in  accordance  with  the  second  sentence  of  section  3(c)  of 
this  Act.” 
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70  Stat.  749. 


74  Stat,  410. 
5  USC  2258. 


74  Stat.  813. 


70  Stat.  754. 


79  Stat.  840, 
1162. 

5  USC  2268. 


IMMEDIATE  RETIREMENT 

Sec.  504.  (a)  Section  6(a)  of  the  Civil  Service  Retirement  Act  (5 
U.S.C.  2256(a))  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“(a)  Any  employee  who  attains  the  age  of  fifty-five  years  and  com¬ 
pletes  thirty  years  of  service  shall,  upon  separation  from  the  service, 
be  paid  an  annuity  computed  as  provided  in  section  9.” 

(b)  Section  6(b)  of  such  Act  (5  U.S.C.  2256(b))  is  amended  to 
read  as  follows : 

“(b)  Any  employee  who  attains  the  age  of  sixty  years  and  com¬ 
pletes  twenty  years  of  service  shall,  upon  separation  from  the  service, 
be  paid  an  annuity  computed  as  provided  in  section  9.” 

ANNUITY  COMPUTATION 

Sec.  505.  Section  9(d)  of  such  Act  (5  U.S.C.  2259  (d))  is  amended 
to  read  as  follows : 

“(d)  The  annuity  as  hereinbefore  provided,  for  an  employee  re^. 
tiring  under  section  6(d),  shall  be  reduced  by  one-sixth  of  1  pif 
centum  for  each  full  month  such  employee  is  under  the  age  of  fiftj^- 
five  years  at  date  of  separation.  The  annuity  as  hereinbefore  pro¬ 
vided,  for  a  Member  retiring  under  the  second  or  third  sentence  of 
section  6(f)  or  the  third  sentence  of  section  8(b),  shall  be  reduced  by 
one-twelfth  of  1  per  centum  for  each  full  month  not  in  excess  of  sixty, 
and  one-sixth  of  1  per  centum  for  each  full  month  in  excess  of  sixty, 
such  Member  is  under  the  age  of  sixty  years  at  date  of  separation.” 

SURVIVOR  ANNUITIES 

Sec.  506.  (a)  Section  10(a)  (2)  of  the  Civil  Service  Retirement  Act 
(5  U.S.C.  2260(a)  (2) )  is  amended  to  read  as  follows : 

“(2)  An  annuity  computed  under  this  subsection  shall  commence 
on  the.  day  after  the  retired  employee  dies,  and  such  annuity  or  any 
right,  thereto  shall  terminate  on  the  last  day  of  the  month  before  (A) 
in  the  case  of  the  survivor  of  a  retired  employee,  the  survivor’s  remar-  j 
riage  prior  to  attaining  age  sixty,  or  death  or  (B)  in  the  case  of  the 
survivor  of  a  Member,  the  survivor’s  death  or  remarriage.” 

(b)  The  last  sentence  of  section  10(c)  of  such  Act  (5  U.S.C. 
2260(c))  is  amended  to  read  as  follows:  “The'  annuity  of  such  widow 
or  dependent  widower  shall  commence  on  the  day  after  the  employee 
or  Member  dies,  and  an  annuity  under  this  subsection  or  any  riglJ| 
thereto  shall  terminate  on  the  last  day  of  the  month  before  (1)  thW 
death  of  the  widow  or  widower,  (2)  remarriage  of  the  widow  or 
widower  of  an  employee  prior  to  attaining  age  sixty,  (3)  remarriage 
of  the  widow  or  widower  of  a  Member  regardless  of  age,  or  (4)  the 
widower's  becoming  capable  of  self-support.” 

(c)  Section  10(d)  of  such  Act  (5  U.S.C.  2260(d))  is  amended  to 
read  as  follows: 

“(d)  If  an  employee  or  a  Member  dies  after  completing  at  least 
five  years  of  civilian  service,  or  an  employee  or  a  Member  dies  after 
having  retired  under  any  provision  of  tliis  Act,  and  is  survived  by 
a  wife  or  by  a  husband,  each  surviving  child  shall  be  paid  an  annuity 
equal  to  the  smallest  of  (1)  40  per  centum  of  the  employee’s  or  Mem¬ 
ber's  average  salary  divided  by  the  number  of  children,  (2)  $600,  or 
(3)  $1,800  divided  by  the  number  of  children,  subject  to  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  section  18.  If  such  employee  or  Member  is  not  survived  by  a 
wife  or  husband,  each  surviving  child  shall  be  paid  an  annuity  equal 
to  the  smallest  of  (1)  50  per  centum  of  the  employee’s  or  Member’s 
average  salary  divided  by  the  number  of  children,  (2)  $720,  or  (3) 
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^2, 160  divided  by  the  number  of  children,  subject  to  the  provisions 
of  section  18.  The  commencing  date  of  a  child’s  annuity  under  this 
Act  or  the  Act  of  May  29,  1930,  as  amended  from  and  after  Feb-  5  use  2260note. 
ruary  28,  1948,  shall  be  deemed  to  be  the  day  after  the  employee  or 
Member  dies,  with  payment  beginning  on  that  day  or  beginning  or 
resuming  on  the  first  day  of  the  month  in  which  the  child  later  becomes 
or  again  becomes  a  student  as  described  in  section  l(j),  provided  the  5  use  2251. 
lump-sum  credit,  if  paid,  is  returned  to  the  fund.  Such  annuity  shall 
terminate  on  the  last  day  of  the  month  before  ( 1 )  the  child’s  attain¬ 
ing  age  eighteen  unless  he  is  then  a  student  as  described  or  incapable 
of  self-support,  (2)  his  becoming  capable  of  self-support  after  attain¬ 
ing  age  eighteen  unless  he  is  then  such  a  student,  (3)  his  attaining 
age  twenty-two  if  he  is  then  such  a  student  and  not  incapable  of  self- 
support,  (4)  his  ceasing  to  be  such  a  student  after  attaining  age  eight¬ 
een  unless  his  is  then  incapable  of  self-support,  (5)  his  marriage,  or 
(6)  his  death,  whichever  first  occurs.  Upon  the  death  of  the  sur¬ 
viving  wife  or  husband  or  termination  of  the  child’s  annuity,  the 
hnuity  of  any  other  child  or  children  shall  be  recomputed  and  paid 
as  though  such  wife,  husband,  or  child  had  not  survived  the  employee 
or  Member.” 

(d)  Section  10  of  such  Act  (5  U.S.C.  2260)  is  amended  by  adding  70  stat.  754. 
at  the  end  thereof  the  following  subsection : 

“(f)  In  the  case  of  a  surviving  spouse  whose  annuity  under  this 
section  is  hereafter  terminated  because  of  remarriage  before  attaining 
age  sixty,  annuity  at  the  same  rate  shall  be  restored  commencing  on 
the  day  such  remarriage  is  dissolved  by  death,  annulment,  or  divorce: 

Provided ,  That  ( 1 )  said  surviving  spouse  elects  to  receive  such  annuity 
in  lieu  of  any  survivor  benefit  to  which  he  or  she  may  be  entitled,  under 
this  or  any  other  retirement  system  established  for  employees  of  the 
Government,  by  reason  of  the  remarriage,  and  (2)  any  lump  sum 
paid  upon  termination  of  the  annuity  is  returned  to  the  fund.” 

INCREASES  IN  CERTAIN  ANNUITIES 

Sec.  507.  Section  18  of  the  Civil  Service  Retirement  Act  (5  U.S.C. 

2268)  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  sub-  79  stat.  840, 
section:  1162. 

“(g)  Effective  on  (1)  the  first  day  of  the  second  month  after  the 
enactment  of  this  subsection,  or  (2)  the  commencing  date  of  annuity, 

'liichever  is  later,  the  annuity  of  each  surviving  spouse  whose ^entitle¬ 
ment  to  annuity  payable  from  the  civil  service  retirement  and  disability 
fund  resulted  from  the  death  of : 

“(A)  an  employee  or  Member  prior  to  October  11,  1962,  or 
“(B)  a  retired  employee  or  Member  whose  retirement  was  based 
on  a  separation  from  service  prior  to  October  11,  1962,  shall  be 
increased  by  10  per  centum.” 

EFFECTIVE  dates 

Sec.  508.  (a)  This  section,  section  509,  and  subsections  l(j),  3(k), 

6(a),  6(b),  9(d),  10(a)(2),  10(c),  10(d),  and  10(f)  of  the  Civil 
Service  Retirement  Act,  as  enacted  or  amended  by  this  title,  shall 
become  effective  on  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act. 

(b)  Except  as  provided  in  section  507  and  in  subsection  (c)  of  this 
section,  the  amendments  made  by  this  title  to  the  Civil  Service  Retire¬ 
ment  Act  shall  not  apply  in  the  cases  of  persons  retired  or  otherwise 
separated  prior  to  these  respective  effective  dates,  and  the  rights  of 
such  persons  and  their  survivors  shall  continue  in  the  same  manner 
and  to  the  same  extent  as  if  this  title  had  not  been  enacted. 
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compensation. 


64  Stat.  395. 


(c)  The  amendments  made  by  this  title  to  sections  l(j)  and  10(d) 
of  the  Civil  Service  Retirement  Act  relating  to  payment,  continuance, 
resumption,  and  termination  of  annuity  to  a  child  who  is  a  student 
shall  ajiply  with  respect  to  children  of  persons  retired  or  otherwise 
separated  prior  to,  on,  or  after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  title, 
except  that  no  child’s  annuity  shall  be  paid  by  reason  of  these  amend¬ 
ments  for  any  period  prior  to  such  date  of  enactment. 

MISCELLANEOUS 

Sec.  509.  The  provisions  under  the  heading  “civil  service  retire¬ 
ment  and  disability  fund”  in  title  I  of  the  Independent  Offices  Appro¬ 
priation  Act,  1959  (72  Stat.  1061 ;  Public  Law  85-844) ,  shall  not  apply 
with  respect  to  benefits  resulting  from  the  enactment  of  this  Act. 

Title  VI — Federal  Employees’  Health  Benefits 

Sec.  601.  Section  2(d)  of  the  Federal  Employees  Health  Benefit^ 
Act  of  1959  (73  Stat.  709;  5  U.S.C.  3001(d))  is  amended  by  striking! 
out  “twenty-one”  wherever  it  appears  therein  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  “twenty-two”. 

Sec.  602.  Paragraphs  (1)  and  (2)  of  section  7(a)  of  such  Act  are 
amended  to  read  as  follows : 

“(1)  Except  as  provided  in  paragraph  (2)  of  this  subsection,  the 
biweekly  Government  contributions  for  health  benefits  for  employees 
or  annuitants  enrolled  in  health  lienefits  plans  under  this  Act,  in  addi¬ 
tion  to  the  contributions  required  by  paragraph  (3),  shall  be  $1.62  if 
the  enrollment  is  for  self  alone  or  $3.94  if  the  enrollment  is  for  self 
and  family. 

t“(2)  For  an  employee  or  annuitant  enrolled  in  a  plan  for  which  the 
biweekly  subscription  charge  is  less  than  twice  the  Government  con¬ 
tribution  established  under  paragraph  (1)  of  this  subsection,  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  contribution  shall  be  50  per  centum  of  the  subscription 
charge.” 

Sec.  603.  The  amendments  made  by  sections  601  and  602  of  this  title 
shall  take  effect  on  the  first  day  of  the  first  pay  period  which  begins 
on  or  after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act. 

Title  VII — -Miscellaneous 

Sec.  701.  (a)  Retroactive  compensation  or  salary  shall  be  paid 
reason  of  this  Act  only  in  the  case  of  an  individual  in  the  service  of  the 
United  States  (including  service  in  the  Armed  Forces  of  the  United 
States)  or  the  municipal  government  of  the  District  of  Columbia  on 
the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act,  except  that  such  retroactive  com-  ) 
pensation  or  salary  shall  be  paid  (1)  to  an  officer  or  employee  who 
retired  during  the  period  beginning  on  the  first  day  of  the  first  pay 
period  which  begins  on  or  after  July  1,  1966,  and  ending  on  the  elate  - 
of  enactment  of  this  Act  for  services  rendered  during  such  period  and 
(2)  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  Act  of  August  3,  1950 
(Public  Law  636,  Eighty-first  Congress),  as  amended  (5  U.S.C. 
61f-61k),  for  services  rendered  during  the  period  beginning  on  the 
first  day  of  the  first  pay  period  which  begins  on  or  after  July  1,  1966, 
and  ending  on  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act  by  an  officer  or 
employee  who  dies  during  such  period.  Such  retroactive  compensa¬ 
tion  or  salary  shall  not  be  considered  as  basic  salary  for  the  purpose 
of  the  Civil  Service  Retirement  Act  in  the  case  of  any  such  retired 
or  deceased  officer  or  employee. 

(b)  For  the  purposes  of  this  section,  service  in  the  Armed  Forces 
of  the  United  States,  in  the  case  of  an  individual  relieved  from  train- 
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ing  and  service  in  the  Armed  Forces  of  the  United  States  or  discharged 
from  hospitalization  following  such  training  and  service,  shall  include 
the  period  provided  by  law  for  the  mandatory  restoration  of  such 
individual  to  a  position  in  or  under  the  Federal  Government  or  the 
municipal  government  of  the  District  of  Columbia. 

(c)  For  the  purpose  of  determining  the  amount  of  insurance  for 
which  an  individual  is  eligible  under  the  Federal  Employees’  Group 
Life  Insurance  Act  of  1954,  all  changes  in  rates  of  compensation  or  68  stat.  736. 
salary  which  result  from  the  enactment  of  this  Act  shall  be  held  and  5  use  2091 
considered  to  be  effective  as  of  the  date  of  such  enactment.  note. 

Approved  July  18,  1966,  7:26  p.  m. 
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